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Abstract 

 Pronunciation teaching in Thai EFL context has been considered ‘unsuccessful’ 

and has been a topic of discussion over decades. Researchers have been trying to 

come up with a solution to the problems and the use of computer-assisted language 

learning programme was one of the options. However, the amount of research 

conducted in this particular area, especially in Thai EFL context, was rather limited. This 

research aims to fill that gap by fulfilling two main objectives. First, it will investigate 

whether the use of an IT programme is effective in improving Thai EFL learners’ 

pronunciation and phonemic awareness of /ð/ and /d/ phonemes. Second, it will explore 

Thai learners’ perception on the use of an IT programme in English pronunciation 

learning. 

This research uses a combination of the quantitative and qualitative method in 

data collection and analyses. The longitudinal framework was also adopted, allowing 

the researcher to observe growth and changes that might occur during the course of the 

study and possibly establish causal relationships between the associated factors. The 

participants include five Thai EFL learners’ studying at a postgraduate level at the 

University of Surrey who will be invited to take part in the study on a voluntary basis. 

The procedure of this study involves five 15-minute pronunciation study sessions with 

the computer-assisted pronunciation learning programme as a core. The course lasted 

for two weeks. The data collection tools include paper tests, research logs and 

questionnaires. The test results were analysed using ‘paired t-test’ to indicate whether 

there is a significant improvement in the learners’ pronunciation capacity. Then, the 

notes from research logs and learners’ responses in questionnaires were analysed to 

determine the contributing factors to the test results. 

 

 

 

 



 
 

 
 

The test results reveal that learners seem to improve their pronunciation after 

using the programme CP1, whereas the improvement in their phonemic awareness is 

still doubtful. In addition, although the learners seem to be content with the programme 

and recognise the possible advantages, they still express different opinions on the use 

of an IT programme in pronunciation classroom. The data analyses show that the 

learners’ different beliefs and learning styles could probably be a critical determining 

factor in the effectiveness of an IT programme in English pronunciation classroom. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

 Pronunciation is one of the key skills in language learning. (Scrivener, 2011) 

Teaching pronunciation to learners can improve their speaking considerably. (Harmer, 

2007) However, in the field of English language teaching, pronunciation teaching has 

been under constant discussion about its status in the curriculum throughout the history 

of ELT. (Celce-Murcia et. al., 2010) Teaching methods such as the direct method and 

the audiolingual method tend to revolve around pronunciation skills, while 

communicative approach tends to marginalise pronunciation and focus on overall 

communicative ability. (Celce-Murcia et. al., ibid.) At present, English language teachers 

and researchers in the ELT field seem to give more importance to pronunciation. 

(Roach, 2009) They recognise its importance and try to integrate pronunciation teaching 

into the lessons. There are also discussions about how pronunciation teaching could be 

successfully carried out in a practical classroom. Many factors such as L1 influence and 

different learning beliefs were addressed as possible issues in pronunciation class. 

(Imaemsup, 2011; Khamkhien, 2010b; Lado, 1957) Various methods and language 

learning tools were created to overcome these issues and assist teachers in the 

classroom. For example, International Phonemic Symbols (IPA) were created to visually 

represented sounds in spoken language and Fidel charts were created to demonstrate 

possible spellings of English phonemes. (Celce-Murcia et. al., 2010) 

With the rapid development of technology, the integration of computer-assisted 

language learning tools has been studied and attempted in order to enhance English 

language learning. (Davies, Otto and Ruschoff, 2012) Through the use of technology, 

integrating multimedia such as videos, audio recordings and online networking can 

increase target language exposure for L2 learners. (Warschauer and Healey, 1998) 

Skinner and Austin (1999) also commented that computer-assisted language learning 

(CALL) could promote higher motivation in the classroom. In the field of pronunciation 

teaching, many studies have investigated the effectiveness of the use of CALL. Lee 

(2008) found that learners who have a fear of embarrassment could exploit the use of 

CALL to practise pronunciation by themselves. Mehrpour, Shoushtari and Shirazi (2016) 

suggested that the use of CALL might be able to compensate a lack of target language 
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exposure in non-native context. Lee (2008) and Liu (2008) argued that a computer 

programme cannot entirely replace a human teacher since there are still some 

limitations that have not been cleared up. However, looking at the possible advantages 

of using it for pronunciation teaching, it might be possible to say that this field of study 

could potentially benefit from further research on the use of CALL. 

In Thai EFL context, the issues in pronunciation teaching have been discussed 

among teachers and researchers over decades. The linguistic distance between Thai 

and English language was identified as one of the problems. (Swan and Smith 2001) 

Simpson (2011) commented that limited exposure to the target language due to the 

teachers’ low competency of English could be one of the problems. Covey (2007) 

suggested that the ‘fear of failure’ in Thai EFL learners which was influenced by Thai 

culture could undermine the learners’ development. Many issues regarding 

pronunciation teaching in Thai EFL context have been addressed and researchers have 

been trying to come up with a solution to these problems. Using technology to enhance 

pronunciation learning was also one of the options. Thajakon and Sucaromana (2014) 

conducted a study on Thai primary school students and found that multimedia 

technology seemed to have a positive effect on the students’ English phonemic 

awareness. A study by Kretsai (2015) showed that the use of a specific language 

learning programme seemed to have better effectiveness on pronunciation learning 

compared to the traditional teacher-led class. However, despite the positive findings, he 

suggested that further study in this field is still required, particularly in Thai EFL context. 

(Kretsai, ibid.) Therefore, with the availability of the pronunciation learning software, 

‘Clear Pronunciation 1’, which was provided by the University of Surrey and the 

presence of Thai EFL learners at this university, this might be a good opportunity to 

study the effectiveness of CALL in pronunciation teaching in Thai EFL learners. 

This study has two main purposes. First, it aims to investigate whether the use of 

an IT programme is effective in improving Thai EFL learners’ pronunciation and 

phonemic awareness of /ð/ and /d/ phonemes. Second, it will explore Thai learners’ 

perception on the use of an IT programme in English pronunciation learning. This study 
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will likely serve as a case study for EFL teachers who would like to implement the use of 

language learning software in their pronunciation classroom. 

Research Questions 

 To achieve its main purposes, this study will aim to answer three research 

questions listed below. 

1) Do Thai EFL learners improve their pronunciation of /ð/ and /d/ phonemes 

after using the programme? 

2) Do Thai EFL learners improve their awareness of /ð/ and /d/ phonemes in 

English speech after using the programme? 

3) How do Thai EFL learners perceive the use of an IT programme in English 

pronunciation learning? 

This study will be presented following this structure: Chapter 2 will present the 

background knowledge from previous research about pronunciation teaching in ELT 

and computer-assisted language learning (CALL) in pronunciation classroom, 

particularly the issues which can be related to Thai EFL context. Then, it will provide an 

introduction to the specific software used in this study, Clear Pronunciation 1 (CP1). 

Chapter 3 will demonstrate the methodology used in this study and its theoretical 

background. Chapter 4 will be the presentation of the study’s results. Chapter 5 will be 

the detailed discussion and critical analysis following the three research questions. The 

conclusion, research limitations and suggestions for further study will then be included 

in Chapter 6. 

Definition of Key Terms 

Articulation: The movement of speech organs (e.g. tongue, lips, jaw, vocal cord) 

in order to make the sounds. 

Computer-assisted pronunciation training (CAPT): An integration of computer 

technology to help language learners (especially second language learners) learn and 

practise their pronunciation in the target language. (Versvik, 2009) 
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Inter-rater reliability: A degree to which the ratings of the same tests done by 

pairs of raters are consistent with each other. (McNamara, 2000) 

Phonemes: Units that are used to describe regularly used sounds in a language. 

(Roach, 2009) 

Phonemic awareness: A learner’s ability to detect individual sounds or 

phonemes in a language. (Berg and Stegelman, 2003) 

Segmental: A feature of the sound system of a language involving a single 

sound segment; e.g. consonants and vowels. (Celce-Murcia et. al., 2010) 

Suprasegmental: A feature of the sound system of a language which extends 

over more than a single sound segment; e.g. rhythm and intonation. (Celce-Murcia et. 

al., 2010) 
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 

Pronunciation Teaching in English Language Classroom 

Pronunciation teaching in English language teaching has been arguably 

controversial in practice. The ups and downs of its status in ELT have been stated by 

many researchers in this field of study. Looking at the history of English language 

teaching, pronunciation has been either given utmost importance or largely neglected 

depending on the prominent teaching approaches. (Celce-Murcia et. al., 2010; Isaacs, 

2009; Levis, 2005; Ueno, 1995) For example, the audiolingual method and the 

contrastive analysis hypothesis focus on accurate pronunciation while the natural 

approach de-emphasises pronunciation teaching in favour of communicative 

competence and language fluency. (Pennington and Richards, 1986) However, it seems 

that English language teachers generally recognise the importance of pronunciation in 

language teaching. Kelly (2000) stated that inaccurate pronunciation could cause 

misunderstanding in communication. He also commented that a learner who has severe 

mispronunciation problems would likely struggle not only in production but 

comprehension of language as well. Breitkreuz, Derwing and Rossiter (2001) suggested 

that pronunciation teaching should be integrated into the language curriculum. Setter 

(2008) noted that pronunciation was sometimes considered ‘difficult’ by both teachers 

and learners thus it is neglected in favour of reading and writing. Celce-Murcia et. al. 

