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Comparative Analysis of English and Tangle Fricative Phonemes for
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Abstract
This study presents a comparative analysis of the fricative phonemes of
English and Tangle with a view to identifying areas of convergence and
divergence and examining their pedagogical implications for Tangle
speakers of English. Guided by the Contrastive Analysis framework, the
study adopts a qualitative, secondary research design using published
phonological descriptions of English and Tangle as its primary data
sources. The analysis compares the fricative inventories of both languages
and examines their distribution across word positions. The findings reveal
that English has nine fricative phonemes (/f, v, θ, ð, s, z, ʃ, ʒ, h/), whereas
Tangle has only four (/θ, s, z, ʃ/). The two languages share only the
voiceless alveolar fricative /s/ with similar distributional patterns, while
significant differences exist in the inventory and positional distribution of
the remaining fricatives. The absence of the English fricatives /f, v, ð, ʒ, h/
in Tangle is likely to result in predictable pronunciation difficulties and
mother-tongue interference among Tangle learners of English, leading to
sound substitutions and mispronunciations. The study concludes that
understanding these phonological differences is essential for developing
effective pronunciation instruction and recommends explicit teaching of
problematic English fricatives through contrastive and articulatory
approaches to improve the oral proficiency of Tangle English speakers.

Keywords: Contrastive Analysis, English Phonology, Tangle Language,
Fricative Phonemes, Pronunciation, Mother-Tongue Interference, Second
Language Acquisition, English Language Teaching.

Introduction
Human language is a unique
communication system that

utilizes meaningful speech sounds
(Lyons, 1981; Yule, 1996). speech
sounds are what humans use for

mailto:zakayomalataandrew@gmail.com
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verbal communication. To
therefore communicate with each
other in various languages, speech
sounds or more preferably
phonemes are used. All languages
of the world have their set of
phonemes. For instance, English
has either 44 or 49 phonemes
depending on the school of
thought’s categorization is
employed. Tangle has 39
phonemes according to Tadi and
Zakayo (2008; 2012). These
phonemes of languages are
classified into two main
categories as consonants or
vowels. These are further
classified based on the
characteristics and features of
each. For instance, the consonant
category is classified into manner
of articulation, place of
articulation and state of the glottis
and the vowel category into the
shape of the lips and position of
the tongue among others.. For
second-language learners,
pronunciation challenges, such as
with fricative sounds, often arise
from mother tongue influence, as
observed among Tangle and other
languages’ English speakers.

In Nigeria, English serves as a
vital lingua franca and official
language, linking diverse ethnic
groups. This study provides a
comparative analysis of English
and Tangle fricatives, specifically
addressing implications for
Tangle English speakers. While

Tangle phonetics has been studied,
the impact of fricative differences
on English pronunciation remains
under explored. This research
aims to bridge that gap.

Tangle is a West Chadic (Afro-
Asiatic) language spoken in the
southern part of Gombe State,
Nigeria. There are two main
dialectal varieties and more
varieties are also found under
these two main varieties. The two
varieties are referred to as Billiri
and Kaltungo/Shongom dialects.
There is a great difference
between the two dialects that at
times the speakers are not
mutually intelligible to one
another especially in the modern
generation that the language is
not spoken much. These
differences coupled with the
political divide make the speakers
resign to saying that the two
dialects are separate languages.
But when looked at them from a
linguistic point of view based on
what we understand in the
literature about language and
dialect, we can see and agree that
these are dialects of the same
language. Based on this division
and how each community wants
to consider her language and the
nomenclature to be called, the
researcher goes with the separate
terms to refer to the two groups
as Tangle West that comprise
Billiri and Kumo and their
attached villages; and Tangle East
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that comprise Kaltungo, Shongom
and Ture and their villages.
Therefore, the dialect adopted for
this study is the Tangle West
dialect. This is with no prejudice
to anyone. The name Tangle is
mostly known as Tangale which is
the modification by Hausa
speakers. But the owners of the
language refer to themselves as
Tangle speakers when speaking
the language as to pronounce
Tangale will violate the
phonostatisc of the language.
Therefore, the terms Po Tangle,
Tangle and Tangale refer to the
same group of people/language
but this study employed the term
Tangle.

Tangle speakers are second
language laerners/speakers of
English. For Tangle English
speakers (hereafter TES),
pronunciation challenges are
bound to occur because of the
differences in the sound systems
especially with the fricative
sounds of English. The English
fricative phonemes are nine while
Tangle has four fricative
phonemes.with this disparity TES
are bound to face difficulties in
the pronunciation of English.

The objectives of the study are to
examine the similarities and
differences between the fricative
sound systems of English and
Tangle; assess how the
differences in the fricative sound

systems affect the English
pronunciation of native Tangle
speakers; and consider the
pedagogical strategies that can
effectively address these
identified pronunciation
challenges by Tangle English
speakers. Consequently, the
research questions that the study
seeks to answer are: What are the
key similarities and differences
between the fricative sound
systems of English and angle?
How do these differences affect
the English pronunciation of
native Tangle speakers? What
pedagogical strategies can
effectively address these
identified pronunciation
challenges by Tangle English
speakers.

