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Abstract

This study aimed to explore the Thai EFL university students’ self-reported awareness
of spoken grammar and their perceptions of spoken grammar instruction. This issue has been
understudied particularly in the Thai EFL contexts. The population and sample consisted of
all 89 third-year Thai EFL students majoring in English, selected through purposive
sampling. Using both the questionnaire and semi-structured interviews, the findings revealed
that the majority of the student participants demonstrated limited knowledge of spoken
grammar, as less than half of all participants were familiar with spoken grammar. Many of
them lacked knowledge of spoken grammar features e.g., ellipsis, heads and tails. This may
be due to the emphasis on written grammar in teaching speaking in the Thai EFL context.
However, the majority of the participants viewed that learning spoken grammar could
enhance their speaking skills, and perceived that spoken grammar instruction as important, as
it could help them speak English more naturally, fluently and confidently. The majority of
them also suggested their teachers introduce spoken grammar in the classroom by showing
the differences between spoken and written grammar to avoid confusion. Additionally, they
recommend using authentic materials and textbooks that include spoken grammar features
along with its practical examples of how to use them. However, these findings focused on
learners’ perceived familiarity and teaching preferences rather than assessing their spoken
grammatical knowledge. This study aimed to address the gap in the literatures and amplify

Thai EFL university students’ voices regarding spoken grammar instruction.

Keywords: self-reported awareness, spoken grammar, perceptions, spoken grammar

instruction
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Chapter 1 Introduction
1.1 Introduction
English has been recognized as a language that has been spoken widely and internationally
around the world. It has been employed as a global language for communication in many
areas including education, business, and professional careers. In Thailand, although English
is used as a foreign language (Saengboon et al., 2022; Yuh & Kaewurai, 2021), it has become
increasingly important for teaching at all educational levels, particularly in higher education,
since 2015, when Thailand entered the era of ASEAN economic community , in which
English serve as the primarily medium of communication. Thai students have been
encouraged to improve their speaking skills to be the potential effective qualified manpower
for enhancing economic growth of the country (Sha'ar & Boonsuk, 2021). Despite the Thai
government putting an effort into improving Thai students’ speaking skills, Thai students still
are not able to speak English effectively and fluently (Yuh & Kaewurai, 2021). The evidence
of their low level of English proficiency has been shown in the results of several international
standardized tests including IELTS, TOEIC and TOEFL (Saengboon, 2017) .

In Thailand, many EFL teachers have still implemented a traditional approach, namely
grammar translation, in English language teaching (Pianpadungporn, 2024; Saengboon et al.,
2022) which focuses on teaching grammar rules explicitly (Pianpadungporn, 2024). This
issue has also existed in several classrooms in other EFL contexts. This method focuses on
teaching grammar separately from creating opportunities for students to practice speaking
skills (Islam & Stapa, 2021) and it greatly depends on teacher-centered approach which the
student’s role remains that of a passive learner. Therefore, students rarely improve their
confidence and speaking skills(Gomleksi 'z, 2007). It only allows students to practice
grammar through using grammatical rules for translation and practicing pronunciation drills
(Putra et al., 2021). Apart from this, a lot of emphasis has been placed on grammar and
writing skills (Panthito, 2018). In addition, grammar that are taught in the EFL context is
rather relevant to writing skills (Al-wossabi, 2014; Leech, 2000). However, written-based
grammar does not include features that exist commonly in English native speakers’
conversation (Carter & McCarthy, 1995; Timmis, 2002). Although, lecturers and
administrators have been focused more on improving Thai EFL students’ speaking skills,
grammar structures are also the key issues that are greatly focused in English language and
teaching in Thai EFL contexts (Pawabutra & Sutakote, 2024). Nonetheless, conversational

grammar that is used in daily conversations seem not to be recognized in the classroom



settings (Al-wossabi, 2014). Teaching materials for teaching speaking skills are mainly
based on written grammar which are not presented key spoken features (Carter & McCarthy,
1995). The question of what teachers teach should instead reflect how language is
authentically used in real-life conversations (Timmis, 2002). In other to communicate in real
life conversation, it is necessary for students to acknowledge the features of spoken grammar
(Rashtchi & Afzali, 2011).

In reality, spoken language is likely to occur spontaneously depending on the contexts related
to many aspects such as tone, intonation, and nonverbal language. On the other hand, written
language can be edible, preparable, and more formal (Tripathi, 2022). As a consequence,
grammar is divided into two main categories; prescriptive and descriptive grammar (Ellis,
2019). While prescriptive grammar, including written grammar, has been the focus of English
language teaching, descriptive grammar including spoken grammar has been largely
overlooked in EFL educational settings (Al-wossabi, 2014). The prescriptive grammar
emphasizes using language following standard English, the rules of standard English, as
stated in grammar books, which may not always reflect in how people actually speak. On the
other hand, the descriptive grammar involves how language is used in real life context
(Saengboon et al., 2022).

Therefore, proponents of descriptive grammar insist that spoken grammar should be taught as
they are generally used in daily life situations and spoken form should not be taught by using
the written norms of language (Al-wossabi, 2014). More studies showed the necessity of
focusing on spoken grammar instruction. Pawabutra and Sutakote (2024) reported in their
study that the Thai EFL students encountered difficulties in using grammar structures in the
spoken language. In addition, EFL teachers themselves also face challenges in teaching
spoken grammar (Larasati et al., 2021). However, it will not be effective for developing
speaking skills if it ignores how real spoken language works. McCarthy and Carter (2006)
stated that the spoken output will not be natural if the examples and practices are greatly

based on written language.

As a consequence, in language teaching, students should be raised an awareness of the
differences between spoken grammar and written grammar (Goh, 2009). Students need to
know more grammar options so they can use language well in both speaking and writing
(McCarthy & Carter, 2006). Although the teaching of spoken grammar is also still an
arguable issue (Goh, 2009), many scholars (e.g., Al-wossabi,2014; Carter & McCarthy,1995)



strongly support the teaching of conversational grammar to students in English language
teaching and many of them (e.g., Larasati et al., 2021; Leech, 2000) have paid greater
attention to spoken grammar to focus on developing students’ speaking skills. In addition,
Saengboon (2017) revealed that the student participants in his study reported that grammar is
considered an important part for using effective English. Moreover, teaching grammar will be
more successful when the focus is on the communitive use of the grammar. With appropriate
teaching of grammar for their speaking skills, students will be able to speak English naturally,
appropriately , and confidently (Hilliard, 2014).

To enhance Thai EFL university students’ speaking skills and improve the quality of English
language teaching in the Thai context, this study; therefore, aim to explore Thai EFL
university students’ self-reported awareness of spoken grammar and their perceptions of
teaching spoken grammar in order to gain insight into their understanding and their views on

the spoken grammar instruction.

1.2 The research questions
1. What are the Thai EFL third-year university students’ self-reported awareness of spoken
grammar?

2. What are Thai EFL third-year university students’ perceptions of spoken grammar

instruction?

1.3 The research objectives
The objectives of this study are as follows:

1. To investigate Thai EFL third-year university students’ self-reported awareness of spoken

grammar.

2. To explore Thai EFL third-year university students’ perceptions of spoken grammar

instruction.



1.4 Significance of the study

The studies on spoken grammar have not been widely explored particularly in the EFL
context. However, it is very vital to investigate students’ awareness of spoken grammar and
their perceptions of it as it will be very valuable data for English instructors in preparing the
lesson regarding spoken grammar and adjusting the curriculum to match students’ needs.
This, in turn, may enhance their English proficiency, as awareness of the spoken grammar

encourages students to speak English more naturally, fluently, and confidently.
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Chapter 2 Literature Review

This chapter will review the literature on spoken grammar, including the features of spoken
grammar, the teaching of spoken grammar, and research on spoken grammar and its

instruction.

2.1 Spoken grammar

Grammar instruction has traditionally been presented based on standard of written English.
However, recently, researchers have focused on the characteristics of spoken grammar and
questioning whether written grammar rules and grammatical descriptions should be applied
to the spoken language. With the adoption of communicative language teaching in the
classroom, raising awareness of spoken grammar is important for helping students develop
fluency in real-life conversations. This approach enhances the authenticity of speaking
lessons and enables students to speak more naturally, instead of sounding overly formal or
bookish (Hilliard, 2014). Grammar allows students to explore the nature of language.
Students are not able to use grammar properly without understanding them (Demir &
Erdogan, 2018).