(2010) suggested that teachers tend to adopt a more balanced approach by attempting 

to adjust the principles of pronunciation teaching to their learners’ needs. Foote, Holtby 

and Derwing (2011) stated in their study that English language teachers in Canada view 

pronunciation as crucial. Murphy (2011) also mentioned that the same idea was shared 

by teachers in Ireland. Therefore, it seems rather clear that pronunciation teaching 

should be implemented in the classroom. As a result, the discussion in this field of study 

has shifted from ‘why’ pronunciation should be taught to ‘how’ it should be taught 

instead. 

It appears that the ongoing discussions on how to put pronunciation teaching into 

practice are apparently caused by several unresolved issues in practical 

implementation. One of the issues in the focus is the idea of emphasis on segmental 
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and/or suprasegmental aspects of pronunciation. Anderson-Hsieh, Johnson and 

Koehler (1992) stated that instructions of prosodic features have a stronger effect on the 

learners than the segmental features. The study by Derwing, Munro and Wiebe (1998) 

suggested that the inclusion of suprasegmental aspects in pronunciation teaching made 

the course significantly more efficient when compared to the one that focuses on 

segmental aspects alone. They also noted that only the participants who received 

instructions on suprasegmental aspects displayed improved comprehensibility. Levis 

and Grant (2003) also commented that suprasegmental features are more related to 

spoken English and need to be emphasised in the classroom. On the other hand, Munro 

and Derwing (2006) found that teaching a segmental feature such as consonant 

distinction has a considerable impact on learners’ comprehensibility. However, Ueno 

(1995) suggested that the instructions on both segmental and suprasegmental features 

should be combined as none of them appeared to be more effective than the other. In 

addition, a study by Saito (2014), conducted on Japanese EFL learners, suggested that 

both segmental and suprasegmental features are significant, especially in a group of 

non-native speakers who have considerable linguistic distance such as Japanese 

learners. The L1 transfer might result in pronunciation errors which could be improved 

with proper instructions. Thus, it seems that, in pronunciation teaching, both segmental 

and suprasegmental aspects should be taken into account. 

Another issue is the belief of language teachers and learners. Sifakis and 

Sougari (2005) stated that most Greek EFL teachers, although comfortable with 

pronunciation teaching and confident in their capacity, are predominantly ‘norm-bound’. 

They believed that learners should follow the native speakers’ norms in pronunciation 

and teach accordingly to a native-speaker model. Kuo (2006) suggested although errors 

could be tolerated in real communication, it could still be considered inappropriate. Also, 

some learners apparently aim to achieve an accent indistinguishable from that of a 

native speaker. Thus, a native-speaker model should be favoured. On the other hand, 

Jenkins (1998) proposed that, at present, English language has become an 

international language and it should be more open to ‘variations’. Her subsequent study 

in 2006 also suggested that the idea should be encouraged as English language has 

widely spread and it was also adopted by some researchers (e.g. Hu, 2004; Kirkpatrick, 
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2007; Matsuda, 2003). Roach (2009) argued that learning to pronounce like native 

speakers might not actually be an ultimate goal for every English language learner. 

Instead, learning pronunciation from the native-like model would allow learners to 

achieve a comprehensible conversation with native speakers. Kenworthy (1987) 

suggested that while the majority of learners would probably not benefit from a native-

like pronunciation in practical use, there might be particular learners who need it for 

their occupations. Still, a native-like pronunciation is regarded as a ‘high’ goal. 

(Kenworthy, 1987)  However, among the different beliefs of researchers and 

practitioners, intelligibility seems to be commonly seen as an appropriate and ‘realistic’ 

goal for ordinary learners. (Breitkreuz, Derwing and Rossiter, 2001; Foote, Holtby and 

Derwing, 2010; Harmer, 2007; Kelly, 2000; Kenworthy, 1987; Roach, 2009) 

In Thailand, the situation of pronunciation teaching might raise some concern for 

language teachers as there are issues persistently addressed by researchers through 

several decades. Harris (1973) stated in his study that difference between Thai and 

English languages, and disregard of pronunciation teaching from Thai English teachers 

could possibly cause pronunciation problems in Thai EFL learners. He also suggested 

that, despite there being no need to reach perfect pronunciation, Thai EFL teachers 

should at least produce intelligible pronunciation for the listener. In contrast, Vibulphol 

(2004) found that the majority of Thai English language teachers believed that imperfect 

pronunciation is acceptable as long as they can convey the meaning. Phongsuwan 

(1996) conducted her study on Thai students at Washington State University and found 

that the major English language problems for Thai students are associated with 

pronunciation. Panlay (1997) explained Thai learners’ use of ‘loanwords’, words that 

had been adopted from another language (in this case; English), affected their 

pronunciation of English language. Since there are phonemes in English language that 

do not exist in Thai language, those gaps that might cause confusion for Thai EFL 

learners. When they first learn English loanwords, they will replace those phonemes 

with the ‘nearest’ phonemes that exist in Thai language. With little instruction in 

pronunciation, this problem tends to persist when they continue to use English language 

in communication, and that might affect their pronunciation in general. (Panlay, 1997) 

Swan and Smith (2001) stated that phonic difference between Thai and English could 
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result in mispronunciation. Consonants such as /θ/ and /ð/ are often substituted by Thai 

approximation of /t/, /s/ and /d/, /t/, /s/ respectively. As in contrastive analysis 

hypothesis, a comparison between two sound systems of languages could help 

teachers identify which area could be problematic for learners and should be targeted in 

the class. (Lado, 1957) The studies mentioned above have marked the features of 

linguistic distance between Thai and English languages. Thus, language teachers in 

Thailand might consider focusing on those areas when teaching pronunciation. 

However, in recent years, even though there have been suggestions to shift an 

emphasis of ELT in Thailand to a more communicative-oriented syllabus, the problems 

of language speaking skills and pronunciation problems in Thai learners persist. 

(Wongsothorn, Hiranburana and Chinnawongs, 2002; Khamkhien, 2010a; Kongkerd, 

2013) Khamkhien (2010b) performed a study on Thai college students and found that 

their English language pronunciation is unsatisfactory. Errors in word-stress and final 

cluster consonants such as /ʧ/ can frequently be witnessed. Kongkerd (2013) also 

indicated that many Thai learners are unable to pronounce certain sounds that do not 

occur in Thai language such as /ð/ as in ‘the’ correctly, which could be a problem since 

one could often come across this sound in English language. The noticing of linguistic 

difference alone seems to be not enough to develop Thai learners' pronunciation 

successfully. Therefore, it could possibly reify that the contributing factors might lie 

elsewhere in the procedure and/or teaching methods used in the classroom. 

Experts in the field of language teaching in Thailand have attempted to identify 

the factors that contribute to this seemingly unsuccessful pronunciation teaching in 

Thailand. Wongsothorn, Hiranburana and Chinnawongs (2002) stated that a lack of 

language models, over-abundance of content in the curriculum and inappropriate 

evaluation system are the major factors that undermine English language teaching in 

Thailand. Wiriyachitra (2002) indicated that EFL teachers in Thailand had to cope with 

large classes, heavy teaching loads and administrative tasks. Jarvis and Atsilarat (2004) 

noted that the number of students in the class is usually too large. Covey (2007) 

suggested that the influence from Thai culture developed the ‘fear of failure’ in Thai 

learners of English which could hinder the effectiveness of the class. Khamkhien 

(2010b) highlighted some contributing factors such as linguistic distance, language 
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exposure and learners’ motivation and beliefs. Simpson (2011) stated that most Thai 

teachers of English have considerably low competency in English, thus limit the 

learners’ exposure to the language. A study by Meksophawannagul (2015), along with 

another study by Nicholls and Apiwattanakorn (2015) found that Thai learners’ beliefs 

are still oriented towards a teacher-reliant class. Allyn (2015) suggested several 

contributing factors to poor English language competency of Thai learners including: 1) 

the over-emphasis on grammatical features, 2) insufficient knowledge of English and 

teaching methodology of the teachers, 3) passive mentality and learning style of Thai 

learners and 4) the expectation of learners to rely on the teacher instructions which will 

likely result in teacher-dependency. Thai EFL teachers also express their concern about 

professional development needs. (Noom-ura, 2013; Wall, 2008) They seem to be aware 

that there are areas that need improvement but have not been able to resolve the issue 

by themselves. (Noom-ura, ibid.; Wall, ibid.) In conclusion, it seems that the factors that 

cause the current Thai EFL situation could range from the policies, the societal beliefs 

and expectations, and an insufficient amount of teacher training. There are also many 

suggestions from researchers on how to improve the situation such as encouraging 

autonomous learning in Thai learners, implementing changes in the language 

curriculum, changing the format of the examination and revising educational policies. 

(Foley, 2005; Khamkhien, 2010a; Kongkerd, 2013; Nicholls and Apiwattanakorn, 2015; 

Wongsothorn, Hiranburana and Chinnawongs, 2002) However, these suggestions are 

unlikely to be achieved easily. Considering the policy-level of changes and the 

challenge to societal beliefs, as Foley (2005), Khamkhien (2010a), Thep-Ackrapong 

(2005) and Wiriyachitra (2002) noted, substantial effort and cooperation between 

associated parties are needed and it could probably take years or even decades to 

accomplish. 