The findings will benefit
researchers in Tangle linguistics
and aid learners in understanding
key pronunciation contrasts
between their native language, in
particular Tangle and other
Nigerian indigenous languages
and English.

2. Literature Review

A contrastive analysis requires
identifying the formal similarities
and differences between two
language systems (Corder, 1973).
This study, therefore, examines
the fricative phonemes of English
and Tangle to determine their
points of convergence and
divergence, specifically as regard
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to implications for Tangle
speakers of English.

Phonology studies how sound
differences convey meaning and
how sounds are systematically
combined within a language.
Hyman (1975) argues,
understanding a sound system
requires analyzing both the
physical production of sounds and
their grammatical function within
a wider linguistic context. This is
because phonology is language-
specific; no two languages
organize their phonological
features identically (Fakuade,
1989). Consequently, a major
challenge in second language (L2)
acquisition is interference from
the learner's first language (L1),
which is often most pronounced
at the phonological level.

For instance, a Tangle speaker
may struggle with an English
sound like /f/ if it is absent in
their L1 inventory, potentially
substituting it with the nearest
native sound, such as /p/. This
illustrates the direct interference
Fakuade (1986) describes.
However, the capacity to learn
new phonetic categories exists,
and performance can improve
with targeted effort (Suter, 1976),
highlighting the practical need for
this comparative analysis.

2.1 Fricatives Phonemes

Phonemes are speech sounds that
are distinctive in a language. That
means that if that phoneme is
replaced by another the meaning
of the word will change for
example the phonemes /l/ and
/r/ in English in words like lice
and rice. The consonant sounds
are further classified where a
particular class is called the
fricative based on the manner of
articulation. Fricative is one of the
about seven manners of
articulation of sounds that are
consonants in English. Others are
Plosive, affricate, nasal, lateral,
liquid and
semivowel/approximant. They
are produced by forcing air
through a narrow constriction or
partial contact of the organs that
are used in their articulation,
creating turbulence and a hissing
sound. They are continuant
consonants, meaning they can be
sustained. This means that the
fricative phonemes are produced
with little/partial obstruction in
their articulation.

2.1.2 Fricative Phonemes of
English and Tangle

English has nine fricatives,
categorized by their place of
articulation and voicing as
presented below:

I. Labiodental fricatives: Produced
with the upper teeth against the
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lower lip. These are the voiceless
/f/ (as in laughter) and the voiced
/v/ (as in very).

II. Dental fricatives: Produced
with the tongue tip against the
upper teeth. These are the
voiceless /θ/ (as in think) and the
voiced /ð/ (as in this).

III. Alveolar fricatives: Produced
with the tongue against the
alveolar ridge. These are the
voiceless /s/ (as in say) and the
voiced /z/ (as in zoo).

IV. Palato-alveolar fricatives:
Produced with the tongue near
the hard palate. These are the
voiceless /ʃ/ (as in shoe) and the
voiced /ʒ/ (as in pleasure).

V. Glottal fricative: Produced by
constricting airflow at the glottis.
English has one voiceless glottal
fricative, /h/ (as in happy).

The Tangle fricative phonemes
are four which are:

I. Dental fricative /θ/ which is
voiceless

II. Alveolar fricatives /s/ which is
voiceless and /z/ which is voiced

III. Palato-alveolar fricative /ʃ/
which is voiceless

English possesses a relatively rich
set of nine fricative phonemes—/f,
v, θ, ð, s, z, ʃ, ʒ, h/—produced at
five distinct places of articulation

(labiodental, dental, alveolar,
palato-alveolar, and glottal).
These sounds are generally
characterized by pairs of voiceless
(fortis) and voiced (lenis)
consonants. Comparative analysis
shows that while sounds like /f, s,
h/ are common globally, English
dental fricatives /θ, ð/ and voiced
palato-alveolar /ʒ/ are frequently
absent in other languages, leading
to systematic substitutions by
second-language (L2) learners.

1. Key English Fricatives and
Global Comparisons

A) Labiodentals (/f, v/): Shared with
many languages (e.g., French,
German). However, some languages
(e.g., Hausa) may lack the voiced /v/,
substituting it with /f/ or /b/.

B) Dentals (/θ, ð/): Often described
as the most challenging English
sounds for non-native speakers, these
are absent in many languages,
including French, German, Yoruba,
and Indonesian. Substitution:
Frequently replaced by stops (/t, d/)
or alveolar fricatives (/s, z/).

C) Alveolars (/s, z/): Present in most
languages.

D) Palato-alveolars (/ʃ, ʒ/): While /ʃ/
(as in "ship") is common, /ʒ/ (as in
"measure") is rarer and often
substituted with /s/ or /ʃ/ by
learners.
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E) Glottal (/h/): Generally common,
though some dialects drop this sound.

2. Comparative Analysis by
Language Background

A) Yoruba & Igbo Learners: Yoruba
lacks dental fricatives (/θ, ð/),
leading to substitutions like /t/ for
/θ/ (e.g., "thought" becomes "tot").

B) Mandarin/Cantonese Speakers:
These speakers often struggle with
dental fricatives, often assimilating
/θ/ to /s/ (Mandarin) or /f/
(Cantonese).