2.1.1 Features of spoken grammar

Spoken grammar represents consistent grammatical features that reflect in speech as a result
of typical situation in which speeches are produced (Cullen & Kuo, 2007). The spoken
grammar features exist due to the spontaneous and unplanned nature of real time
conversations, which cannot be edited (Cullen & Kuo, 2007; Hilliard, 2014; Leech, 2000). It
is also related to the relationship between the speaker and the listener. The choices of
grammar used are also considered through many aspects including tentativeness and
politeness. Several basis forms of spoken language do not follow rules of the written
language (McCarthy & Carter, 2006). Therefore, recognizing the features of spoken
grammar can help students improve their speaking skills and enhance their grammar
knowledge (Hilliard, 2014). Without being aware of using these spoken gramma features,
native English speakers may struggle to communicate effectively. It would be inappropriate
not to explore how speakers use real language in daily life because it can improve learners’
communicative skills globally (McCarthy & Carter, 2006). Therefore, it is essential for EFL
learners to learn these features as well in order to enhance their communication skills
(Mumford, 2009).

11



Several scholars (e.g., Biber et al. 1999; Carter & McCarthy, 1997; Cullen and Kuo, 2007;
Hillird, 2004; Goh and Burn, 2012) proposed characteristics of spoken grammar. For
example, Cullen and Kuo (2007) classified the spoken grammar into three main categories;
category A includes noun phrase tags, past progressive tense, and ellipsis; category B
includes lexicogrammatical units; and category C covers items relating to informal and
spoken interactions, which are often viewed as grammatically incorrect according to
traditional prescriptive grammar norms. Later, Hilliard (2014) classified spoken grammar into
six main categories including ellipsis, heads, tails, fillers, backchannels , and phrasal chunks
which shared similarities with previous scholars (e.g., Biber et al., 1999; Cullen & Kuo,
2007; Goh & Burns, 2012).

To begin with, ellipsis is the omission of one or more elements of the phrases or the sentences
(Hilliard, 2014). This happens as the parts that are omitted might be redundant within the
given context. The decision can be made by the speakers whether to use ellipsis by
considering the context where they share the mutual knowledge with the interlocutor. The
speakers omit information that interlocutors can be understandable so it helps them deal with
pressure during having real time conversations (Hilliard, 2014). Ellipsis is a characteristic of
both spoken and written English. However, situational ellipsis which occurs and affects
things and people in that situation immediately can be found in the spoken language (Carter
& McCarthy, 1997; Cullen & Kuo, 2007). Ellipsis has also not been widely used in the
conversations between non-native speakers. It is beneficial for students to be raise their
awareness on the use of ellipsis as they might not understand this concept well (Goh &
Burns, 2012).

Next, heads are commonly put at the beginning of the sentences or phrases to introduce the
listener what the topic is (Cullen and Kuo, 2007). Due to the complexity of spoken language,
speakers use heads to highlight to listeners their key issues earlier (Goh & Burns, 2012). With
this strategy, it can reduce real time pressure of both speakers and listeners (Cullen & Kuo,
2007). Heads generally are in the form of nouns and noun phrases that are put before the key
message (Goh &Burn, 2012). It also sometimes related to long complexed noun phrases
which allow more processing time for interlocutors (Cullen & Kuo, 2007). However, heads
can be in the form of clauses with more than one subject. Apart from this, it is considered
incorrect grammar in written language, but generally being seen as a common feature of

spoken language (Goh & Burns, 2012).
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Next feature is tails which are an element added at the end of the phrases or clauses (Hilliard,
2014) to remind what have been said earlier (Cullen & Kuo, 2007). They are used for
clarification, expressing personal attitudes or supporting interpersonal interaction (Timmis,
2010). Likewise, Goh and Burns (2012) point out that “tail are expressions used to reinforce,
extend, elaborate, or clarify the main message (p.92)”. Question tag is one type of tails that
are commonly used. Moreover, tails can be in a form of single words or noun phrases
depending on their functions. All in all, it is an important feature of spoken grammar in
building interpersonal relationships between interlocutors and speakers.

Another feature called fillers which are words that might not have specific meaning such as
‘um’, ‘er’, or ‘well’ to allow more time for speakers to plan of what to say. On the other
hand, backchannels are words or utterances that express to respond to what the speakers said
and signal the speakers to continue their speech such as ‘yeah’, ‘uh-huh’ and ‘I see’(Hilliard,
2014). Lastly, phrasal chunks are words or phrases that are fixed which can be added to other
structures to form longer units (Cullen & Kuo, 2007; Hilliard, 2014). As they work as ready-
made lexical unit of language (Cullen & Kuo, 2007), speakers can access and use them with

less processing effort, reducing the demands of real-time language encoding (Leech, 2000).

Cullen and Kuo (2007) identified different types of phrasal chunks, including particles, which
function as hedging devices to soften the specific of references such as ‘sort of” and ‘kind of”;
vagueness tags, which are typically added at the end of the phrases to help the listener to
recognize the general set of items previously mentioned such as ‘something like that” and
‘stuff like that’; and modifying expressions which show modification and politeness. They
commonly work with adjectival and noun phrases such as ‘a bit better’ and ‘a bit of a bore’;
and discourse markers are used to signal boundaries from one topic to another. This allows
the speakers to decide whether they would like to continue or end the topic, whether they
agree with each other, or what are their reaction towards something such as ‘right’, ‘I see’,
‘Okay’. It can be used for checking understanding of the interlocuter such as ‘you know what
I mean’, softening their interaction, and interacting with the listeners (Carter & McCarthy,
1997). These phrases work as fillers to provide more time for speakers’ thoughts under

pressure they encounter during real-time conversation (Cullen & Kuo, 2007).
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2.2 Teaching spoken grammar

While there is a controversial issue of whether spoken grammar should be introduced in
English language teaching (Timmis, 2002, 2005), several proponents have supported (e.g.,
Timmis, 2005, Hillard, 2014) introducing spoken grammar into the classroom. It is worth
noting that teaching grammar is far more important than initially thought (Putra et al., 2021).
In the era that communicative language teaching approach has been emphasized, the evidence
showing how people speak English in real situation would be beneficial (McCarthy & Carter,
2006). The results of Islam and Stapa (2021) also revealed that students’ limited development
in spoken language was partly caused by the complexity of spoken language. This raises an

emphasis on teaching features of spoken language to particularly EFL students.

Recently, several scholars have paid attention to how to teach spoken grammar. Mumford
(2009) proposed three approaches regarding native spoken forms of grammar. First, the world
English/ EFL approach is supported by the notion that not all students will experience
communicating with English native speakers. The goal for this approach is that students are
able to speak understandably or intelligibly instead of following native English speaker
norms. Second, the passive knowledge approach focuses on raising students’ awareness of
spoken grammar characteristics including recording native English speakers’ conversation
and tasks for noticing the features. Lastly, the productive approach which supports students to
be able to produce real language based on native norms. This is a further step beyond simply
having passive knowledge of spoken grammar. The goal is to help students understand when
talking to native speakers. Having an awareness of their norms and being able to use such
norms appropriately will be beneficial for students who are especially likely to contact with
English native speakers. However, Hilliard (2014) suggested that teachers should examine
whether the focus on presenting spoken grammar is on production or the acknowledgment of

spoken grammar characteristics.

Carter and McCarthy (1995) insisted that it is an inappropriate way to teach written grammar
for spoken language. They; therefore, proposed ‘three Is’ paradigm which includes
illustration, interaction, and induction. To begin with, students are first introduced to
authentic language use. In order to introduce spoken grammar in language teaching, there is a
need in incorporating the authentic materials (Hilliard, 2014). English movies can be the
suitable source for teaching spoken grammar to students (Larasati et al., 2021). Teachers can

14



encourage their students to be exposed to natural spoken language and allow them to notice

the spoken grammar that is used in real conversations (Carter & McCarthy, 1995).