There is also some research which focuses on the idea of introducing new 

teaching models or educational tools that could be used to improve learners’ 

experience. For example, Imaemsup (2011) conducted a study to investigate the 

effectiveness of the audioarticulation model (AAM) on Thai learners. AAM was 

proposed by Demirezen (2010) as a method to rehabilitate fossilised pronunciation in 

EFL learners. The results showed that Thai learners significantly improve their 
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pronunciation and are generally satisfied with the method. (Imaemsup, 2011) Another 

study by Kretsai (2015) found that Thai EFL learners show a positive attitude towards 

the use of computer-assisted pronunciation learning and the use of a specific 

commercial language learning programme shows better effectiveness compared to the 

conventional face-to-face method. The adoption of new pronunciation teaching models 

and the use of computer-assisted language learning (CALL) could be beneficial to the 

Thai ELT scenario since they would only require a certain amount of teacher and staff 

training to be able to function effectively. In comparison to the policy-level changes 

which could take a much larger amount of investment and time to accomplish, the 

smaller scale solution might be a more realistic and desirable option for Thai EFL 

teachers. However, it appears that the amount of studies conducted in this area 

(especially within Thai EFL context) is still limited at the moment. (Khamkhien, 2010b; 

Kretsai, 2015) Therefore, more research on this matter is arguably necessary. 

Computer-assisted Language Learning (CALL) in Pronunciation Classroom 

 As previously mentioned, the idea of using computer-assisted language learning 

(CALL) in the Thai EFL context is worth considering as an optional method to teach 

pronunciation. However, CALL in pronunciation teaching is not actually a new concept. 

Despite having limited research in Thai EFL context, it has been widely discussed by 

researchers in other regions as a potentially useful tool for teaching pronunciation. 

CALL is a term used widely in the UK since the 1980s to describe the incorporation of 

computer technology into language learning. (Davies, Otto and Ruschoff, 2012) The fact 

that the academic community attempts to integrate the use of technology in language 

classroom signifies the potential of IT applications and tools in enhancing language 

learning for English language learners. (Davies, Otto and Ruschoff, ibid.) Warschauer 

and Healey (1998) stated that integrating multimedia such as videos, audio recordings 

and online networking makes language exposure much more accessible for language 

learners and offers choices for learners who cannot attend a formal class. Dudeney and 

Hockly (2012) suggested that, with the rising popularity of social media, advancement in 

mobile technologies and development language applications, language learning space 

has already been extended outside the conventional classroom and is spreading wider 
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through the overwhelming creation of online content. There are some studies which 

show that CALL has a positive effect on language learning. (Felix, 2005; Kettemann, 

1995; Lai and Kritsonis, 2006; Pirasteh, 2014) Some of the advantages of CALL stated 

by researchers are that: 1) it makes language models and materials more accessible, 2) 

it serves as an alternative method for learners with different pace and learning styles 

and 3) it promotes higher motivation than the conventional classroom. (Bradley, 2015; 

Fitzpatrick and Davies, 2003; Khamkhien, 2011; Skinner and Austin, 1999) On the other 

hand, there are some arguments on limitations of CALL. Neri, Cucchiarini and Strik 

(2002) suggested that the development of language learning software is probably be 

driven mainly by technological advancement and might not be responsive to 

pedagogical needs. Otto and Pusack (2009) highlighted the expensive cost needed for 

development and maintenance of the software and hardware. Khamkhien (2011) stated 

that lack of proficiency and familiarity to CALL could be a problem for both learners and 

teachers. He also suggested the shortage of technical support and insufficient 

infrastructure could potentially be critical problems in some locations. Dina and Ciornei 

(2013) also pointed out that the adoption of CALL in the classroom might lead to a 

deterioration of teachers’ role in the classroom. However, a study by Egbert and Yang 

(2004) found that even with ‘limited’ technology context (not highly-advanced), an 

implementation of CALL in the classroom still demonstrated positive effects. Also, as 

many researchers stated, CALL should not be considered as a replacement for 

traditional language instructions, but rather a complementary element which could be 

used to assist or enhance the classroom process. (Beatty, 2010; Egbert and Yang, 

2004; Lai and Kritsonis, 2006; Lee, 2008; Liu, 2008) Therefore, even though it cannot 

provide a perfect solution to every addressed pedagogical issue, with careful 

consideration of the learning environment, CALL could possibly offer a desirable 

solution for specific individuals or teaching context. (Beatty, 2010) 

Regarding the use of technology in pronunciation teaching, there are many 

studies that investigate the effectiveness of using a computer-assisted pronunciation 

training (CAPT) in ELT. Among these studies, several of them demonstrated positive 

effects of CAPT on pronunciation teaching. (Molholt, 1988; Hincks, 2003; Tanner and 

Landon, 2009; Thomson, 2011; Luo, 2016; Wang and Munro, 2004) Some of them also 
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mentioned the possible advantages of the programme that might affect the results. Liu 

(2008) stated that learners appears to have positive opinions on visual aids provided by 

the software and supported the integration of the programme in the pronunciation 

classroom. Lee (2008) mentioned that the software seems to have advantages in that it 

is also accessible outside the classroom and learners who have a fear of 

embarrassment can exploit the use of the programme to practice their pronunciation. 

Neri et. al. (2008) suggested that the integration of computer software in pronunciation 

classroom could possibly reduce the time teachers need to spend on pronunciation 

instructions, thus solving an issue of time constraint or unfavourable student-teacher 

ratio. Also, IT software could compensate for a lack of language exposure in the non-

native environment. (Mehrpour, Shoushtari and Shirazi, 2016) These studies mark the 

potential of technology in pronunciation teaching. It could be seen that several 

advantages have been highlighted and there is supporting evidence provided by many 

studies. On the contrary, some limitations and concerns have also been raised. For 

example, feedbacks given by the programme might not be entirely accurate and could 

probably discourage learners. (Hincks, 2003; Neri, Cucchiarini and Strik, 2002) The 

programme is usually not flexible enough (especially when compared to human 

teachers) to adapt to learners’ specific needs such as L1 interference in learners’ with 

different language backgrounds. (Liu, 2008; Mehrpour, Shoushtari and Shirazi, 2016) 

However, as Lee (2008) proposed, the use of IT software in pronunciation teaching 

should be acknowledged as complementary to the classroom procedure. It should 

possibly not entirely replace human teachers, as there are still areas that cannot be 

covered. (Liu, 2008) Instead, it should rather aim to offer some options for learners who 

prefer different learning styles. (Lee, 2008) Additionally, Lee (ibid.) noted that teachers 

should assess the characteristics of the language programme which are positively 

recognised by their learners. Thus, they could select suitable IT software that shares 

those preferable characteristics to their learners’ needs. 

In the Thai EFL context, studies on the use of CALL were conducted. However, 

the results demonstrate a mixed reaction of positivity and concerns. A study by 

Supasetseree and Dennis (2010) indicated positive results from the use of Moodle in 

the classroom. They mentioned that it facilitates a student-centred curriculum and 
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provides students with online access to teaching materials enabling language practice 

outside class schedule. Thajakan and Sucaromana (2014) found that the use of 

multimedia technology could help primary school students increase their English 

phonemic awareness. Intratat (2007) noted that CALL allowed learners to learn at their 

own pace, offering a more flexible class schedule. In contrast, some teachers and EFL 

learners expressed their concerns over insufficient infrastructure, lack of technical 

support and inadequate knowledge in using technological tools and/or applications. 

(Intratat, 2007; Lian, 2002; Yudthana, 2004) Also, Prapinwong and Puthikanon (2008) 

suggested that some of the content was difficult to understand for Thai learners, 

probably because of the cultural difference since the language learning software is 

usually developed by a native English developer. However, Intratat (2007) noted that 

despite their concerns, the majority of the teachers and learners recognise the potential 

benefits of CALL. She suggested that educational institutions should respond to the 

demands by investing more budget into this area. Therefore, it could be seen that the 

notion of several positive traits of CALL and its limitations in an English language 

classroom have been addressed. Still, researchers seem to agree that further studies 

on the use of CALL in Thai EFL context would probably be necessary. (Intratat, 2007; 

Khamkhien, 2011; Prapinwong and Puthikanon, 2008; Thajakan and Sucaromana, 

2014) Additionally, there is still a demand for research in pronunciation teaching within 

the Thai EFL context. (Khamkhien, 2010b; Kretsai, 2015) Considering the positive 

results from previous research on using CALL for pronunciation teaching within Thai 

EFL context such as the work by Kretsai (2015) and Thajakan and Sucaromana (2014), 

it seems reasonable that the idea of using CALL for pronunciation teaching could 

possibly benefit from further studies. 

The Programme: Clear Pronunciation 1 

 Clear Pronunciation 1 is an English language learning software developed by 

Clarity Language Consultants Limited. The company, usually known by the name 

ClarityEnglish, introduced the software in 2010 as part of the series ‘Clear 

Pronunciation’. Clear Pronunciation 1 (CP1) is a software that focuses on individual 

sounds whereas Clear Pronunciation 2 (CP2) focuses more on speech. CP1’s 
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pedagogical purpose was to help language learners with their pronunciation of 43 

English phonemes, with the target group being the students from elementary to 

intermediate level. (Clarity Language Consultants, 2016a) The programme itself was 

purchased by the University of Surrey in 2011. It was used as an extension for learners 

who need more practice in their pronunciation, especially those who enrolled in a 

preparatory course for a college-level study. It was claimed that, by learning and 

practising 43 English phonemes, learners would improve their abilities to pronounce and 

detect the sounds in English language. (Clarity Language Consultants, ibid.) The 

software was primarily designed as a supplementary resource for a teacher-led course. 