C) Indonesian (EFL): Over 70% of
Indonesian learners in studies
replaced dental fricatives with /t/
and /d/. They also struggle with /v/,
/ʃ/, and /ʒ/.

D) French/Igala Comparison: French
has seven fricatives; Igala has only
one. Both lack the dental fricatives
found in English, leading to similar
substitution errors (e.g., /t/ for /θ/,
/d/ for /ð/).

E) Arabic Speakers: Arabic shares
some fricatives (/f, s, ʃ, h/) and
possesses pharyngeal fricatives not
used in English. However, they may
struggle with the specific articulation
of /θ/ and /ð/.

3. Common Patterns of
Interference (L2)

A) Stop Substitution: Replacing dental
fricatives (/θ/, /ð/) with stops (/t/,
/d/).

B) Voicing Assimilation: Learners
may replace voiceless fricatives with
voiced ones or vice-versa based on
their native language constraints (e.g.,
substituting /z/ for /s/).

C) Consonant Cluster Simplification:
In complex clusters, fricatives might
be dropped.

D) Influence of Orthography:
Learners sometimes pronounce
fricatives based on how they are
spelled in their native language (e.g.,
'ph' as /p/ instead of /f/).

4. Phonetic Proximity

A) Frisian: Phonetically considered
the closest language to Modern
English, sharing similar consonant
structures.

B) Hausa: Shares /f, s, z, ʃ/ but lacks
dental fricatives and distinguishes
fewer voiced-voiceless pairs

Of the four Tangle fricative phonemes,
three are voiceless and only one is
voiced.

2.2 Related Literature on the
Tangle Language

The documentation of Tangle
phonology has evolved through
scholarly works. The earliest
significant effort was by Reverend
John S. Hall and his supporters
(1944). other works were by
Reverend Samaila Kure (1988),
Jungraithmayr (1991), Tadi, and
Zakayo (2008, 2012) establishes
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that both /s/ and /ʃ/ consonants
exist in Tangale, though /ʃ/ occurs
in fewer words. Kidda (1993) also
provided a systematic
phonological study, identifying
four principal dialects Billiri-
Tangale (BT), Kaltungo-Tangale
(KT), Shongom-Tangale (ST), and
Ture-Tangale (TT) noting lexical,
tonal, and phonological variations
between the four main dialects.
Her work largely dwelt on the
Kaltungo, Shongom and Ture
dialect that are referred to as the
Tangale East. Building on all the
above studies, Tadi and Zakayo
(2008) presented an inventory of
nine vowels and twenty-eight
consonants, including clusters like
/sw/ and /gb/ which are called
labialized sounds. For this study,
fricative consonants referred to as
liabialized from their list were
excluded. This is because the
liabialized phonemes are only
significant in Tangle and do not
influence the realizations of the
English phonemes by the TES.
Zakayo (2012) also investigated
the similarities and differences
between English, Tangle and
Sinhala that highlighted the
implication for the Tangle and
Sinhala speakers of English.
Zakayo (2019) also studied stress
and intonation variations in the
speech of Tangle West speakers
that explored the peculiarities of
Tangle English speakers and its
effect on their English. These
works highlight the different

aspect of Tangle language and
some were more specific on the
phonological influence of Tangle
on oral English communication.

Phonologically, each language
operates through a system of
distinctive sound units, or
phonemes, that signal meaning.
The significant differences
between English and Nigerian
languages, including Tangle, often
create learning challenges,
primarily due to mother-tongue
interference and other influencing
factors that have been put
forward in other studies such as
the one by Zheng (2021). This is
notably evident with English
phonemes absent in the learner's
first language (L1), such as /θ/
and /ð/ where Nigerian English
speakers may replace them with
/t/ and /d/ (e.g., thin /θɪn/
pronounced as [tɪn]). Such
interference underscores the need
for a detailed contrastive analysis
of the phonological systems of
English and Tangle.

2.4 Comparison of English and
Tangle Fricative Sounds

The English language contains
nine fricative sounds: /f, v, θ, ð, s,
z, ʃ, ʒ, h/. In contrast, Tangle has
four fricatives: /θ, s, z, ʃ/.
Consequently, the English
fricatives /f, v, ð, ʒ, h/ are absent
in Tangle. This absence influences
substitution patterns; for example,
a Tangle speaker may replace the
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missing labiodental /f/ or /v/
with the nearest available sound
in their inventory like /p/ and /b/.
While both languages share the
voiceless dental fricative /θ/, the
voiced /ð/ is present only in
English. In terms of distribution,
English fricatives generally occur
in initial, medial, and final word
positions except the /h/ phoneme
that occurs at just the initial and
medial word positions. Tangle
fricatives show more restricted
patterns: /θ/ occurs medially and
finally; /s/ appears in all positions,
but /z/ is limited to medial and
final positions; and /ʃ/ is found in
initial and medial positions but
not finally. The English glottal
fricative /h/, found initially and
medially, has no counterpart in
Tangle.