Apart from this, Hilliard (2014) pointed out the importance of highlighting features of spoken
grammar in the textbook, while thoughtfully incorporating them into the curriculum. Timmis
(2005) suggested that the main features of spoken grammar that should be added in the text
rather than teaching a sentence. Teachers should find the texts for teaching spoken grammar
that are interesting, authentic, and natural. Students are more accessible to the texts that can
be related to their culture. This is because students could learn more if they generally
understand the concept of the text. To promote an understandable outcome, the example of
conversational grammar should simply be introduced interestingly to students (Al-wossabi,
2014).

The next step is interaction which refers to encouraging students to interact with others
through discussion and observation (Carter and McCarthy,1995). The tasks should allow
them to notice things and provide the opportunities for them to discuss the appropriate forms
of language for the contexts (Timmis, 2005). Lastly, induction is the stage for students to
finally induce the forms of usage as the stage of induction (Carter and McCarthy, 1995).
Furthermore, students should be able to implement spoken grammar to improve student’s

speaking skills to be able to communicate in various situations(Hilliard, 2014).

Additionally, Al-wossabi (2014) suggested that teachers should identify two types of
grammar such as named written grammar as ‘general form’ and spoken grammar as ‘spoken
form’. However, the proportion of presenting written grammar should be far more than that
of spoken grammar. This can be done by presenting them at the end of the lesson. Written
grammar and spoken grammar should be presented separately when they are first introduced
to students and explain to them the purpose of using each form to avoid their confusion. Both
forms can be practiced at the end of the lesson together through integrated practice to allow
students to recognize their differences. Without a clear sequence of instruction, EFL students
might be confused when being presented with both written and spoken grammar promptly.
Teachers; therefore, should be more careful when adapting teaching materials for teaching
both written and spoken grammar. It is also important for teachers to develop students’ real-
life communication skills by raising their awareness of how grammar functions in various
contexts (Tripathi, 2022). However, Sorug and Griffiths (2015) suggested that EFL students

should have their own choice of whether they would use the features of spoken grammar.
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2.3 Research on spoken grammar and its instruction

In Thailand only a very few studies (e.g., Minkhatunnakhriyah et al., 2022; Phettongkam,
2017) have focused on grammar in spoken language. While there has been a questionable
issue whether spoken grammar should be taught in the classroom (Timmis, 2002), several
studies (e.g., Al-Wassabi, 2014, Timmis, 2005) have recently paid attention to teaching

spoken grammar including how to teach and what to teach and explored both teachers and

students’ perceptions of the spoken grammar instruction.

Timmis (2002) studied to what extent the students would like to conform to native English
speaker norms including spoken grammar and the consistency between teachers’ and
students’ views towards this aspect. According to the findings, 63 % of the students could
identify the conversation spoken by English native speakers. However, there was a high
number of the students who were not sure what spoken grammar was. Those who strongly
disagreed with using spoken grammar also were not aware of features of spoken grammar.
Moreover, the majority of the students and students preferred following native speaker norms
including an ability to use both formal and informal grammar. They reported that it was more
flexible for speakers who could adjust their language according to their interlocutors.
However, they viewed that using spoken grammar were valuable when communicate with
only English native speakers. This was because using whole sentences with them might be
boring. Both teachers and students agreed that students should be exposed to the authentic
spoken language whereas some of them viewed that spoken grammar features were too
complex for the students in the non-native contexts to learn. Interestingly, only a small
proportion of them preferred using written- based grammar for speaking. Later, Timmis
(2005) explored teachers’ and students’ perceptions on teaching spoken grammar through the
teaching materials with the spoken grammar. The results revealed that 92% of the participants
reported that the language tasks were useful or very useful, 80% agreed that the materials
were interesting, and 86 % viewed that they had picked up something valuable regarding
spoken English. The teacher participant reported that the materials were beneficial to the

students as the majority of them had never been exposed to informal spoken language.

Apart from this, Goh (2009) studied Chinese and Singaporean teachers’ views on teaching
English spoken grammar. This study compared the perceptions of EFL and ESL teachers.
According to the study, 87 % of Chinese teachers revealed that spoken grammar were

beneficial and important. They believed that learning spoken grammar could help their
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students speak more naturally. They found the CANCODE corpus, materials based on British
spoken grammar norms useful for students living in the non-native context. On the other
hand, those who disagreed with using spoken grammar reported that students should follow
written based grammar which in turn could eventually help them improve their speaking
skills. However, 60 % of Singaporean teachers reported that spoken grammar features related
to British English were not quite beneficial to their students living in the contexts that had
their own spoken grammar like ‘Singlish’. In contrast, some of them agreed that it could be
introduced as a set of standard norms and used for comparing between their own forms and
British English forms. Additionally, 75% of the teachers viewed that teaching spoken
grammar could increase students’ awareness of the differences between spoken grammar and
written grammar while 83 % of them agreed that this knowledge could improve their
students’ confidence and speak English naturally. Understanding the features of spoken
grammar could help students feel less anxious about using perfect sentence structures. This
was because focusing too much on grammar rules could interfere with their ability to
communicate effectively. Having knowledge of both written and spoken grammar could
provide more options for students to use the language appropriately. Speaking following
written based grammar caused students sound unnatural. Some of them pointed out that
spoken grammar suited with advanced students who had already mastered written grammar.
The Singaporean teachers also added that learning spoken grammar might not be
advantageous during high-take oral exam since not all examiners were familiar with the
characteristics of spoken grammar used in English speaking countries. They may be more
impressed with students who spoke English based on written based grammar. Moreover,

they viewed that learning spoken grammar might have a negative impact on students’ writing
skills.

Later, more studies focusing on teaching spoken grammar to EFL students. Larasati et al.’s
(2021) revealed the results of their study on students’ perceptions on learning spoken
grammar through movie subtitles. The participants reported that English movie was
beneficial to them for learning spoken grammar. It enhanced their understanding of spoken
grammar. Furthermore, Rashtchi and Afzali’s (2011) study investigated whether the
awareness of spoken grammar could enhance Iranian EFL university students’
comprehension of real-life conversation. The results showed that the students in the
experiment group who had been raised the awareness of spoken grammar understood

everyday conversation better than the control group. However, Sorug and Griffiths (2015)
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explored the implementation of spoken grammar features in the classroom with 19 EFL
university students in Turkey. The results showed that while the students started using such
features in the post-test, there was little evidence of continued use shown in the delayed
posttest three weeks later. The participants reported during the group interview that spoken
grammar norms were not align with their own sense identity which possibly made them feel
unnatural, uncomfortable and being fake. This raises an awareness that the use of spoken

grammar might not be comfortable for all students.

As mentioned above, while more studies have focused more on both teachers and students’
perceptions on spoken grammar instruction, it is still an arguable issue whether to teach
spoken grammar features and how to teach them. Apart from this, another important issue is
that whether the students are aware that spoken grammar characteristics have been existed. It
is worth nothing that the studies on students’ awareness of spoken grammar and their views
on teaching spoken grammar particularly in Thailand have been understudied. To gain an
insight on these aspects in order to develop the teaching of speaking skills for Thai EFL
students, this study; therefore, aims to explore Thai EFL university students’ awareness of
spoken grammar and their perceptions of its instruction to address the gap in the literature

and provide more in-depth data to improve the quality of English pedagogy in Thailand.
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Chapter 3 Methodology

This chapter will provide the methodology of the study including the research objectives,
research design which consists of research participants, research instrument and procedure,

and data analysis.

3.1 Research Objectives
The objectives of this study are as follows:
1. To investigate Thai EFL third-year university students’ self-reported awareness of spoken

grammar

2. To explore Thai EFL third-year university students’ perceptions of spoken grammar

instruction

3.2 Research Design

3.2.1 Research participants

This study employed a mixed-methods approach, collecting both quantitative and qualitative
data through questionnaires and semi-structured interviews. The population consisted of all
89 third-year university students majoring in English, from which the sample of 89 students
was selected through purposive sampling. The participants had completed several English
courses covering speaking, listening, reading, writing, and grammar, enabling them to

provide relevant data to address the research objectives.