(Clarity Language Consultants, 2016b) It can be used as an exercise in the classroom 

or a self-study programme for learners to continue practising at home. Stokes, the co-

founder of ClarityEnglish and an EFL teacher, has noted that the pedagogical approach 

of the programme was mainly based on ‘enlightened eclecticism’. (Stokes, 2016) He 

explained that the authors of the programme were all experienced in the field of English 

language teaching and they tended to utilise methods that had worked well in a practical 

classroom. (Stokes, ibid.) The programme provides audio clips and videos which act as 

a language input for the sounds and pronunciation models (in four different accents) for 

learners. With an add-in recorder, it could allow learners to assess their pronunciation in 

comparison to a consistent native or native-like model. The self-access programme also 

allows learners to practise at home. When there is no time constraint, unlike in the 

classroom, they can repeat the process as many times as they wish until they feel 

confident. (Clarity Language Consultants, 2016b) Stokes (2016) suggested that 

pronunciation could be more suitable for learners to practise independently. He 

explained that some learners have a fear of embarrassment. By using the programme, 

they can make mistakes without getting embarrassed in front of their peers. However, 

he is also aware of the fact that this programme has some limitations. For example, it 

has also been stated that the programme cannot give detailed feedbacks like a human 

teacher. (Stokes, ibid.) In a pilot study conducted by ClarityEnglish in Tanzania, it was 

found that although some participants were satisfied with the programmes, the majority 

has made very limited use of the programme due to insufficient technological and 

language capacity. (Clarity Language Consultants, 2015) Additionally, Stokes (2016) 
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has stated that there is no evidence of any research papers investigating the 

effectiveness of this programme. 

In summary, pronunciation has been accepted as one of the skills that should be 

taught in an English language classroom. The principles that are seemingly endorsed 

by EFL practitioners include the notion of both segmental and suprasegmental features 

of the language as well as the primary goal of achieving intelligibility. Until now, 

researchers and practitioners in this field of study have been working towards the 

solution of how pronunciation teaching could be successfully implemented. During this 

period, computer-assisted language learning (CALL) has been introduced to the scene 

of ELT as an optional language learning tool for learners and pronunciation teaching 

was benefited from CALL as well. Researchers and programme developers have tried 

to integrate the use of technology into the pronunciation classroom in many different 

ways. However, in the end, despite the possible benefits CALL could bring to the 

classroom, there are some limitations which need to be addressed. Thus, CALL seems 

to be regarded as a supplementary resource to a teacher-led course, providing 

alternatives for learners who prefer specific learning styles as well as a solution for a 

learning environment with limited time and physical constraints. For Thai EFL learners, 

a linguistic distance seems to be a big obstacle in their pronunciation learning. Despite 

the fact that many efforts have been made to identify the contributing factors and 

possible solutions have been suggested, the pronunciation problems of Thai EFL 

learners persist. Many researchers encourage the policy-level or sociocultural changes, 

but those long-term national scale changes cannot be easily achieved. Thus, some 

researchers have tended to give focus to devising a new teaching method or integrating 

tools and technology into a classroom. CALL was also one of the options that were 

explored. While there were several advantages and limitations discussed, Thai EFL 

teachers and researchers both seem to recognise the potential of CALL in pronunciation 

teaching and are trying to come up with possible ways to overcome the limitations. With 

a rapid technological advance in this era, a considerable number of language learning 

software packages would probably be developed and that could give more choices for 

EFL teachers. Among them, Clear Pronunciation 1 appears to be a reasonable choice. 

It consists of features including: audio recordings of native/native-like pronunciation 
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models, videos as visual aids, instructions of articulation of the sounds and an inclusion 

of English phonemic symbols. It provides learners with consistent native/native-like 

pronunciation models which are suitable for an environment with limited exposure to 

English language such as the Thai EFL classroom. It could also act as a substitute for 

teachers who are not comfortable with a role of pronunciation model. It offers a self-

access system which learners could use outside of the classroom, enabling them to 

practise their pronunciation at any time. The self-access system could possibly alleviate 

a problem of time constraint, usually presented in a huge class like in Thailand. 

Learners who have a fear of embarrassment might also exploit this software to practise 

on their own without feeling embarrassed when they make mistakes. Overall, it seems 

like a potentially useful pronunciation learning programme for Thai EFL learners. 

Therefore, as some Thai EFL researchers suggested that there are very limited studies 

on the use of CALL in Thai EFL context, especially in pronunciation classes, and further 

studies could significantly benefit the Thai EFL scene. Also, substantial materials 

resource and technical support are provided by the School of English and Languages, 

University of Surrey. This could probably be a good opportunity to assess the 

effectiveness of an IT software in pronunciation teaching in a Thai EFL context, 

investigate the learners’ perception of using it and explore a possibly new tool for 

improving pronunciation teaching in Thailand. 
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Chapter 3: Methodology 

 This research uses mixed methods, a combination of quantitative and qualitative 

method in research. Cohen, Manion and Morrison (2011) described that the idea of 

mixed methods was primarily driven by pragmatism. In this study, the practical 

implication (or rather pedagogical implication) is considered as a critical factor. The 

results will not be useful if it cannot reflect a real context. In an authentic classroom, 

there are various undetermined factors affecting the implication. The notion of 

triangulation in data analysis could provide different results for discussion and increase 

the overall validity of the research. (Cohen, Manion and Morrison, ibid.) The adoption of 

mixed methods in this study aims to cover as many different viewpoints as possible, 

increasing the validity of the research. The data collection tools used in this study 

include paper tests (in the form of pre/post-tests) and questionnaires with open-ended 

questions. Best and Kahn (2006) proposed that the selection of appropriate methods 

(quantitative/qualitative) also depends on the type of data. In this case, paper test 

results would provide quantitative data while the questionnaires would generate 

qualitative data. Thus, using each method to analyse compatible sets of data should 

probably be plausible. In addition, this research is conducted as a longitudinal study. As 

Cohen, Manion and Morrison (2011) mentioned, longitudinal studies involve an 

observation of a sample over a period of time. It can provide in-depth and more 

comprehensive data allowing more accurate analysis. It also enables researchers to 

observe growth and changes and even establish causal relationships between the 

associated factors. (Cohen, Manion and Morrison, ibid.) The procedure of this study 

includes assessing the changes in the participants’ pronunciation capacity as well as 

their perception before and after using the pronunciation learning programme. Thus, 

longitudinal framework appears to be a suitable choice. It could give a researcher an 

insight of how the changes might have occurred during the study and help determine 

the factors behind them.  
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Research Participants 

The eligibility criteria for the participants are: 1) being a Thai postgraduate 

student at the University of Surrey 2) speaking Thai language as a native language 3) 

having been informed about the study and having an interest in it. 

Five participants whose personal and language background match the eligibility 

criteria will be invited to take part in the study on a voluntary basis. They will take part in 

five English language lessons to improve their pronunciation. 

Research Tools 

 Pronunciation Learning Software: Clear Pronunciation 1 

 The software ‘Clear Pronunciation 1’ (CP1) is the core of this study. It includes a 

brief introduction in forms of video clips and in-app exercises to provide learners with 

general ideas of what will be covered in the programme. However, the instructions on 

how to use the programme are provided in an electronic manual. In this study, the 

teacher will study the manual and demonstrate the learners how to operate the 

programme. The combination of in-app introduction and teacher instructions will be 

used to ensure that the learners will be able to use the programme to its full capacity. 

 This programme contains 25 units. Each unit contrasts two sounds such as /e/ - 

/æ/ and /ʃ/ - /tʃ/. In this study, the learners will focus on one particular unit, unit 9 which 

contrasts the sounds /ð/ and /d/. The first exercise demonstrates each sound 

independently. There are videos and audio recordings of model speakers pronouncing 

the sounds, both in isolation and individual words. The samples will include the 

phonemes in initial, middle and final positions. Learners may listen and try to imitate the 

sounds as demonstrated by the models. They can also learn about the articulation of 

the sounds from the animations with the description on how to make those sounds. 

 The second exercise provides learners’ with audio recordings of the sounds in 

sentences. Similar to the first exercise, learners may listen and imitate the sounds, but 

in the form of sentences. 
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 The third exercise involves the sound discrimination task. Learners will listen to 

audio recordings and try to identify the target phonemes. After completing the task, they 

may use the in-app recorder to assess their pronunciation against the models and 

practise as much as they want. 

 The fourth exercise demonstrates the target sounds in a real-world context. They 

will listen to a narration of someone describing a photograph. The target sounds will 

repeatedly be used in the text. Learners will try to identify the words and complete the 

written ‘filling-the-gap’ task. Stokes (2016) claimed that although practising particular 

sounds might not be naturally communicative, an inclusion of communicative activities 

could still be useful. 

 The final exercise will be the International Phonetic Alphabet (IPA) test. Learners’ 

will test their knowledge of English phonemic symbols. The inclusion of this feature 

should allow learners to use phonemic transcription in dictionaries for their 

pronunciation practice. (Clarity Language Consultants, 2016a) Also, Stokes (2016) 

mentioned that learning the IPA is clearly useful and practical for pronunciation training 

even though it does not involve any communicative activities. 

Lesson Plan 

 The lesson plan was designed based on the syllabus of the programme ‘Clear 

Pronunciation 1’. The researcher decided to add nothing more than introductory 

sessions and assessment to the course, since the study’s main purpose was to 

investigate the effectiveness of the programme on pronunciation learning. Thus, aside 

from the programme, the participants will learn how to improve their pronunciation with 

the least amount of teacher’s intervention possible. 

 There will be five 15-minute one-to-one lessons held over the span of 2 weeks. 

The first lesson will involve a pre-test and introduction to the programme. The second 

lesson will be about the English phonemic symbols. The researcher will take a role of a 

teacher and introduce the concept of phonemic symbols and how to use them to the 

participants. This particular lesson will utilise the teaching materials from British Council 

(2015) and Englisch-hilfen.de (2016). The participants will then go through the exercises 

in the programme in the third and fourth lesson. Then, in the final lesson, they will be 
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asked to take a post-test and complete a questionnaire on their perception on the use of 

the programme. 