2.5 Empirical Studies on English
Fricative Phonemes with Other
languages Fricatives

Wahidah, Sajidin , and Aminuddin
(2025) explored how learning
Arabic might aid in improving
English pronunciation, specifically
focusing on fricative sounds by
Indonesian students. This is
because many students are
familiar with Arabic, particularly
in pesantren-based schools.
Arabic and English share certain
phonetic features, especially in
the fricative consonant sounds,
which could help Indonesian
students learn English

pronunciation more easily. Using
a mixed-methods approach that
combines both quantitative and
qualitative data, this research
applies a pre-experimental one-
group pre-test and post-test
design. The study involved fifteen
junior high school students in
grade VIII from an Islamic
character school. The primary
goal of the research was to assess
how the students’ English
pronunciation, particularly on
fricative sounds, improved after
learning Arabic. The results show
a significant improvement in the
pronunciation of /f/, /ʃ/, /s/, /z/,
and /ʒ/ sounds. However, the
students showed less
improvement in the
pronunciation of /ð/ and /θ/
sounds. This suggests that while
Arabic may offer some advantages
in mastering specific English
sounds, there may be challenges
that still hinder the improvement
of other English consonants.
These findings could provide
insights into language learning
strategies and the potential role of
Arabic in enhancing English
pronunciation.

Another study was conducted by
Lamido and Abdullahi (2019) who
examined the articulation of
English fricatives among
Hausa/Fulani in some Selected
Secondary Schools in Gombe
made a comparative investigation
of the English fricatives among
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Hausa/Fulani by teachers and
students of Senior Secondary
School in Gombe metropolis.
Some of the English fricatives do
not exist in the first language of
the teachers and students, and a
researcher being a teacher
noticed a great variance in the
articulations of the English
phonemes by teachers and
students in their spoken English.
The various English fricatives
(labio dental, dental, and alveolar,
palatal alveolar and glottal) were
looked into, to investigate the
difference in the teacher’s
articulation of the nine fricative
phonemes. A test was designed, of
individual words, ten (10)
sentences and a reading passage
with fricatives in the initial,
medial and final position to assess
their articulations in the various
environments. Fifty (50) students
and twenty (20) teachers were
sampled and each was presented
with the task of articulating ninety
(90) fricatives in different
positions of the words.
Descriptive analysis and
comparison of two population
proportions were used. The
findings show that the wrong
articulations of the fricatives by
teachers and students are often
the replacement of the voiceless
with the voiced phonemes of the
same fricative due to influence of
MT of the study population. The
voiced dental fricative / ð / is
often replaced by the voiceless

alveolar plosive /t/, the voiceless
palato-alveolar fricative /ʃ/ is
replaced by voiceless palato-
alveolar affricative /t/ and voiced
alveolar fricative /d/. The wrong
articulations of the fricatives by
the teachers and students were
the same except that the students
have a greater percentage of
wrong articulations. Finally,
learning of oral English should be
made compulsory in all the
teachers training programmes
and pronunciation should be
given emphasis in the teaching
and learning of English at all
levels of education.

Similarly, Oyinloye, et al. (2023)
examined the gender
differentiation in the use of voiced
labiodental fricative sound /v/ of
English Language in a Non-Native
Context. The emphasis is on
Yoruba learners of English as
second language, with particular
reference to the production of the
dental fricative /v/ which is non-
existent in Yoruba language
phonology. Sixty secondary school
students (30 males and 30
females) were randomly selected
as the sample from three selected
senior secondary schools out of
11 public secondary schools in
Ondo East Local Government Area,
Ondo State, Nigeria using
descriptive survey design. A
pronunciation test were used as
the instruments for collecting data.
The test consisted of a word list
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and a set of sentences all
containing problematic phonemes
for Yoruba speakers of English.
The participants were asked to
read aloud English words and
sentences containing problematic
English sound /v/ while being
audio recorded. A computer and a
microphone were used for the
purposes of recording. The
recorded data were then
transcribed and analyzed after
listening to each participant’s
pronunciation a few times. A
sample of the pronunciation
transcriptions was also presented
to and confirmed by a Yoruba-
speaking professor in an English
Department in Nigeria. The
participants’ mispronunciations
were categorized and frequencies
of errors pronunciations were
computed. Chi-square statistics
was used to test the significant
difference in the total number of
errors made by male and female
students in pronouncing the
English Labiodental sound /v/ at
0.05 significant level. The study
revealed that that the participants
replaced the labiodental sound
/v/ with /f/ sound during
pronunciations; and there is no
significant difference in the total
number of errors made by male
and female students in
pronouncing the English
labiodental sound /v/. It is
recommended amongst others
that teachers should pay proper
attention to the learner’s cultural

background and spot out those
areas that are likely to bridge
second language acquisition.