3.2.2 Research instruments and procedure

The instrument used in the study for collecting quantitative data includes the questionnaire
relating to their self-reported awareness of spoken grammar and the perceptions of spoken
grammar instruction whereas the semi-structured interviews were employed to collect the
qualitative data to gain an in-depth data. The questionnaire was constructed based on the
existed literature regarding spoken grammar (e.g., Goh, 2009; Hilliard, 2014; Mumford,
2009; Timmis, 2002). The questionnaire contained 11litems covering their awareness of
spoken grammar and 26 items regarding their perceptions of spoken grammar instruction
regarding the benefits, concerns and their preferred practices of spoken grammar instruction.

The semi- structured interview included the questions to gain more in dept data related to the
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research objectives. The Index of Item-Objective Congruence (IOC) was used to assess the
questionnaire items by three experts, with all items achieving a score of 1.00. The
questionnaire’s reliability was assessed using Cronbach’s alpha, yielding a coefficient of
0.92. Additionally, the content validity of the semi-structured interview questions was
assessed by three experts using the Index of Item-Objective Congruence (10C). All items
received a score of 1.00, except for two items, which received scores of 0.67 and were
revised based on the experts’ recommendation. The 89 participants were asked to voluntarily
complete the questionnaire regarding their awareness of spoken grammar and their
perceptions on its instruction. Subsequently, six of them were voluntarily interviewed by

using the semi-structured interview to obtain in-depth data.

3.2.3 Data Analysis

While the quantitative data from the questionnaire were analyzed using the descriptive
statistics including mean score, standard deviation and percentage, the qualitative data from
the semi- structured interviews were transcribed and analyzed by using the thematic analysis
regarding their awareness of spoken grammar and their perceptions on spoken grammar
instruction. The interview data were transcribed verbatim and checked for accuracy. The
transcripts were coded and grouped into categories based on recurring patterns and
similarities in meaning. The codes were then organized into themes related to students’

awareness of spoken grammar and their perceptions of spoken grammar instruction.
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Chapter 4 Findings

This chapter provides the findings of the study including Thai EFL university students’

awareness of spoken grammar and their perceptions of spoken grammar instruction.

4.1 Thai EFL university students’ self-reported awareness of spoken

grammar
Table 1

Students’ awareness of spoken grammar

Awareness of spoken Strongly  Disagree Neither Agree  Strongly % S.D.
grammar disagree agree nor (%) agree
(%)
disagree
(%) (%)
(%)
1. I am familiar with the 1.1 12.4 43.8 37.1 5.6 3.34 0.81

concept of spoken

grammar.

2. | am aware that the 0 11.2 27 32.6 29.2 3.80 0.99
spoken grammar is
different from written

grammar.

3.1 can recognize features 34 22.5 41.6 25.8 6.7 3.10 0.94
of spoken grammar.

4. | am aware that when 1.1 7.9 29.2 34.8 27 3.79 0.97
speaking, speakers do not

have time to plan or fix

our words which makes

spoken grammar different

from that of grammar.

5.1 am aware that using 0 7.9 25.8 34.8 31.5 3.90 0.94
incomplete sentences

when speaking is normal.

6. | am aware that when 10.1 12.4 25.8 32.6 19.1 3.38 1.22
speaking, speakers can

use “Want coffee?”
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instead of “Do you want

coffee?”

7.1 am aware that when
speaking, the speaker
cannot omit the subject of
the sentence even both
speakers and listeners
share the mutual
understanding such as
‘sounds good’ and ‘glad I
could help.’

8.1 am aware that the
sentences like ""This
pizza, | could eat it every
day." and “She’s so
funny, your sister.” can
be used in real-life
conversation to
emphasize the
information or the person

the speaker is referring to.

9.1 am aware that
speakers can use fillers
such as ‘Umm’ or ‘Well’
to pause or to allow more
time for themselves to

think of what to say.

10.1 am aware that the
words such as ‘yeah’,
‘uh-huh’ and ‘I see’ are
the features of spoken

grammar.

11.1 am aware that
phrasal chunks such as
‘you know’, ‘I know what

you mean’, ‘I think so.’

5.6

6.7

2.2

12.4

12.4

6.7

7.9

4.5

37.1

34.8

19.1

22.5

19.1

23.6

36

30.3

33.7

31.5

21.3

16.9

43.8

29.2

42.7

3.43

3.57

411

3.71

4.08

1.13

0.92

0.95

1.17

1.00

22



can help speakers sound

more natural and fluent.

Note. Strongly agree =5, Agree =4, Neither agree nor disagree = 3, Disagree = 2, Strongly disagree =1

4.1.1 Insufficient awareness of spoken grammar

The findings show that the student participants had limited awareness of spoken grammar.
According to Table 1, only 42.7% of them strongly agreed or agreed that they are familiar
with the concept of spoken grammar and 32.5% of them strongly agreed or agreed that they
recognize the features of spoken grammar. The mean scores of these aspects were 3.34 and
3.10 respectively. Similarly, according to the qualitative data from the interviews, all of the
participants reported that they had never been explicitly taught the features of spoken
grammar. In addition, some of them reported that they heard the term ‘spoken grammar’ but
did not know it in detail. They were just familiar with some spoken forms such as ‘coffee
please’. For example, Student B reported that “I heard that there might be spoken grammar
features but | do not know exactly whether written grammar and spoken grammar are
similar.”. However, two participants (Student C and D) mentioned that they were not familiar

with the term ‘spoken grammar’.

While the results showed that many of them did not recognize the features of spoken
grammar, the results reveal that 66.3% of them were aware that using incomplete sentences
when speaking is normal with a mean score of 3.90. However, not many of them were aware
of spoken grammar feature such as ellipsis as showed in items 6 and 7. As illustrated in Table
1, 51.7 % of them strongly agreed or agreed that when speaking, speakers can use “Want
coffee?” instead of “Do you want coffee while 44.9 % of them agreed and strongly agreed
that when speaking, the speaker cannot omit the subject of the sentence even both speakers
and listeners share the mutual understanding such as ‘sounds good’ and ‘glad I could help.
This showed that they did not have an awareness on ellipsis. The mean scores for these
aspects were 3.38 and 3.43 respectively. Additionally, 52.9% of them were certain about the
use of heads and tails with the mean score of 3.57. The findings showed that almost half of
them still lacked awareness of spoken grammar features. Likewise, during the interviews,
Student D said that she only heard the phrase ‘That sounds good.” She never knew that she
could use ‘sounds good’ when speaking’. Student C said that “I guess | possibly can use
‘sounds good’ but I did not know if there are any rules about this.” This reflects that the

students demonstrated limited awareness of spoken grammar features.
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Moreover, slightly more than half of them were aware of heads, one of the features of the
spoken grammar. The findings revealed that only 52.9% of the participants strongly agreed or
agreed that the use of heads can be applied in real- life conversation to emphasize the
information or the person the speaker is referring to with a mean score of 3.57. However,

34.8% of them were uncertain about this feature.

On the other hand, the findings showed that the participants still recognized the spoken
features to some extent. Over 70% of them recognized the use of fillers as a strategy to gain
more time for themselves to think of what to say and the use of phrasal chunk to speak
naturally and fluently. The mean scores for these aspects were 4.11 and 4.08 respectively.
During the interviews, Student C said that when she could not think of the words, she used
the phrasal chunk such as ‘something like that.” Student F reported that she used fillers when
she was thinking of what to say. Apart from this, 62.9 % of the participants were aware of
backchannels as a feature of spoken grammar which was shown in items 10. The mean score
was 3.71.

Additionally, the results showed that an equal percentage (61.8%) of student participants
agreed and strongly agreed with items 2 and 4, indicating that there is a difference between
spoken and written grammar because speakers do not have time to plan or fix their words
when speaking. The mean scores for these aspects were 3.80 and 3.79 respectively. This is
consistent with the data from the interviews, student A and E mentioned that there should be
differences between spoken grammar and written grammar. During the interview, Student F
added that she had seen these features before; however, she did not realize that they were

spoken grammar.