 Pronunciation Test 

 There will be a pre-test and a post-test. The tests will be administered in the first 

and final lesson. The format will be a speaking and listening test. The main purpose of 

the test is to examine the change in participants’ pronunciation capacity.  

 The test was divided into three parts. The first part contains 25 words list. The 

participant will be asked to read them aloud and their pronunciation will be recorded and 

assessed. This part aims to test the ability to pronounce the target sounds in words 

accurately. The second part aims to test the ability to detect the target sounds in words. 

The audio recordings retrieved from Oxford Learner’s Dictionaries (Oxford University 

Press, 2016) will be played. The test taker will be asked to circle the words they heard 

from the recordings. In the last part, there will be a short text. The test taker will be 

asked to read the text aloud and they will be recorded and assessed by the researcher. 

This part will test the ability to pronounce the target sounds in connected speech. Each 

part contains 25, 15 and 10 items respectively, making the total score of 50. 

 Pronunciation Test Key 

 The key will take the audio recordings and phonemic transcriptions from Oxford 

Learner’s Dictionaries (Oxford University Press, 2016) as references. 

 Research Log 

 The research log is a note from the researcher’s observation during the whole 

course of study. It includes the researcher’s comments on each participant’s behaviour, 

opinions and reactions expressed during the study sessions. It was employed to track 

the changes and progress from the researcher’s viewpoint. It could possibly help to 

identify how the development occurred and what are the factors behind them. 
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 Student’s Perception Questionnaire 

 The questionnaire was designed to investigate the participant’s attitude towards 

the programme CP1 and its application in pronunciation learning. The questionnaire 

was divided into two parts. The first part will examine the learner’s English language 

learning background. Prior experience and their perception towards pronunciation 

learning will be noted. Then, in the second part, the learner will be asked about his/her 

opinions towards the programme CP1 and its application in pronunciation learning. 

Every questions are open-ended. The participants will be asked to provide as much 

detail as possible. This will allow detailed information to be collected and enable an in-

depth analysis of the data. 

Data Collection 

 The data collection procedure will be carried out on the University of Surrey 

campus. The procedure involves five one-to-one study sessions (for each participant) 

held over two weeks. 

 Quantitative Data Collection 

 The pronunciation test administered in the form of pre/post-test is the method 

used for data collection. The main purpose is to investigate the effectiveness of the 

programme CP1 on improving the learners’ pronunciation ability and phonemic 

awareness. The format of the test will be a speaking and listening test. The test taker’s 

performance will be audio recorded and the marking will be done by the researcher. 

Both the pre-test and post-test will use the same paper. Both pre-test and post-test 

results will be available for the test takers at the end of the data collection process. 

 The test is an achievement test. It was designed to measure learners’ progress 

after they have completed the syllabus. (Harmer, 2007) The rationale for using the 

same test paper in this study is to achieve accurate results. This type of repeated 

measurements is suitable for determining changes in the subjects. (Best and Kahn, 

2006) If the learners show better performance in the same tasks, it would probably 

mean there is some improvement after the lessons. Also, the participants may consider 

the tests as ‘low-stakes’ because the results only serve as a reflection of their ability and 
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hold no other meanings. As Cohen, Manion and Morrison (2011) mentioned, unethical 

incidence such as specific preparation for the test is unlikely to happen in low-stakes 

tests. Thus, the test results should validly reflect the participants’ language 

development. However, the most important limitation of this test is a lack of inter-rater 

reliability. The entire process of the study was performed by the researcher alone. A 

lack of a second marker makes it impossible to assess this issue. Thus, it could 

undermine the liability of the result. 

 Qualitative Data Collection 

 The open-ended questions will be used in the questionnaire to allow the 

participants to give their opinions freely. The goal of this part of the study is to examine 

the learners’ perception towards the use of the programme CP1 and the use of IT 

software in pronunciation learning. The detailed responses are sought because there 

are many possible factors involved. Open-ended questions are suitable for this type of 

complex investigation. (Cohen, Manion and Morrison, 2011) 

 The research logs are used to track the progress and changes occurred during 

the sessions from the researcher’s viewpoint. The data from research logs might be 

used in the discussion to identify the contributing factors and their relationship to the 

results of the tests and questionnaires. 

Data Analysis 

 Quantitative Data Analysis 

 The pre/post-test results will be analysed using ‘paired t-test’. The paired t-test, 

also known as the dependent t-test or related samples t-test, is a test which compares 

the means of two sets of statistical data retrieved from the same or related units at two 

different times, with the type of the compared data being continuous data. (Cohen, 

Manion and Morrison, 2011; Kent State University, University Libraries, 2016) For 

example, the pre/post-test with an intervention in-between is a procedure that falls into 

this category. (Cohen, Manion and Morrison, ibid.) This example resembles the 

procedure of this study. The dependent variables of this study are the pre-test and post-

test scores which will be compared. The independent variables are the five participants 
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of the study. Sauro (2013) also suggested that this type of statistical tests has been 

shown to be quite accurate for small sample sizes. The results will be used to determine 

whether there is any significant improvement in the participants’ test scores (which 

should also reflect their pronunciation ability and phonemic awareness) after they have 

taken the lessons. 

 Qualitative Data Analysis 

 In this particular study, the qualitative data analysis was divided into two 

components. The first one is related to the results from quantitative data. The analysis 

will discuss the possible factors that contribute to the results and how they are related. 

The data will be retrieved from research logs and learners’ responses in the 

questionnaire. The second part will analyse the learners’ perception towards the use of 

IT programme in pronunciation learning. The learners’ comments towards CP1 will be 

individually analysed and used as references. The data from research logs might be 

compared to the data from the questionnaires to identify any changes that might have 

occurred during the course. 
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Chapter 4: Results 

 This chapter will present the findings of the study in response to the research 

questions. 

Research Question 1: Do Thai EFL learners improve their pronunciation of /ð/ 

and /d/ phonemes after using the programme? 

The results from the pre-test and the post-test are marked, tallied and calculated 

to find mean scores. Then, they will be compared and analysed using the paired t-test. 

The qualitative data from research logs and questionnaires will also be interpreted and 

presented. 

Scores 

(Total 

50) 

Participants Mean 

Scores 

Standard 

Deviation 

(S.D.) 

P1 P2 P3 P4 P5 

Pre-test 15 23 29 34 18 23.8 7.791 

Post-test 21 39 39 41 23 32.6 9.736 

Table 1: Comparison of overall pronunciation test scores 

Scores 

(100 %) 

Participants Mean 

Scores P1 P2 P3 P4 P5 

Pre-test 30% 46% 58% 68% 38% 48% 

Post-test 42% 78% 78% 82% 46% 65% 

Difference 12% 32% 20% 14% 10% 17% 

Table 2: Comparison of overall pronunciation test scores by percentage 

The figures shown in Table 1 indicate that there is an increase in each 

participant’s test scores. The mean score in the pre-test is 23.8 and the post-test is 

32.6, increasing by roughly 17%. The standard deviation values are 7.791 and 9.736 

respectively. Then, the values are compared and analysed using the paired t-test. The 

p-value from the statistical test is 0.011 at 95% confidence interval. It signifies that there 

is a significant improvement in the pronunciation test scores of the participants which 

could probably reflect the improvement in their pronunciation ability. 
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Table 2 presents the test scores by percentage. The mean score was 48% in the 

pre-test and 65% in the post-test, showing 17% increase. An individual with the highest 

development has 32% increase in the test score, while the lowest has 10% increase. 

Scores 

(Total 

25) 

Participants Mean 

Scores 

Standard 

Deviation 

(S.D.) 

P1 P2 P3 P4 P5 

Pre-test 2 6 14 17 4 8.6 6.542 

Post-test 6 18 21 19 12 15.2 6.14 

Table 3: Comparison of ‘part 1’ pronunciation test scores 

 ‘Part 1’ of the test was designed to assess the participants’ capacity in 

pronouncing the words that contain the target phonemes. In Table 3, the results show 

that every participants get a better result in the post-test. The mean scores increase 

from 8.6 to 15.2. The standard deviation values are 6.542 and 6.14 respectively.       

The p-value from the paired t-test is 0.019 at 95% confidence interval. It indicates that 

there might be some improvement in the participants’ production ability of the target 

sounds which is the skill associated with this part of the test. It also supports the overall 

results presented earlier. 

Scores 

(Total 

10) 

Participants Mean 

Scores 

Standard 

Deviation 

(S.D.) 

P1 P2 P3 P4 P5 

Pre-test 3 6 7 5 6 5.4 1.5166 

Post-test 4 7 8 10 5 6.8 2.3875 

Table 4: Comparison of ‘part 3’ pronunciation test scores 

In ‘Part 3’ which was designed to assess the participants’ pronunciation in 

connected speech, 4 out of 5 participants get a better score in the post-test. As shown 

in Table 3, the mean score also increases to 6.8 from 5.4. The standard deviation 

values are 1.5166 and 2.3875 respectively. However, in an analysis using the paired t-

test, the p-value shown is 0.226 at 95% confidence interval. The fact that the p-value is 

greater than 0.05 means that the results may not be significant. It could be implied that 
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the participants’ production of the target sounds, particularly in the form of connected 

speech, has not been improved. 

From the learners’ point of view, 3 out of 5 learners state that they feel they have 

improved their pronunciation after taken the lessons. Two learners comment that the 

introduction to the concept of phonemes was an important factor. In research logs, the 

researcher noted that 4 participants showed signs of improvement in their 

pronunciation. 

Research Question 2: Do Thai EFL learners improve their awareness of /ð/ and 

/d/ phonemes in English speech after using the programme? 