Another study by Zheng (2021)
examined Cross-language
Differences in Fricative
Processing and Their Influence on
Non-native Fricative
Categorisation. Studies have
shown that native speakers of
Mandarin Chinese and Hong Kong
Cantonese tend to have difficulty
perceiving the English fricative
/θ/. However, although both
languages have /f/ and /s/
categories, Mandarin speakers
tend to assimilate it to their /s/
category whilst Cantonese
speakers would assimilate it to
their /f/ category. Over three
studies, this thesis investigated
various factors that may lead to
this difference, while enhancing
our understanding of the
acoustics and the perception of
the fricatives of these languages.
Study 1 explored acoustic
properties of target fricatives of
the three languages (Mandarin,
Cantonese, English) using audio
recordings from native speakers,
and conducted comparisons of the
fricatives within and across
languages. The results showed
that the phonemes /f, s/, even
though shared by the three
languages, were produced
differently in the different
languages, likely due to the effects
of the different fricative
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inventories. Moreover, different
acoustic cues were more or less
effective in distinguishing
between the different fricatives in
each language, indicating that
native speakers of these
languages likely rely on these cues
differently. Study 2 examined how
transition cues may affect the
identification of /f/ and /s/ by
native speakers of the respective
languages by combining a
phoneme monitoring task and
EEG measures. Target fricatives
were spliced with vowels to
create stimuli with congruent or
incongruent transitions. In
contrast to previous studies (e.g.,
Wagner, Ernestus & Cutler, 2006),
the results revealed that all
groups attended to formant
transitions when processing
fricatives, despite their differing
native fricative inventory sizes.
Study 3 investigated cross-
language differences in
categorisation boundaries of
target fricative pairs using a
behavioural identification task.
The study interpolated pairs of
stimuli to create a frication
continuum and a vowel
continuum, forming a 2-
dimensional stimuli grid. The
results indicated that frication
was the primary cue for fricative
identification for the native
English, Cantonese, and Mandarin
speakers, but also revealed cross
language differences in fricative
boundaries. Overall, the results of

these studies demonstrate that
the processing of fricatives was
largely driven by the frication
section, and the differential
assimilation of /θ/ was likely due
to the different acoustics of the
same fricative category across
languages. The results also
motivate a reconsideration of the
role of coarticulatory cues in
fricative perception.

Abdullah (2013)
investigated the production of the
voiced labiodental fricative /v/ of
Saudi Arabian speakers of English.
Data is elicited through
participants’ reading of a word list
with the target sound in initial
and final position. The data coding
was performed through
spectrographic analysis and rater
judgments. The analysis employs
descriptive statistics, a dependent
t-test used to compare production
errors between initial and final
position. The findings showed
that word-final position is more
difficult in pronouncing the
phoneme /v/ than word-initial
position. In addition, when the
voiced labiodental fricative /v/ is
mispronounced, it is substituted
with the voiceless labiodental
fricative /f/. Lintunen (2014)
investigated the English sound
production skills of Finnish
university students. The students
(N=69), whose L1 was Finnish,
were asked to do a self-
assessment on sounds that they
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found most challenging in English,
after which they participated in a
pronunciation test that consisted
of the reading out loud of a short
text and a word list. The study
found that most difficulties in
pronunciation among the Finnish
students had to do with
consonants and opposition
between /v/ and /w/ was found
to be the most difficult one.

An investigation of the
pronunciation problems of Hausa
speakers of English in Nigeria was
carried out by Keshavarz and
Khamis (2017). The study used 60
native speakers of Hausa who
were studying at three
universities in Northern Cyprus.
The participants’ pronunciation
problems of English were elicited
by mean of a pronunciation test
that consisted of a word list, a
short paragraph, and 15
individual sentences. Fifteen
pictures were shown to the
participants to name while being
audio-recorded. All the test items
contained English consonants and
vowels with potential
pronunciation difficulties for
Hausa speakers of English. The
collected data were then
transcribed and analyzed, and
percentages and frequencies of
pronunciation errors were
computed. The results revealed
that native speakers of Hausa face
problems in pronouncing certain
English consonants (/v/).

Theoretically, the findings lend
support to the notion of negative
transfer as all of the errors were
the result of mother tongue
interference. Azizi, Jamil and
Omar (2013) also conducted a
study entitled ‘Debunking the
Nation of Nativization in the
Pronunciation Variation at
Segmental Level among Non-
Native ESL Teachers in Sabah,
Malaysia’. The subjects of the
study were English language
teachers of Kadazan ethnic
background working in the area of
Tuaran and Tamparuli in Sabah,
Malaysia. The study investigated
pronunciation variations. CA was
used in the study in order to
analyze the data gathered from
the actual utterances of the
subjects. The findings of the study
showed that L1 does have
influence on the pronunciation of
the English language. The subjects
in the study tended to substitute
other sounds existing in their L1
for the target sounds of English
consonants. Herman (2016)
investigated the most difficult
position in pronouncing the
English labiodental sounds at the
second grade of Senior High
School of Taman Siswa
Pematangsiantar. Descriptive
qualitative method was
implemented in this research. The
data were taken from each
English labiodental words
pronounced by the students. The
study found that the most difficult
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position in pronouncing the
English labiodental sounds is final
position in sound /v/.