24



4.2 Joint display of quantitative and qualitative findings on students’ self-
reported awareness of spoken grammar

Table 2

Joint display of quantitative and qualitative findings on students’ self-Reported

awareness of spoken grammar

Quantitative findings

Qualitative findings

Integrated findings

Students showed limited familiarity with

spoken grammar (42.7%, X= 3.34) and

recognition of its features (32.5%, X= 3.10).

Students showed limited awareness of
ellipsis and heads and tails. Only 51.7%
recognized the use of “Want coffee?” and
52.9% reported awareness of heads &:

3.57). Meanwhile, 44.9% incorrectly
believed that subjects could not be omitted in

shared contexts.

More than 70% recognized fillers and
phrasal chunks & =4.11 and 4.08,

respectively), while 62.9% recognized
backchannels (M = 3.71).

61.8% recognized differences between
spoken and written grammar & =3.80 and

3.79 for the two items).

All interviewees reported no
explicit instruction in spoken
grammar. Some had heard the
term but lacked detailed
knowledge, while two were

unfamiliar with it.

Students C and D were unfamiliar

with omitting subjects in
expressions such as “Sounds
good,” indicating limited

understanding of ellipsis.

Students reported using fillers

when thinking and phrasal chunks

such as “something like that” in

conversation.

Students A and E acknowledged
differences between spoken and
written grammar. Student F had
encountered spoken grammar
features but had not identified

them as such.

The qualitative findings
explained the students’ limited
awareness, suggesting a lack of
explicit instruction and

conceptual understanding.

Both data sources indicated
limited awareness of certain
spoken grammar features,

particularly ellipsis.

Students demonstrated greater
practical familiarity with
common conversational
features than explicit
knowledge of spoken

grammar.

Students recognized general
differences between spoken
and written grammar but
lacked explicit awareness of
the grammatical features

involved.

Note. Percentages represent students who strongly agreed or agreed with each statement. X = mean score.
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4.2 Thai EFL university students’ perceptions of spoken grammar

instruction

Students’ perceptions of spoken grammar instruction

Table 3

Students’ perceptions Strongly ~ Disagree  Neither Agree Strongly X S.D.
of spoken grammar disagree agree Agree
instruction
nor
disagree
1. I think it is important 0 2.2 18 303 494 427 0.84
to learn spoken grammar
in English class.
2. 1 think learning 0 1.1 13.5 30.3 55.1 439 0.76
spoken grammar can
improve speaking skills.
3. In my view, spoken L1 3.4 11.2 28.1 56.2 435 0.89
grammar helps me speak
English naturally.
4.In my view, spoken 0 0 16.9 30.3 52.8 436 0.76
grammar enhances
speakers’ fluency.
5. | believe that spoken 0 1.1 15.7 30.3 52.8 435 0.78
grammar helps speakers
enhance the flow of
conversation.
6. I think learning 0 4.5 14.6 36 449 421 0.86

spoken grammar can
enhance listening
comprehension skills
because it helps learners
recognize informal
sentences and common
phrases used in speech.
For example,
understanding that the
sentence ‘You coming?’
means ‘Are you

coming?’.
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7. 1 think using phrasal
chunks such as ‘I see’, ‘I
guess so’ And
‘something like that’
decreases learners’
anxiety in speaking
because learners do not
need to create new
sentences while
speaking.

8.1 believe that good
speakers should use
complete grammar.

9. In my view, having an
awareness of spoken
grammar increases
speakers’ confidence.
10. | think using the
written grammar rules
from a book when
speaking sounds
unnatural. For example,
saying that ‘The meeting
which was originally
scheduled for Thursday,
has been postponed to
Friday due to unforeseen
circumstances.’ sounds
bookish in conversation.
11.1 think using spoken
grammar might interfere
students’ use of formal
language when needed.
12. In my view, spoken

grammar should not be

used in formal situations.

13. I think learning
written grammar serves
as a basis for producing

spoken grammar.

0 2.2
1.1 6.7
0 0
1.1 2.2
6.7 4.5
11.2 9
0 2.2

18

31.5

20.2

30.3

32.6

22.5

22.5

27

28.1

31.5

25.8

36

29.2

30.3

37.1

51.7

29.2

53.9

30.3

27

27

38.2

4.29

3.81

4.34

3.92

3.65

3.53

411

0.84

0.98

0.80

0.89

1.13

1.29

0.83



14. In my view, teaching
spoken grammar could
lead to errors in written
grammar.

15.1 think understanding
both written grammar
and spoken grammar
allow speakers to speak
English appropriately in
various situations.

16.1 believe that spoken
grammar is only
appropriate when talking
to native English
speakers.

17.1 think teachers
should focus more on
written grammar than
spoken grammar.

18. In my view, spoken
grammar is too complex
for Thai students to
learn.

19.1 think spoken
grammar is more suitable
for advanced students.
20.1 think spoken
grammar can be learnt
through authentic
materials such as movies,
music and podcasts.

21. | believe spoken
grammar that is used in
daily conversations does
not seem to be taught
clearly in the classroom.
22. | think, teachers
should introduce features

of spoken grammar such

34

7.9

6.7

5.6

2.2

19.1

4.5

12.4

10.1

34

2.2

2.2

28

32.6

15.7

28.1

37.1

31.5

41.6

21.3

23.6

27

34.8

32.6

22.5

29.2

23.6

20.2

38.2

39.3

38.2

23.6

49.4

21.3

20.2

24.7

213

37.1

34.8

32.6

3.70

4.29

3.28

3.47

3.45

3.39

4.09

4.02

4.01

1.00

0.81

1.25

1.14

1.22

1.13

0.85

0.82

0.83



as Heads, Tails, Ellipsis

and phrasal chunks.

23. | think teachers 0 2.2 23.6 404 33.7 406 0.82
should identify the

difference between

spoken grammar and

written grammar.

24. | believe that spoken 0 0 27 37.1 36 409 0.79
grammar should be

presented in the

textbook.

25. | think teachers 0 34 23.6 34.8 38.2 4.08 0.87
should clearly separate

spoken grammar and

written grammar when

teaching.

26. | think it is not 24.7 15.7 25.8 19.1 14.6 283 1.38
necessary to teach

spoken grammar in the

classroom.

Note. Strongly agree =5, Agree =4, Neither agree nor disagree = 3, Disagree = 2, Strongly disagree = 1

4.2.1 Perceived benefits of spoken grammar instruction

According to Table 3, for some items, slightly more or less than 80% of them strongly agreed
and agreed that spoken grammar instruction in the classroom is important and beneficial for
their speaking skills, while for other items the agreement was slightly less than 80%. These
items include 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 9 and 15. The results showed that 85.4 % of them strongly
agreed or agreed that learning spoken grammar can enhance their speaking skills while 84.3%
of them strongly agreed or agreed that spoken grammar helps speakers speak English

naturally. The mean score for these aspects were 4.39 and 4.35 respectively.

The data revealed that 82% of them strongly agreed and agreed that understanding both
written grammar and spoken grammar allow speakers to speak English appropriately in
various situations. The mean score was 4.29. Student D reported that learning both spoken
and written grammar could increase her confidence in speaking. Having knowledge of both

written and spoken grammar can provide more options for students to use the language
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appropriately (Goh, 2009). Moreover, both items 4 and 5 (83.1%) received the same level of
agreement, suggesting that spoken grammar helps them improve their fluency and the flow of
speech. The mean scores for these aspects were 4.36 and 4.35 respectively. The majority of
the participants (79.7%) believed that spoken grammar instruction is important. The mean
score was 4.27. Most of them (79.8%) believed that recognizing phrasal chunks can reduce
their anxiety and 79.7% of them believed that learning spoken grammar improves their

confidence. The mean scores for these aspects were 4.29 and 4.34 respectively.

In light of the interview data, Student B, C, D and E reported that having an awareness of
spoken grammar could help them speak English naturally. Student F added that it could
enhance her fluency. In addition, Student B pointed out the benefit of learning spoken
grammar by saying that using written language when speaking might sound weird. Moreover,
Student D added that the use of spoken grammar might help her maintain the flow of speech.
In addition, Student E stated that learning spoken grammar could help her understand how
native English speakers speak and help her converse smoothly and naturally. Apart from this,
Students B and C reported that an awareness of spoken grammar helped her increase her
confidence in speaking. This suggested that these participants seemed to value spoken
grammar instruction. In addition to improving their speaking skills, 80.9% of them believed
that learning spoken grammar can enhance listening comprehension skills as it helped them

recognize informal sentences and common phrases used in speech. The mean score was 4.21.