For this particular question, the analysis process will be the same as in the first 

question. The analysis of quantitative data will only use the test results from ‘Part 2’ of 

the test and will be presented together with the qualitative data analysis from research 

logs and questionnaires. 

Scores 

(Total 

15) 

Participants Mean 

Scores 

Standard 

Deviation 

(S.D.) 

P1 P2 P3 P4 P5 

Pre-test 10 11 8 12 8 9.8 1.7889 

Post-test 11 14 10 12 6 10.6 2.9665 

Table 5: Comparison of ‘part 2’ pronunciation test scores 

The participants’ awareness of the target phonemes is assessed in this specific 

part of the test. In Table 5, the results show that 3 out of 5 participants get a better 

score in the post-test. The mean score is 9.8 in the pre-test and 10.6 in the post-test. 

The standard deviation values are 1.7889 and 2.9665 respectively. However, the 

calculated p-value from the paired t-test is 0.405 at 95% confidence interval. It probably 

means that the participants’ phonemic awareness of the target sounds has not been 

improved. 

According to the data from the questionnaires, 3 out of 5 learners feel that they 

have improved their phonemic awareness. They state that they are more ‘careful’ when 
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pronouncing the words and they are more aware of the phonemic feature in English 

language. In research logs, their ability to distinguish the target sounds were observed 

and assessed during the learning process using exercises from the programme CP1. 

The researcher found that 3 participants demonstrated some improvement regarding 

phonemic awareness.  

Research Question 3: How do Thai EFL learners perceive the use of an IT 

programme in English pronunciation learning? 

 The learners’ perception on the use of an IT programme will be taken from their 

answers in the questionnaire. Their opinions towards CP1 will be used as points of 

reference to how they could possibly perceive the use of an IT programme in learning 

English pronunciation. 

 All participants showed satisfaction towards the lessons and the programme CP1 

itself, even though none of them had ever used this type of language learning software 

before. Also, from the data in research logs, none of the participants seems to have 

technical problems when using the programme. Thus, a technical issue might not be a 

concern. However, when asked if they would use it in the future, the responses showed 

mixed opinions for varying reasons. Two of the participants stated that they would use 

the software in the future, while the other two showed preference towards a teacher-led 

classroom. Another one suggested that using both of them together could be a good 

choice. They suggested three reasons for supporting the use of the programme: 1) the 

materials are engaging and entertaining, 2) they can practice at home and 3) the 

pronunciation models are consistent. On the contrary, the group which prefers a 

teacher-led course suggested that a teacher can give more useful feedbacks which 

cannot be given by the programme. Additionally, taking into account the quantitative 

data from the tests, it could be seen that both learners who favour the use of the 

programme showed the highest improvement in test scores, gaining 32% and 20% 

increase in the post-test. 

 Regarding the teaching methods used in the programme, it was found that every 

participants seem to be rather interested because they have been using imitation and 

audiolingual drills as pronunciation learning methods. Thus, the phonemic symbols and 
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articulation instructions used in the programme could offer some new ideas to them. 

However, their responses to the methods after using them vary. Only two learners 

recognised the benefits of the IPA and the articulation. Two learners were probably 

indifferent and gave no opinion on them. One learner was against the idea of learning 

the IPA, stating that it took too much time. Additionally, there were some other 

suggestions that seemed useful for the study. First, the self-recording feature was 

recognised as favourable. Two learners claimed that being able to assess their own 

pronunciation against the models is helpful. Second, two learners suggested that five 

15-minute lessons over the span of two weeks might not be enough because they were 

not familiar with this type of teaching approach. Thus, it could be better if the study was 

conducted over a longer period. Finally, one learner suggested that the exercises in the 

programme should include more word samples, so there could be more variety in 

language input. 

 In conclusion, the test results show that learners might improve their 

pronunciation after using the programme CP1. Even though some learners may not feel 

like they have improved, the test results should be able to reflect their true ability 

regarding pronunciation. However, the improvement in phonemic awareness is still 

doubtful. Although three students state that they are more wary of the target phonemes, 

the statistical analysis shows that the test results were not significant. The reasons 

behind these mixed results could be found by looking at the qualitative data from 

research logs and questionnaires which will be discussed in the next chapter. The 

learners’ also gave their opinions towards the use of the programme in the 

questionnaire and their behaviour and learning progress were also recorded in research 

logs. The learners’, despite their satisfaction with the lessons overall, share different 

opinions towards the use of the programme. The causal relationship of the qualitative 

data and the quantitative data (i.e. test scores) will be discussed in the next chapter. 
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Chapter 5: Discussion 

 In this chapter, the data collected from the tests, questionnaires and research 

logs will be discussed together to give a clear insight into the relationship between the 

possible contributing factors and the findings presented in the previous chapter. The 

purpose is to determine whether the use of IT programme could help improve English 

language pronunciation of Thai EFL learners. Also, the perception of Thai learners 

towards the use of IT programme in pronunciation learning will also be discussed. 

Research Question 1: Do Thai EFL learners improve their pronunciation of /ð/ 

and /d/ phonemes after using the programme? 

The pronunciation test scores were improved in the post-test. The mean score 

increased from 23.8 in the pre-test to 32.6 in the post-test, showing an increase of 17%. 

Each learner also gained higher score in the post-test. An individual score’s largest 

increase in percentage was 32% while the least was 10%. The results suggested that 

there was a significant improvement in the learners’ pronunciation of /ð/ and /d/ 

phonemes. Three possible reasons for this improvement could be discussed. 

First, increased exposure to the target phonemes might contribute to the 

learners’ development. The target phonemes were deliberately presented in unit 9 of 

the programme CP1. Through the audios, videos and language exercises, the learners 

can improve their proficiency in using the target phonemes. The results could be 

considered relevant to the idea proposed by Jesry (2005) that increased exposure to 

the target language contributes to the development of learners’ pronunciation skill. Also, 

it appears to support the idea claimed by Mehrpour, Shoushtari and Shirazi (2016), that 

IT software could enhance the degree of exposure to the target language. 

Second, the introduction of new teaching methods, particularly the introduction to 

the concept of phonemes and articulation, could probably help the learners with their 

pronunciation. This idea was supported by two learners’ comments that these two 

features were helpful with their learning. Thus, as Munro and Derwing (2006) claimed, 

teaching the concept of segmental features such as phonemic symbols and articulation 

seems to have a positive effect on the learners’ pronunciation. It should also be noted 

that every learners were not comfortable with any of these methods at the start. The 
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change in some learners’ perception was observed at the end of the study. Apparently, 

this could resulted from the lessons they had taken. 

Third, two learners commented that the use of CP1 with visual aids and audios 

made the lessons engaging and entertaining for them. Skinner and Austin (1999) also 

proposed similar that using technology in a language classroom seemed to have a 

positive influence on learners’ motivation. As Dornyei (1998) stated, high motivation was 

considered a key factor in successful language learning by many teachers. Thus, using 

an IT software to make a lesson more motivating for learners could be a reasonable 

choice. 

Although the results from ‘part 3’ of the test suggested that there are no 

significant changes, the fact that the mean score in the post-test (of this particular part) 

has increased by 14% might be used to argue that a lesser degree of changes could 

still be anticipated. Additionally, the connected speech was not the main focus of CP1. 

The inclusion of only one task in ‘sounds in action’ (fourth exercise of the unit) may not 

offer enough exposure to the suprasegmental features. Thus, the learners may need 

further instructions on connected speech to develop their skills properly. In conclusion, it 

might still be possible to state that Thai learners could improve their pronunciation of the 

target phonemes after using the programme. 

Research Question 2: Do Thai EFL learners improve their awareness of /ð/ and 

/d/ phonemes in English speech after using the programme? 

The results from ‘part 2’ of the test suggested that there was no significant 

improvement in the learners’ awareness of the target phonemes. Although the mean 

score increased from 9.6 to 10.8, a total of 6% percent increase showed that the 

learners gained little improvement in this area. However, from the qualitative data, three 

learners claimed that they became more wary of the phonemes and the data from 

research logs suggested that 3 out of 5 learners showed improved phonemic 

awareness. Thus, the conflicting opinions on the results might be subjected to an 

external factor. 

That factor could possibly lie in the test validity, specifically the issue of construct 

under-representation. Construct under-representation is an incident that might occur 
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when the test is too easy for the candidates. (McNamara, 2000) That definition could 

best describe the scenario in this study. The average score in the pre-test, specifically 

for ‘part 2’, is 65%. The number seems relatively greater compared to ‘part 1’ and ‘part 

3’ which are 34% and 54% respectively. That could be the reason why learners showed 

little improvement since the complexity of the test was not compatible with their level. 

That could be the reason for conflicting results from different sets of data. As a result, 

due to a possible error in test design, it still remains unclear whether Thai learners have 

improved their phonemic awareness after using the programme. 

Research Question 3: How do Thai EFL learners perceive the use of an IT 

programme in English pronunciation learning? 

 The data gathered from the learners suggested that they all shared a positive 

attitude towards the programme CP1. They thought it was a good and useful 

programme. However, when asked whether they would actually use an IT software such 

as CP1 for pronunciation learning, they seemed to have different opinions. Two of them 

said they would use it because the programme can provide a reliable source of 

language input and make the lessons more engaging and entertaining. One learner also 

stated that it is convenient to be able to practice at home. Two learners claimed that a 

teacher-led classroom should be better because they think the programme cannot give 

detailed feedbacks and proper instructions like a teacher. Another suggested that both 

methods should be used in combination to make the course effective. 

 The results of the study seemed to create mixed responses among the learners. 