Similarly, Dumanig (2004)
examined the phonological
differences of (f) and (v) among
young Filipino male and female
students in relation to their social
class differences. There were 30
participants in the study
consisting of 15 males and
females categorised as middle
class from Far Eastern University
and 15 males and females
categorised as lower working
class from Manila High School.
Both males and females from the
two social classes read texts with
(f) and (v) sounds, which were
tape-recorded for analysis.
Findings of the study showed that
most female respondents in the
middle class and linguistic
features for lower working class
display a significant difference in
the use of standard and non-
standard pronunciation of (f) and
(v) compared to the male
participants in both social classes.
It was also found that there are
variations in the pronunciation of
(f) and (v) among males as well as
among females in relation to their
social status. Jahandar,
Khodabandehlou, Seyedi and
Abadi (2012) investigated the
impact of gender on
pronunciation accuracy of
advanced Iranian EFL learners
and whether male or female

learners will outperform in their
performance of the pronunciation
accuracy of phonological
characteristics in their speech
production. The pronunciation
accuracy of the learners was
assessed through reading aloud, a
recorded oral test and learners'
speech production. Fifty-three
advanced EFL learners-including
21 male and 32 female were
chosen randomly from among the
junior undergraduate university
students studying English in
Rodaki Institute of Higher
Education in Tonekabon, Iran and
participated the study. The results
revealed that female outperform
male subjects in producing
accurate consonants, but not
vowels, that it is not significantly
noticeable to result in complete
superiority of female over male
subjects.

3. Theoretical Framework

This study employs the
contrastive analysis (CA)
framework developed by Lado
(1957). The framework
systematically analyzes two or
more languages to identify their
similarities and differences across
various levels, including
phonology. CA involves describing
the languages, comparing them,
and predicting learning
difficulties. James (1980) says CA
involves description, selection
and comparison. Description
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involves the L1 (native language)
and L2 (target language);
selection involves choosing
specific linguistic features which
for this study is the phonological
aspect of the two languages,
English and Tangle; comparison
involves matching the structures
to spot the common traits and
gaps; prediction of areas of
divergence and error types can be
carried out; verification with real
life data can also be done - these
make up the five steps in
contrastive analysis. But this
study utilizes description,
selection comparison, and
prediction with the exception of
verification

The analysis is guided by the
theory of language universalism,
which posits that all human
languages share fundamental
commonalities. Such universals
include basic linguistic units like
phonemes. This research applies
this principle to the phonological
level, treating fricative sounds as
one such universal category. The
framework therefore facilitates a
structured comparison of English
and Tangle fricatives to establish
their points of convergence and
divergence.

CA takes primary interest in those
things that make contrasted
languages different and that can
turn out to be factors determining
interlingual interference. CA is

concerned with a comparison of
corresponding systems in only
two languages. Contrastive
analysis can be conducted on 4
levels: phonetic, grammatical,
semantic and pragmatic.

4. Methodology

This study adopts a qualitative,
secondary research methodology.
Data are drawn from existing
published materials on the
phonology of English and Tangle
fricatives, with analysis focused
on the positions of the English and
Tangle fricative phonemes in
words in both languages. The
primary texts consulted include:
Hyman's Phonology: Theory and
Analysis (1975), Aremo's
Advanced English Composition
(2001), Cruttenden's
Pronunciation of English (2008),
Kure's Teach Yourself the Tangale
Language (1988), and Tadi and
Zakayo's Po Tangle Orthography
(2008) and Wunthu Sab Tangle:
Po Tangle–English Dictionary and
Vocabulary (2012). These works
were selected for their detailed
treatment of the sound systems
and phonetic descriptions
relevant to this comparative
analysis.

The words that were used for
comparison were each presented
in tables based on the positions of
initial, medial or final that they
are found in the two languages.
Subsequently each fricative
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phoneme was discussed by
pointing out the similarities and
differences in their usage in
English and Tangle as well as the
implication for the Tangle
speakers of English.

5. Data Presentation, Analysis
and Interpretation

The fricative phonemes of the two
languages (English and Tangle)
are presented in terms of their

distribution; and the data was
analysed and interpreted based
on the distribution of similarities
and differences with regard to the
implications for the Tangle
English speakers.

The data is presented in the tables
below where Tangle and English
fricative sounds are given with
their distribution in the
syllable/word initial, medial and
final positions.

Table 1: English Fricative Phonemes

State of
the Glottis

Place of Articulation

Labio-
dental

Dental Palato-
Alveolar

Alveolar Glottal

Fortis
(voiceless)

f θ ʃ s h

Lenis
(voiced)

v ð ʒ z -

English has nine (9) fricatives phonemes as can be seen in the table
above that indicates their states of the glottis and places of articulations.

Table 2: Tangle Fricative Phonemes

State of the
Glottis

Place of Articulation

Dental Palato-
Alveolar

Alveolar

Voiceless θ ʃ s

Voiced - - z



212

Tangle has four (4) fricative phonemes as shown in table 2 above that
indicates their states of the glottis and places of articulations.

5.1 Data Presentation of English Dental Fricative Phonemes

The English fricative phonemes are presented in tables 1 - 9 showing the
positions of their occurrence in syllables/words in the language.

Table 3: English Voiceless Labiodental Ficative Phoneme /f/

Initial Medial Final

fine offer serf

fast defend relief

fan referee safe

The voiceless labiodental fricative /f/ is realised at word initial, medial
and final positions in English language as shown below.

Table 4: English Voiced Labiodental Fricative Phoneme /v/

Initial Medial final

vine revolt serve

vast vivid save

very river starve

The voiced labiodental fricative/v/ is also realised at word initial, medial
and final positions.
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Table 5: English Voiced Dental Fricative Phoneme /ð/

Initial Medial Final

this father breathe

that gather bathe

them mother writhe

The voiced dental fricative /ð/ also occurs at word initial, medial, and
final in English language as shown below.