4.2.2 Students’ concerns regarding spoken grammar instruction

On the other hand, in this study, 74.1% strongly agreed and agreed that spoken grammar that
is used in daily conversations does not seem to be taught clearly in the classroom. The mean
score was 4.02. This highlights that although the students valued the spoken grammar

instruction, spoken grammar was not introduced clearly and extensively in the classroom

As shown in Table 3, only 58.4% of them believed that teaching spoken grammar could lead
to errors in written grammar. The mean score was 3.70. The findings showed that the
participants perceived spoken grammar instruction in the classroom as beneficial, as many of
them did not highlight its drawbacks. In addition, 49.4% of them viewed that teacher should
focus more on written grammar than spoken grammar. The mean score was 3.47. During the
interviews, although all of them reported that learning spoken grammar might lead to errors
in written grammar, they insisted that spoken grammar should be introduced in the

classroom. For example, Student C stated that if she learned spoken grammar, she might

30



possibly use it in her writing because she could get used to the spoken form. However, she
said “it is still good to learn spoken grammar.” Apart from this, 48.3 % of them viewed that

spoken grammar is too complicated for Thai students. The mean score was 3.45.

In addition, 43.8 % of the participants strongly agreed and agreed that spoken grammar that
spoken grammar is only appropriate when talking to native English, and 41. 5% of them
believed that spoken grammar only suits with advance students. The mean scores for these
aspects were 3.28 and 3.39 respectively. However, the proportion was less than half of all
participants. In terms of who should study spoken grammar, Students D and E said that not
only advanced students should learn spoken grammar but, everyone should learn it. Student
D said “Students who are starting to learn English should also acknowledge spoken
grammar.” In addition, Student E stated that spoken grammar could be used with anyone as

long as we are certain that they could understand us, not just with native English speakers.

4.2.3 Preferred practices of spoken grammar instruction

In terms of teaching spoken grammar in the classroom, 70.8% of the participants agreed and
strongly agreed that spoken grammar features should be introduced in the classroom. The
mean score was 4.01. Regarding teaching materials, 75.3% of them strongly agreed and
agreed that such features can be introduced through authentic materials such as movies and
podcast. The mean score was 4.09. Additionally, most of them strongly agreed and agreed
that the teacher should identify the differences between spoken grammar and written
grammar, and that spoken grammar should be presented in the textbook, and the teacher
should clearly distinguish spoken grammar and written grammar when teaching with
agreement rates of 74.1%, 73.1% and 73% respectively. The mean scores for these aspects

were 4.06, 4.09 and 4.08 respectively.

Based on the interview data, Student C suggested that teachers should clearly separate written
grammar and spoken grammar when teaching to avoid confusion. She added, “I myself got
confused easily.” Student E agreed that teachers should point out the differences between

spoken grammar and written grammar clearly.

Moreover, all of the participants agreed that authentic materials particularly movies can be
used to introduce spoken grammar. In this study, all six participants agreed that spoken
grammar should be included in the textbook. For example, Student D added that spoken

grammar should be presented in the book by introducing each feature and providing
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examples of phrases and dialogues in different situations for a better understanding.

Interestingly, all of them suggested in the same way that the teachers should give them the

situations where spoken grammar is employed and encourage them practice conversations.

4.4 Joint display of quantitative and qualitative findings on students’
perceptions of spoken grammar

Table 4

Joint display of quantitative and qualitative findings on students’ perceptions of spoken

grammar

Quantitative findings

Qualitative findings

Integrated findings

Perceived benefits: Most students
viewed spoken grammar instruction
positively, particularly for improving

speaking skills (85.4%, X = 4.39),

naturalness (84.3%, X = 4.35), fluency,

confidence, and listening

comprehension (80.9%, M = 4.21).

Concerns about instruction:

74.1% of students believed that spoken

grammar was not clearly taught in the

classroom &: 4.02).

58.4% believed spoken grammar

instruction could lead to errors in
writing &: 3.70), while fewer than half

considered it suitable only for native-

speaker interactions (43.8%) or

advanced learners (41.5%).

Teaching approaches: Most students

supported introducing spoken grammar

Students B, C, D, E, and F highlighted

benefits for naturalness, fluency,

Both data sources indicated

that students perceived spoken

confidence, and maintaining the flow of grammar instruction as

speech.

Students emphasized the need to
distinguish spoken grammar from

written grammar to avoid confusion.

Although students acknowledged
potential interference with writing, they
still supported instruction. Students D
and E believed spoken grammar should
be taught to learners at all proficiency
levels and used with anyone who could

understand them.

All interviewees supported using
authentic materials, including movies,

incorporating spoken grammar into

beneficial for developing

communicative competence.

The findings suggest a
perceived gap between the
importance students attached
to spoken grammar and its
explicit instruction in the

classroom.

Students generally supported
spoken grammar instruction
despite concerns about written
accuracy and its appropriate

use.

Both data sources supported
explicit instruction using

authentic materials, clear
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features (70.8%, X = 4.01), using textbooks, and providing situational explanations, textbook

. . = conversation practice. Students C and E integration, and
authentic materials (75.3%, X = 4.09),

S _ emphasized clearly distinguishing contextualized speaking
and distinguishing spoken from written . .
spoken and written grammar. practice.

grammar (74.1%, X= 4.06).

Note. Percentages represent students who strongly agreed or agreed with each statement. X = mean score.
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Chapter 5 Discussion

This chapter discusses the findings of the study regarding the objectives of the studies
including EFL university students’ self-reported awareness of spoken grammar and their

perceptions towards its instruction.

5.1 Thai EFL university students’ awareness of spoken grammar
5.1.1 Insufficient awareness of spoken grammar

According to the findings, less than half of the participants were familiar with the spoken
grammar and recognize the spoken grammar characteristics. This is supported by Timmis’s
(2002) study which revealed that there was a high number of his student participants who
were not sure what spoken grammar was. The findings also showed that almost half of them
still lacked awareness of spoken grammar features including ellipsis and head and tails,
however, approximately 66 % of them reported their awareness of incomplete sentence when
speaking English. This is possibly because written grammar are more focused in the EFL
classrooms (Al-wossabi, 2014; Leech, 2000). However, written-based grammar does not
include features that exist commonly in English native speakers’ conversation(Carter &
McCarthy, 1995; Timmis, 2002). Therefore, it is not appropriate for teachers to teach written
grammar for spoken language (Carter and McCarthy, 1995). Goh and Burns (2012) suggested
that students should be raised their awareness of the use of ellipsis as they might not
understand this concept well (Goh & Burns, 2012).

Additionally, the findings of the study are similar to the findings of Islam and Spata (2021)
which revealed that students’ limited development in spoken language was partly caused by
the complexity of spoken language. This puts an emphasis on raising their awareness of
spoken grammar and allow them to be exposed to spoken language in order to increase their
English speaking skills (Hilliard, 2014; Mumford, 2009).

Moreover, over 70% of them recognized the use of fillers as a strategy to gain more time for
themselves to think of what to say and the use of phrasal chunk to speak naturally and
fluently. During the interview, one of the participants added that she had seen these spoken
features before; however, she did not realize that they were spoken grammar. This suggests

that spoken grammar features should be introduced in the classroom in order to increase
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students’ knowledge and confidence in speaking. It is necessary for students to acknowledge

the features of spoken grammar to communicate in daily life (Rashtchi & Afzali, 2011).