However, by taking into account the statistical data from the tests, a correlation between 

these two sets of data can be seen. The group that answered they would use an IT 

software for learning pronunciation are the ones who showed the highest improvement 

in test scores. Each of them gained an increase of 32% and 20% in the post-test. Also, 

the learner who showed the least improvement, gaining 10% increase in the score, 

stated that he would prefer a teacher-led class to an IT software. Thus, it could possibly 

be implied from these results that learners’ beliefs and different learning styles should 

be considered as a priority when choosing a teaching method because it might have a 

significant impact on their development. 
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 There are some other points that should be mentioned. First, despite their 

different opinions on the use of an IT programme in pronunciation learning, the learners 

seems to recognise potential benefits of the use of an IT programme. The reliability of 

the pronunciation models, the engaging and entertaining activities and accessibility at 

home are the advantages they recognised. Some previous research also recognised 

these advantages. (Fitzpatrick and Davies, 2003; Khamkhien, 2011; Skinner and Austin, 

1999) Second, some learners seem to be content with the self-recording feature of the 

programme. Being able to compare their pronunciation against the models could give 

them the idea on which areas they need to work on. One learner also suggested that an 

inclusion of larger word samples could be useful. Next, a lack of technical knowledge 

which was addressed by Khamkhien (2011) as a possible issue, does not appear to be 

a concern. Finally, some learners commented that the whole course could be more 

effective if they were given more time. 

 In conclusion, although the learners seem to be content with the programme and 

recognise the possible advantages, they still express different opinions on the use of an 

IT programme in pronunciation classroom. The primary factor could be the learners’ 

different beliefs and learning styles. Their preference appears to have an influence on 

their improvement rate after using the programme. 
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Chapter 6: Conclusion 

 This study revealed that Thai EFL learners improved their pronunciation of the 

phonemes /ð/ and /d/ after using the computer-assisted language learning programme. 

The statistical analysis of the test scores and qualitative data from questionnaires and 

research logs were compared. Then, three possible contributing factors were 

highlighted as follows: 1) increased exposure to the target phonemes, 2) introduction to 

the concept of phonemes and articulation and 3) engaging materials. However, it is still 

unclear whether the learners’ awareness of the target phonemes has improved. The 

results from the qualitative data suggested that there might be some improvement, but 

the quantitative data analysis found no significant change in the test scores. The test 

paper’s ‘construct under-representation’ was identified as a possible cause. 

 The learners’ perception towards the use of an IT programme in a practical 

classroom elicited mixed responses. The data was retrieved from the learners’ 

responses in the questionnaire and research logs (i.e. the researcher’s observation 

notes). Every learners were satisfied with the programme CP1 itself. They recognise 

several advantages of the use of language learning software. Preferable features in the 

programme and suggestions for improvement were also noted. However, only two 

learners stated that they would use it for pronunciation learning. Various reasons were 

addressed including reliable pronunciation models, engaging materials and accessibility 

at home. In contrast, the learners who prefer a teacher-led class pointed out that a 

computer programme cannot give them proper feedbacks and instructions like a human 

teacher. These responses were then analysed together with the statistical data of the 

test scores. It was found that learners who prefer the use of an IT programme showed 

greater improvement in test scores. This finding suggests that different learning styles 

should possibly be taken as a critical factor when considering the use of language 

learning software in a Thai EFL classroom. 

Limitations of the Study 

 Although the results were analysed and discussed critically, there could have 

been at least four limitations that may have affected the results. 
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1. The quantitative data collection process was performed by the researcher 

alone. Thus, it could be subjected to errors from idiosyncrasy and subjectivity, 

especially when the researcher took a role of the test marker. Although reference from 

external sources has been used to create a list of clear scoring criteria, the marking of 

speaking test is still largely subjected to the researcher’s own perception. Also, a lack of 

second marker made it impossible to attain inter-rater reliability because there were no 

other sets of markings to compare. 

2. Test piloting is usually employed as a part of test development procedure to 

ensure the validity of the test before the final version is released. (McNamara, 2000) 

However, due to the scarcity of available test subjects and time constraint, the piloting 

of the test paper used in this study has not been done. An error caused by the invalidity 

of the test could also be seen from the results presented previously. If the test piloting 

has been done before the operational use, it might have affected the design as well as 

the results. 

3. Non-response to specific items in the questionnaire (i.e. item non-response) 

could be an issue. As Durrant (2009) stated, item non-response may occur if the subject 

does not know the answer or refuses to answer. In this study, some participants did not 

provide answers to some questions in the questionnaire. The exact reason to non-

response was uncertain, but it might have affected the results. 

4. Due to practicality issues, the samples were chosen from a particular group of 

Thai EFL learners (postgraduate students at the University of Surrey). The results may 

not be able to represent a group of learners with different educational backgrounds or a 

different learning context. Therefore, this study might be more suitable as a case study 

rather than a generalisation. 

5. The timespan of the study, particularly the study sessions, was very limited. 

Five 15-minute study sessions (a total of 75 minutes) were performed over a period of 

two weeks. Some of the participants also commented that they might need more time to 

study to improve their pronunciation. A possibility of different learning rates in different 

groups of language learners might be a factor to consider. (Munoz, 2006)         
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Therefore, it is apparently logical that the change in timeframe could possibly alter the 

results of the study. 

Suggestions for Further Study 

 This study intended to provide some information on the effectiveness of CALL in 

pronunciation learning in Thai EFL context and the learners’ perception of the use of an 

IT programme for pronunciation learning. It was performed in a particular setting and 

several research limitations have been addressed. It is rather clear that there are still 

some research gaps that have not been covered. Here are some suggestions. 

 1) The sample group could be selected from learners with different educational 

backgrounds. It may allow the implication of the results in broader teaching context. 

 2) The timeframe of the study could probably be extended. As mentioned, the 

timeframe in this study was relatively short and a study over a longer period might yield 

different results. 

 3) The testing process should be done very carefully. Seeking help from other 

teachers or researchers (as co-test designers or markers) might be advisable because it 

could increase the reliability of the test. Also, piloting the test is highly recommended. 

 4) A comparison between two different pronunciation learning programme seems 

favourable. It would allow a researcher to compare the effectiveness of the programmes 

and figure out which features should be included to maximise the outcome. 

 

 

 

 
 



36 
 

 
 

Reference List 

1. Allyn, E. (2015) Collegiate Thai Students' Word Recognition in Streaming Speech 

and an Analysis of the Location of English Phoneme Errors Committed during 

Listening. Available at: 

http://rd.hu.ac.th/Download%20File/%E0%B9%80%E0%B8%A5%E0%B9%88%

E0%B8%A1%E0%B8%A7%E0%B8%B4%E0%B8%88%E0%B8%B1%E0%B8%

A2/58-

AJ.ERIC%20%20ALLYN(COLLEGIATE%20THAI%20STUDENTS'%20WORD).p

df (Accessed: 20 July 2016). 

2. Anderson-Hsieh, J., Johnson, R. and Koehler, K. (1992) ‘The Relationship 

Between Native Speaker Judgments of Nonnative Pronunciation and Deviance in 

Segmentals, Prosody, and Syllable Structure’, Language Learning, 42(4), 

pp. 529–555. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-1770.1992.tb01043.x. 

3. Beatty, K. (2010) Teaching and Researching Computer-Assisted Language 

Learning. 2nd edn. London, UK: Pearson Education Limited. 

4. Berg, M., & Stegelman, T. (2003) ‘The Critical Role of Phonological and 

Phonemic Awareness in Reading Success: A Model for Early Literacy in Rural 

Schools, Rural Special Education Quarterly, 22(4), pp. 47-54. 

5. Best, J. W. and Kahn, J. V. (2006) Research in Education. 10th edn. USA: 

Pearson Education Inc. 

6. Bradley, L. (2015) ‘The Mobile Language Learner – Use of Technology in 

Language Learning’, Journal of Universal Computer Science, 21(10), pp. 1269-

1282. doi: 10.3217/jucs-021-10-1269. 

7. Breitkreutz, J. A., Derwing, T. M., & Rossiter, M. J. (2001). Pronunciation 

Teaching Practices in Canada. TESL Canada Journal, 19(1), pp. 51-61. 

8. British Council (2015) Phonemic Chart. Available at: 

https://www.teachingenglish.org.uk/sites/teacheng/files/TEphonemic_GreyBlue2_

0.swf (Accessed: 25 July 2016). 

9. Celce-Murcia, M., Brinton, D. M., Goodwin, J. M., and Griner, B. (2010) Teaching 

Pronunciation: A Course Book and Reference Guide. 2nd edn. New York, NY: 

Cambridge University Press. 



37 
 

 
 

10. Clarity Language Consultants Limited (2015) ‘ClarityEnglish Pilot: Wete Hospital, 

Zanzibar, Tanzania’. Available at: 

http://www.clarityenglish.com/story/pdf/project_wete-hospital-zanzibar-

tanzania.pdf (Accessed: 2 August 2016). 

11. Clarity Language Consultants Limited (2016a) Clear Pronunciation 1. Available 

at: http://www.clarityenglish.com/program/clearpronunciation1.php (Accessed: 2 

August 2016). 

12. Clarity Language Consultants Limited (2016b) ‘Clear Pronunciation User 

Manual’. Available at: 

http://www.clarityenglish.com/support/user/pdf/cp/ClearPronunciation_Manual.pd

f (Accessed: 2 August 2016). 

13. Cohen, L., Manion, L. and Morrison, K. (2011) Research Methods in Education. 

7th edn. New York, NY: Routledge. 