Table 6: English Voiceless Dental Ficative Phoneme /θ/

Initial Medial Final

think nothing both

thank rethink mouth

thought author oath

The voiceless dental fricative /θ/ also occurs at word initial, medial and
final position in English language as shown below.

Table 7: English Voiceless Alveolar Fricative Phoneme /s/

Initial Medial Final

sip racing place

sat concert pass

sleep lesser niece

The voiceless alveolar fricative /s/ is realised at word initial, medial and
final position in English language like in the following words.
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Table 8: English Voiced Alveolar Fricative Phoneme /z/

Initial Medial Final

zip razor has

zink bosom fees

zoo lizard blaze

The voiced alveolar fricative /z/ occurred at word initial, medial and
final in English language as seen below.

Table 9: English Voiceless Palato-alveolar Fricative Phoneme /ʃ/

Initial Medial Final

ship bishop fish

sheep mission cash

sheet machine rush

The voiceless post-alveolar fricative /ʃ/ is released at word initial, medial
and final position in English language as below words:

Table 10: English Voiced Palato-alveolar Fricative Phoneme /ʒ/

Initial Medial Final

genre usual garage

gigolo leisure prestige

jabot measure rouge

The voiced post-alveolar fricative /ʒ/ is realized at word initial, medial
and final positions in English language.
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Table 11: English Voiceless Glottal Fricative Phoneme /h/

Initial Medial

hit ahead

head perhaps

hat behave

According to Peter Roach (2000), the glottal fricative /h/ is phonetically
a voiceless vowel which carries the quality of the vowel (voiced) that
follows it. The phoneme is not realized in word final positions in English
as exemplified in the table above.

5.2 Distribution of Tangle Phonemes

Table 12: Tangle Voiceless Dental Fricative Phoneme /θ/

Medial Gloss

batha ‘cornstalk’

buthe ‘decay’ (will)

suthe ‘fear’

kutho ‘Harmattan’

kuthlo ‘stock’

kwathi ‘always’

The voiceless dental fricative /θ/, unlike that of the English language
that occurs in initial, medial and final positions, only occurs in the initial
position of the syllable and only in subsequent syllable not the first
syllable of a word as can be seen in the words below.
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Table 13: Tangle Voiced Alveolar Fricative Phoneme /z/

Initial Gloss Final
Gloss

nezi ‘saying’ liz ‘to
put or keep’

pizi ‘collection’ Yaz
‘doing’

yazi ‘doing’ waiz
‘happy’

wezi ‘having, getting’ diz
‘sit’

tagza ‘a type of guinea corn’ piz ‘receive’

The voiced alveolar fricative /z/ is realized at word initial positions of a
syllable in Tangle language. But when the last phoneme in the words
above are elided, it tends to be realised as the final position in the
syllable as can be seen in the examples below. This is so because Tangle
as observed by Tadi and Zakayo (2008); Tangle is a language that is
highly govern by elision for ease of pronunciation which is a
phonotactics of the language.

Table 14: Tangle Voiceless Palato-Alveolar Fricative Phoneme /ʃ/

Initial Gloss Medial Gloss

shithu ‘will come back’ Maisheru ‘name of a
person’

shi ‘you (feminine)’

shitha ‘pepper’

shino ‘rest’

The voiceless palato – alveolar fricative /ʃ/ is found in Tangle language,
although very few words contain the phoneme. It is realized in the initial
and medial positions which can be seen above.
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Table 15: Tangle Voiceless Alveolar Fricative Phoneme /s/

Initial Gloss Medial
Gloss

sana ‘food’ lessi
‘agreed’

sangge ‘pond’ kessu/lessu
‘sieve, strain’

sanang ‘holy, sacred, divine’ kugzashi
‘have been washed’

sangur ‘louse/lice’ kulashi
‘shaved’

sanjara ‘to shout’ kashikar
‘a type of sword’

Final Gloss

pos ‘full’

pothos ‘mosquito’

kwas ‘hoe’

tolos ‘tendom’

wos ‘bone’

The voiceless alveolar fricative /s/ is found at word initial, and final
positions in Tangle language. Examples are as shown in the table above.

4.4.1 Similarities between English and Tangle Fricatives

The only similarities realized that the two languages share as far as
distribution of the studied phonemes in this research (fricatives) are
concerned is in the voiceless alveolar fricative /s/ which in both
languages is found at word initial medial and final positions as presented
below.
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Table 15: English Language

Initial Medial Final

Save racing glass

Sleep nasal boss

Soap consonants close

Salt resounds loss

Table 16: Tangle Language

Initial Medial Final

Sala Pissi lowas

Sana Pussi pos

Samkong liggishi tus

4.4.2 Difference between
English and Tangle Fricatives

In comparing the fricatives of
both languages, the research
indicates that English language
has nine (9) fricative phonemes /f,
v, θ, ð, s, z, ʃ, ʒ, h/ while Tangle
language has four (4) fricative
phonemes that are present in
Tangle /s, z, ʃ, θ/. Tangle does not
have the following fricative
phonemes found in English:
labiodental fricatives /f, v/, dental
fricative /ð/, palato-alveolar
fricative /ʒ/ and the glottal
fricative /h/.