5.2 Thai EFL university students’ perceptions of spoken grammar
instruction

5.2.1 Teaching spoken grammar: Gains and challenges

The results revealed that approximately 80% of them strongly agreed and agreed that spoken
grammar instruction in the classroom is important and beneficial for their speaking skills.
Additionally, the results showed that more than the majority of them strongly agreed or
agreed that learning spoken grammar can enhance their speaking skills and most of them
strongly agreed or agreed that learning spoken grammar can enhance their speaking skills.
The data revealed that most of them strongly agreed and agreed that understanding both
written grammar and spoken grammar allow speakers to speak English appropriately in
various situations. This demonstrated that students viewed that introducing spoken grammar
had a positive impact on their speaking. This is aligned with Goh (2009) which revealed that
most of Chinese teachers reported that spoken grammar were valuable and important. It
allowed them to speak English naturally. This is supported by Rashtchi and Afzali’s (2011)
study which showed that the students in the experiment group who had been raised the
awareness of spoken grammar understood everyday conversation better than the control
group. Likewise, Sorug and Griffiths’ (2015) study found that through implementing spoken
grammar feature in the classroom, the student participants started using such features in the
post-test.

On the other hand, in this study, over 70% of the student participants strongly agreed and
agreed that spoken grammar that is used in daily conversations does not seem to be taught
clearly in the classroom. This reflects that conversational grammar that is used in daily
conversations seem not to be recognized in the classroom settings (Al-wossabi, 2014).
Moreover, during the interview, Student F reported that spoken grammar had not been
emphasized in the classroom. Mainly, her teachers focused much on written grammar. This
implies that grammar taught in the Thai EFL context focuses primarily on writing skills (Al-
wossabi, 2014; Leech, 2000). Moreover, teaching materials for teaching speaking skills are
mainly based on written grammar which are not presented key spoken features (Carter &
McCarthy, 1995). Similarly, McCarthy and Carter (2006) stated that speakers will not speak

naturally if the examples and practices are massively based on written language.
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However, almost half of them viewed that spoken grammar is too complicated for Thai
students. This is consistent with Timmis’s (2002) study which revealed that some of the
students viewed that spoken grammar features were too complex for the students in the non-
native contexts to learn. Similarly, Goh’s (2009) study showed that some of the Singaporean
teacher participants viewed that learning spoken grammar might have a negative impact on

students’ writing skills.

Apart from this, some of them believed that spoken grammar only suits with advanced
students. This is consistent with the results of Goh’s (2009) study. In his study, the
Singaporean teacher participants pointed out that spoken grammar suited with advanced
students who had already mastered written grammar. Their teachers also added that learning
spoken grammar might not be beneficial during high-take oral exam because not all
examiners were familiar with the spoken grammar features. They may be more satisfied with
students who speak English based on written based grammar. This is possibly due to the
perceptions of the teachers might be different from that of the students. The teacher
participants might highly concern much on the results of the exam which focused much on
written grammar. However, the student participants in this study were willing to improve
their speaking skills. With an awareness of spoken grammar and a focus on practice speaking,

they expected that it could increase their English-speaking skills.

Moreover, during the interviews, all the participants in this study emphasized the importance
of spoken grammar instruction in the classroom. This aligns with the findings of Rashtchi and
Afzali’s (2011) study which revealed that their student participants who had been raised the
awareness of spoken grammar were able to understand everyday conversation more

effectively.

5.2.2 Spoken grammar instruction

The data revealed that over 70 % of the participants agreed and strongly agreed that spoken
grammar features should be introduced in the classroom. Additionally, most of them strongly
agreed and agreed that such features can be introduced through authentic materials. They also
strongly agreed and agreed that the teacher should identify the differences between spoken
grammar and written grammar, and that spoken grammar should be introduced in the
textbook. Furthermore, the teacher should clearly distinguish spoken grammar and written
grammar when teaching. Apart from this, some of the participants also pointed out about this

issue during the interviews. Al-wossabi (2014) suggested that written and spoken grammar
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should be introduced separately when they are first introduced to students and the teacher
should explain the purpose of using each form to prevent them from any confusion. With
unclear instructions, EFL students might become confused when learning both written and

spoken grammar spontaneously.

Moreover, all of the participants agreed that authentic materials, especially movies, can be
used to teach spoken grammar. This is aligned with the results of Larasati et al.’s (2021)
study which revealed that their participants reported that English movie is useful and
interesting for learning spoken grammar. In this study, all six participants agreed that spoken
grammar should be included in the textbook. One of the participants reported that spoken
grammar should be presented in the book by introducing each feature and providing
examples of phrases and dialogues in different situations for a better understanding. This is
consistent with the results of Timmis’s (2005) study which showed that the majority of their
students reported that teaching materials with spoken grammar were useful and interesting.
Hilliard (2014) and Timmis (2005) stated that the main features of spoken grammar should be
included in the text rather than teaching only a sentence.

Interestingly, all of them suggested in the same way that the teachers should give them the
situations in which spoken grammar is employed and encourage them practice conversations.
This is similar to the productive approach proposed by Mumford (2009) that encourage
students to produce real language, a level beyond simple awareness of spoken grammar.
Students’ real-life communication skills could be improved by raising their awareness of how
grammar functions in different contexts (Tripathi, 2022). Additionally, Al-wossabi (2014)
suggested that the example of conversational grammar should simply be introduced

interestingly to students to get a better outcome.
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5.3 Conclusion

This study addresses the gap in the literature on the Thai EFL university students’ awareness
of spoken grammar and their perceptions of its instruction. The findings reveal in-depth data
regarding Thai EFL university students’ awareness of spoken grammar and their views on
spoken grammar instruction which previously has been under-researched. The study found
that the students’ participants had limited awareness of spoken grammar. Although, they had
previously seen and used spoken forms, many of them did not know that spoken grammar

exists.

Importantly, the majority of the participants believed that it is important to learn spoken
grammar in order to improve their speaking skills. This highlights the urgent need to
incorporate spoken grammar into speaking instruction. The participants also suggested that
teachers should identify the differences between spoken grammar and written grammar
explicitly to prevent them from any confusion. The students viewed that those teachers can
teach spoken grammar by giving an example of conversations and allow them to practice
conversing with their classmates. This implies that the students had a desire to practice
speaking skills in the classroom, as it is important for Thai EFL students who do not have
many opportunities to use English outside the classroom. They also suggested that spoken
grammar features, including the examples of how to use them, should be included in the text
book. Moreover, the use of authentic materials, such as movies, can be helpful for them to
learn how spoken grammar are functioned in real life situations. The data echo students’
voices regarding their desire for their teaching materials that meet their needs and learning

styles.

All in all, the majority of them valued the benefits of spoken grammar instructions. They hold
the view that it can help them maintain the flow of speech and reduce their anxiety of using
perfect grammar when speaking. While they were concerned that spoken grammar might
confuse them in their writing, the students were willing to learn it, as they considered that it
will have a positive impact on their speaking skills. This study suggests the educators,
teachers and curriculum designers to include spoken grammar in the curriculum and teaching
materials, as it could improve their speaking skills. More importantly, using written grammar

for speaking might not be an appropriated approach for speaking instruction. This study
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highlights that with appropriate teaching of grammar for their speaking skills, students will be

able to speak English naturally, appropriately, and confidently (Hilliard, 2014).

5.4 Limitations of the study / Future Research
The sample of the study included 89 Thai EFL third-year students majoring in English at a

university in Thailand. While the findings may not be generalized to the entire population, the
study employed different methods using both the questionnaire and the semi-structured
interviews to collect both quantitative data and qualitative data. This approach was intended
to increase the validity and reliability, and depth of the findings. By using a purposive
sampling method, the study was able to gather more relevant data from the participants who
had experience studying English in many courses, covering receptive skills and productive
skills in order to address the research objectives. However, this awareness-related measures
were self-reported and did not include a direct test of recognition or production. Therefore,
this study suggests the future research to use performance-based assessment or classroom

observation and longitudinal to explore instructional outcomes.

5.5 Ethics approval
Ethical approval for this study was obtained from the Institutional Review Board for Human

Subjects Research at Sirindhorn College of Health, Yala (SCPHYLIRB-2568/631) on the 6"
October 2025.
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Appendix B: Informed Consent Form
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Appendix C: The Questionnaire
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Uszlatawidndnaiugile
WnlauSunnseiu 1wy ye
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71 ‘sounds good’ kU
Uselum “That sounds
good.” WAy %A

‘glad | could help’ Ny
Uselea ‘I’'m glad | could

)

help.