In terms of distribution, only the
voiceless alveolar fricative /s/
stands as the point of similarity
between the two languages. The
remaining fricatives are

distributed differently in the two
languages. These fricative
phonemes are considered one
after the other in terms of their
distribution in the two languages.

i. / θ / - voiceless dental
fricative.

The voiceless dental
fricatives / θ / is obtained
at word initial, medial, and
final positions in English
language whereby in
Tangle it is obtained at
word medial position.

ii. /z/ - voiced alveolar
fricative.

This phoneme /z/ is
realized at word initial,
medial and final positions
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in English language
whereby it is only realized
at word medial and final
positions in Tangle
language.

iii. /ʃ/ - voiceless palate –
alveolar fricatives.

The phonemes /ʃ/ is found
at word initial, medial and
final position in English
language whereby in
Tangle language it is
realized only at syllable
initial position.

4.4 Discussion

This section presents the
discussion of findings for
simple reference: the findings
were discussed according to
the order of the research
objectives. In terms of
examining the fricative sounds
of both languages, it was
discovered that English has
nine (9) fricative phonemes,
while Tangle language has
four fricative phonemes as
shown on tables 1 for English
and table 2 for Tangle. Tangle
does not have five of the
English fricative phonemes /f,
v, ð, ʒ. h/. the absence of the
five fricative phonemes of
English in Tangle has its
implication on the TES speech
as discussed under

implications. This finding is
consonance with that of other
studies by Wahidah et al.
(2019) who also found
differences in fricative
phonemes of English versus
Arabic, English versus
Hausa/Fulani among others.

In analyzing and examining
the fricative phonemes of both
languages in terms of their
distribution. The research
shows that English fricatives
/f, v, θ, ð, s, z, ʃ, ʒ/ appeared in
all the three positions, that is,
word initial, medial and final
positions as shown on tables
3-10. It is only the glottal
fricative /h/ that is found in
two words positions: initial
and medial as on table 11
while Tangle fricatives /θ, s, z,
ʃ/ are found in initial and
medial positions only as in
tables 12-15. Such as /θ/ in
word initial and medial
positions, /ʃ/ in word initial
and medial positions, /z/ in
word initial and medial
positions and only /s/ is found
in all three positions in Tangle
words. For example the words
‘sala,asse, and tus’ on table 16.

The similarities between the
two languages occurred only
with the /s/ phoneme where
Tangle has all the word
positions like that of English
as shown on table 3-10 for
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English and table 15 for
Tangle. In the case where the
fricative sounds are absent,
the Tangle English speaker
tends to generalize by making
the implication to be both
positive and negative. The
difference realized were in the
sounds /f, v, ʒ, ð/ which are
present in English and absent
in Tangle.

4.4.3 Implications for Tangle
English Speakers

The comparative analysis yields
the following specific implications
for Tangle speakers learning
English:

1. Facilitating Factors: Similarities
between the sound systems aid
acquisition. The fricatives /s, z, ʃ,
θ/ present in both languages
provide a foundation for accurate
pronunciation, as in words like
see /si:/ or think /θɪŋk/.

2. Challenges and Interference:
The absence of English fricatives
/f, v, ð, ʒ, h/ in Tangle leads to
predictable pronunciation
difficulties. This results in
systematic substitutions:

· The voiced dental /ð/ is often
replaced by /d/ (e.g., that /ðæt/
→ [dæt]).

· The labiodental pair /f, v/
may be merged, with /v/
replaced by /f/ (e.g., veil /veɪl/
→ [feɪl]).

· Words containing /ʒ/ or /h/
pose particular challenges due
to a lack of direct phonetic
equivalents.

3. Systemic Constraints: The
broader phonological disparity,
where Tangle possesses four
fricatives versus English nine,
exacerbates these challenges.
Furthermore, English's non-
phonemic orthography, where
spelling does not directly mirror
sound, complicates learning, as
speakers may overgeneralize
rules from Tangle's more
consistent sound-letter
correspondence. This situation
reflects a common issue for ESL,
especially from Nigerian language
backgrounds, where smaller
fricative inventories intensify the
difficulty in mastering English's
wider and qualitatively distinct
set of fricative phonemes.

Conclusion

In conclusion, the study affirms
that while English and Tangle
possess complex sound systems,
their fricative inventories differ
markedly. The primary similarity
identified is in the distribution of
the /s/ phoneme, which occurs in
word-initial, medial, and final
positions in both languages. For
the Tangle English speaker, this
results in a mixed implication: the
presence of sounds like /θ, s, z, ʃ/
in Tangle offers a positive
foundation for acquiring their
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English counterparts. Conversely,
English fricatives such as /f, v, ð, ʒ,
h/, which are absent in the Tangle
sound system, present a specific
learning challenge and constitute
a negative implication,
highlighting an area of potential
phonological difficulty. This
comparative analysis ultimately
clarifies the specific phonetic
hurdles and advantages faced by
Tangle speakers in mastering
English fricatives.
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