8. Uselumagnaau ‘This
pizza, | could eat it
every day.” Wz ‘She’s so
funny, your sister.’ Ju
fee1e Nstdhennsainig
=
WA eanasaldluum
aunuluTIngse WLy
YOUANIDUAAATIENA
Y 9 Y Yy
AOINITNADA

9.HnaansaldAay
(fillers) Wi ‘Umm’ %39
‘Well” Wioteiudms
wagvlrinatAnasaad
Mdazyasaly

10. nguendastaluil éun
yeah’, ‘uh-huh’ and ‘I
see’ Wudnwazues
Tensalnisyn

11, 28&u9 W “You
know’, ‘I know what you
mean’, ‘| think so.’
anunsoviiwanadu
§IIUTIALALAFDILAGININ
Betu
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nauil 3 yuuavasinAnwranisaaulieinsalnisya (Students’ perception on spoken

grammar instruction)

AT

lag1nsain1sya (Spoken grammar) nuedis yavengliwnsauasULuUNLAUldnNsTINIR

denpnwdangulunmsaunnludinusginiu heinsalnsnaindunsizgpunaiuiuudundu

Tnglaldnaunuvseunledanyaasmi

Tagnsaln1sidisu (Written grammar) visnefia gavengliginsalfiisdaonandey Ingwang

281989158 UADUNINITUI 0I5 enutaslaevhlUTunlsdaseuliensal

anwauzvasliensalniswa (Characteristics of spoken grammar)

1.

Ellipsis Ao n1ssiniiadusanguaraniszleansond diedmsenguannatudunidilaain
UUN visaiinaInnsiaeananuudunauluvaeiy
Example:

A: Do you want coffee or tea?

B: Coffee, please. (Lmuﬁ%mm? ‘| want coffee please.”)

A: You like some pizza? (Lwluﬁ%mm’iﬂ Would you like some pizza?)
B: No, thank you.

Heads A dhuiazgnnslisudszloavseddiileiniusndeligilmsu
Example:

The food last night, it was so good. (The food last night Ao head)
My teacher, she is so kind. (My teacher A® head)

Tails agnmadfisfsluineUssloadiedifouligilmmuiedsinalunaun
Example: She is so funny, your sister. (Your sister Ao tail)
It is easy, this exam. (The exam 9 tail)
Question tag Ao JULUUTIawes tail 19U She’s a teacher, isn’t she? LileBududoyanie

YDAIULTAUAIE

;Y

Fillers flaAn 1 ‘um,” ‘er,” or ‘well’ liiflianuvungianizuddigligyalovanuasan

ABDUNG
Y

Backchannels #onguen 1w ‘yeah,” ‘uh-huh,’” and ‘I see’ Auansliiiudngyamasily

Y

1o

aguazdsdrysailvignanasely
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©. Phrasal chunks fie nguAfifisuuuumsiivasiinaslunquenidnldmeiunaen 1ol

woanaldegnslradu Jusssuwd waradewaainindu Wesnananugeniunislidnim

wuuiuiviule 3 3 UssLan wane asil
1. mslddmaivinlidnaflaglduddaieliilglidaduiuly vieiunas 1wy sort of

kind of, lag something like that.

foengUsylen WU This bag is kind of expensive.

Let’s find a nice place to eat, or may be a lovely café’ to

drink coffee -somethine like that.

2. M3l UF Ui minveIn I aLNoLARIANEN I WY a bit uax a little bit

feg19Uselun WU I’'m a bit tired today.

3. Aniseranldiieendssloanianinudn wiadsuiiavenisya viodieidunisds

Fryeadine vsewieuansgaldeuannitentsludnidents 1 right’, I see’, ‘I know what

you mean’, and ‘you know.” iieliunaunuilvadu

Thinuinaseaaneg v ludedinssiusziuyunssvasinudenisaaulasnsainisyn

JuNIVRsLNANwIENTS
dauliensainisun

TaiWiudae
2819849

TaiWiudae

Taiwila

< 14
AUNIY

@ I3
WAUA2Y
Y1989

¥ ¥ <@ 1 a
Lmdniiuinnisiseu
Tensalnsyaluieaseu
Judeddny

¥ ¥ <@ U a b
2 MAWIIINTS U3
Tgnsalnsneaune
WAITINBENTYA

3. mddiuinhennsal
QR TG HRER R RIRZCAT
WA wSIng ey
FITUYR

% v < 1 I3
4.9 AUIN 1enTal
NMSYAYILAUATUAIY
ABDILATIVDINITIA

% v < 1 4
5. NRANAUI8INT
nswagglunisduasuli

unaunubilnaau
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6 A maniuinsiseus
Tensainsyadeasy
vinwgnsilaienrundile
WSIEHSEUANLNTATINUN
Usgloalddumanisuas
suuuulszleaiinuvesly
mswaldl 1wy ladnnsd
HNWANATY “You coming?’
WIBAIININ ‘Are you

coming?’

7. LIS
ﬂfjmﬁé’jus]ﬁﬂﬁagﬂﬁms]
U ‘I see.’, ‘I guess so.’
by ‘something like that’
AUNsaTILanANLIAN
falunmsyala lesan
Aseulifoaieuises
Usglenlvlvaueyn
Auviule

8. PN NANARIS
Tduselommnauysal

¥ ¥ < 1 a b4
9. PIMAWIUIINTIAINS
Seshiensalnsynle
duasuanuiulavesing

10. DA wdAuINTY
Thensalnis@euainlu
nildeisgudmIuNITHAY
Tinswaliidusssuwd Tu
mimmlﬂlﬂumami

LU 931 The meeting,
which was originally
scheduled for Thursday,
has been postponed to
Friday due to unforeseen

circumstances.

11, Frmdiudansly
hensalnsynervvzdina
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1 ¥ a" I~
ATENUADANT TN LT
N19ANT

12. rwadiuinliansly
Tensalnisyaly
anumsaimdunianig

13, iU e
Tensainsi@eutieduy
fugudmsunsly
Lignsalnisme

14 Prdndiuinnsaey
Tensainisynenvasyinli
Ji3ouduauiledos
Thensainsdeusgiaduy
N9NT

15. Primduiuinmsidnla
ilensalmsideuuas
Tensainisynasdeliy
WA wgangulaeg
winzanluanunsalage

16. P iuInns iy
Tensalnsyamaneiu
AsAeEsULEIveIAY
Wity

v v < 1 v
17. WA NTAUIHeOUATT
Fggjaiunsaauliennsal
M5 guInNnITbensal
AINA

U

18. P diuintiennsal
nsyneRdudeiuly
dwiudiseurnilng

19. Prwadiuintiennsal
NS AU e U

VINWEAMUNTYIDINOUADY

Y

LAIUINNTN

¥ ¥ = ! = ¥
20. WA WAUIINSISEUS
Tensalnsyanlszise
HWHDANINATY LU
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ANYUNST LNAS YTD WM
LAER

21. Prwawuhensal
mayedilflunaauninly
ez Tuduluaiin
Lilagnasuegataauly
Noeu

22, PIMANAUIEFRUAIST
ALADUSNYULAI VD
Tensalnsne 1w
Heads, Tails, Ellipsis &g

phrasal chunks.

23. I gaeunIs
FAOUAMUUANANTZNIN
Tensalnsnauay
Tensainisideu

24. G liensal
nsynAdslasunsussld
TumilsdEeiSau

25. PIMANAUIEFUAIST
douliensainsnauay
Tensainsieulng
weNAUDYINTALIU

26. T AU
Fududasiinisasu
Tensalnsyaluieaseu
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Appendix D: Interview Questions

Mamdunwaifdasiaaieafuanunsymiinirehensainmauazyuuesiensaoulennsal
mawnvestindnwilnefiGounusangulugiurniwisisseme

1. thnwagldduieiuheinsalnsya (Spoken grammar) sneutisly

2. dnfnwAnegndlsrenisaeuliensainisnm (Spoken grammar)

3. tn@nwAninsSeuhsnsainmsyadudsddyriolsl

4 luynuesvetinAnw inuAndinsseuheinsainsneivsslevivseld agndls

5 lunnuesveaindnw Yedninvesnisiseuliensalnisnafessls

6.dn@nwiuindaeunisasuliensainisynetials
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