14. Covey, P. J. C. (2007) ‘Fear of Failure with Experimentation – Thai Cultural 

Effect on Education’, Thailand TESOL/Pan-Asian Consortium International 

Conference. Bangkok, Thailand, 26-28 January. 

15. Davies, G., Otto, S. E. K., and Ruschoff, B. (2012) ‘Historical Perspective on 

CALL’ in Thomas, M., Reinders, H., and Warschauer, M. (eds.) Contemporary 

Studies in Linguistics: Contemporary Computer-Assisted Language Learning (1). 

London: Bloomsbury Academic, pp. 19-38. 

16. Demirezen, M. (2010) ‘The Principles and Applications of the Audio-lingual 

Pronunciation Rehabilitation Model in Foreign Language Teacher Education’, 

Journal of Language and Linguistic Studies, 6(2), pp. 127-147. 

17. Derwing, T. M., Munro, M. J., and Wiebe, G. (1998) ‘Evidence in Favor of a 

Broad Framework for Pronunciation Instruction, Language Learning, 48(3), pp. 

393-410. 

18. Dina, A. T. and Ciornei, S. I. (2013) ‘The Advantages and Disadvantages of 

Computer Assisted Language Learning and Teaching for Foreign Languages’, 

Procedia – Social and Behavioral Sciences, 76, pp. 248-252. 

doi:10.1016/j.sbspro.2013.04.107. 



38 
 

 
 

19. Dornyei, Z. (1998) ‘Motivation in Second and Foreign Language Teaching, 

Language Teaching, 31, pp. 117-135. doi:10.1017/S026144480001315X. 

20. Dudeney, G. and Hockly, N. (2012) ‘ICT in ELT: How Did We Get Here and 

Where Are We Going?’, ELT Journal, 66(4), pp. 533-542. doi:10.1093/elt/ccs050. 

21. Durrant, G. B. (2009) ‘Imputation Methods for Handling Item‐nonresponse in 

Practice: Methodological Issues and Recent Debates’, International Journal of 

Social Research Methodology, 12(4), pp. 293-304. doi: 

10.1080/13645570802394003. 

22. Egbert, J. and Yang, Y. F. (2004) ‘Mediating the Digital Divide in CALL 

Classrooms: Promoting Effective Language Tasks in Limited Technology 

Contexts, ReCALL, 16(2), pp. 280-291. doi:10.1017/S0958344004000321. 

23. Englisch-hilfen.de (2016) Pronunciation Exercises in English. Available at: 

http://www.englisch-hilfen.de/en/exercises_list/aussprache.htm (Accessed: 25 

July 2016). 

24. Felix, U. (2005) ‘What Do Meta-analyses Tell Us about CALL Effectiveness?’, 

ReCALL, 17(2), pp. 269-288. doi:10.1017/ S0958344005000923. 

25. Fitzpatrick A. & Davies G. (2003) The Impact of Information and Communications 

Technologies on the Teaching of Foreign Languages and on the Role of 

Teachers of Foreign Languages. Available at: 

http://www.ict4lt.org/en/Fitzpatrick_and_Davies.pdf (Accessed: 20 July 2016). 

26. Foley, J. (2005) ‘English in…Thailand’, RELC, 36(2), pp. 223-234. 

27. Foote, J. A., Holtby, A. K., and Derwing T. M. (2011) ‘Survey of the Teaching of 

Pronunciation in Adult ESL Programs in Canada, 2010’, TESL Canada Journal, 

29(1), pp. 1-22. 

28. Harmer, J. (2007) The Practice of English Language Teaching. 4th edn. Harlow: 

Pearson Longman Limited. 

29. Harris, J. G. (1973) Thai Pronunciation Problems in Learning English: A 

Comparative Phonetic Study. Master thesis. University of Southern California. 

Available at: 

http://digitallibrary.usc.edu/cdm/ref/collection/p15799coll29/id/571367 (Accessed: 

20 July 2016). 



39 
 

 
 

30. Hincks, R. (2003) ‘Speech Technologies for Pronunciation Feedback and 

Evaluation’, ReCALL, 15(1), pp. 3-20. doi: 10.1017/S0958344003000. 

31. Hu, X. Q. (2004) ‘Why China English Should Stand alongside British, American, 

and the Other ‘World Englishes’’, English Today, pp. 26-33. 

doi:10.1017/S0266078404002056. 

32. Imaemsup, A. (2011) The Study of Effectiveness of Audioarticulation Model in 

Improving Thai Learners’ Pronunciation of Fricative Sounds. Master Thesis. 

Srinakharinwirot University. Available at: 

http://thesis.swu.ac.th/swuthesis/Tea_Eng_For_Lan(M.A.)/Ampawan_I.pdf 

(Accessed: 20 July 2016). 

33. Intratat, C. (2007) ‘Investigation on Advantages and Disadvantages in Using 

English CALL According to the Opinions of Thai University Students and 

Lectures’, KMUTT Research and Development Journal, 30(1), pp. 3-19. 

34. Isaacs, T. (2009) ‘Integrating Form and Meaning in L2 Pronunciation Instruction’, 

TESL Canada Journal, 27(1), pp. 1-12. 

35. Jarvis, H. and Atsilarat, S. (2004) 'Shifting Paradigms: From a Communicative to 

a Context-based Approach', The Asian EFL Journal, 6(4). 

36. Jenkins, J. (1998) ‘Which Pronunciation Norms and Models for English as an 

International Language?’, ELT Journal, 52(2), pp. 119-126. 

37. Jesry, M. M. (2005) ‘Theoretically-based Practical Recommendations for 

Improving EFL/ESL Students’ Pronunciation’, Journal of King Saud University – 

Languages and Translation, 18, pp. 1-33. 

38. Kelly, G. (2000) How to Teach Pronunciation. Harlow: Pearson Education 

Limited. 

39. Kent State University, University Libraries (2016) ‘Paired Samples T Test’, SPSS 

Tutorials. Available at: http://libguides.library.kent.edu/SPSS/PairedSamplestTest 

(Accessed: 13 August 2016). 

40. Kenworthy, J. (1987) Teaching English Pronunciation. Harlow: Longman Group 

UK Limited. 

41. Kettemann, B. (1995) ‘How Effective is CALL in ELT?’, ReCALL, 7(1), pp. 49-53. 

doi:10.1017/ S0958344000005103. 



40 
 

 
 

42. Khamkhien, A. (2010a) 'Teaching English Speaking and English Speaking Tests 

in the Thai Context: A Reflection from Thai Perspective', English Language 

Teaching, 3(1), pp. 184-190. 

43. Khamkhien, A. (2010b) 'Thai Learners’ English Pronunciation Competence: 

Lesson Learned from Word Stress Assignment', Journal of Language Teaching 

and Research, 1(6), pp. 757-764. 

44. Khamkhien, A. (2011) ‘Computer Assisted Language Learning and English 

Language Teaching in Thailand: Overview’, Mediterranean Journal of Social 

Sciences, 3(1), pp. 55-64. doi: 10.5901/mjss.2012.03.01.55. 

45. Kirkpatrick, A. (2007) World Englishes: Implications for International 

Communication and English Language Teaching. Cambridge: Cambridge 

University Press. 

46. Kongkerd, W. (2013) ‘Teaching English in the Era of English Used as a Lingua 

Franca in Thailand’. Executive Journal, 33(4), pp. 3-12. 

47. Kretsai, W. (2015) ‘Learning Experience in Computer-based Pronunciation 

Package’, Journal of Studies in Education, 5(3), pp. 161-173. 

48. Kuo, I. C. (2006) ‘Addressing the Issue of Teaching English as a Lingua Franca’, 

ELT Journal, 60(3), pp. 213-221. doi:10.1093/elt/ccl001. 

49. Lado, R. (1957) Linguistics across Cultures: Applied Linguistics for Language 

Teachers. Ann Arbor, MI: University of Michigan Press. 

50. Lai, C. C. and Kritsonis, W. A. (2006) ‘The Advantages and Disadvantages of 

Computer Technology in Second Language Acquisition’, Doctoral Forum: 

National Journal for Publishing and Mentoring Doctoral Student Research, 3(1), 

pp. 1-6. 

51. Lee, S. T. (2008) Teaching Pronunciation of English Using Computer Assisted 

Learning Software: An Action Research Study in an Institute of Technology in 

Taiwan. PhD Thesis. Australian Catholic University. Available at: 

http://dlibrary.acu.edu.au/digitaltheses/public/adt-

acuvp174.16092008/02whole.pdf (Accessed: 20 July 2016). 

52. Levis, J. M. (2005) ‘Changing Contexts and Shifting Paradigms in Pronunciation 

Teaching’, TESOL Quarterly, 39(3), pp. 369-377. 

http://scholar.google.co.uk/scholar?q=World+Englishes:+Implications+for+International+Communication+and+English+Language+Teaching&hl=en&as_sdt=0&as_vis=1&oi=scholart&sa=X&ved=0ahUKEwjz2Z7C6IHOAhVKDsAKHV0kDo0QgQMIHDAA
http://scholar.google.co.uk/scholar?q=World+Englishes:+Implications+for+International+Communication+and+English+Language+Teaching&hl=en&as_sdt=0&as_vis=1&oi=scholart&sa=X&ved=0ahUKEwjz2Z7C6IHOAhVKDsAKHV0kDo0QgQMIHDAA


41 
 

 
 

53. Levis, J. M. and Grant, L. (2003) ‘Integrating Pronunciation into ESL/EFL 

Classrooms’, TESOL Journal, 12(2), pp. 13-19. doi: 10.1002/j.1949-

3533.2003.tb00125.x. 

54. Lian, A. (2002) ‘Seriously Practical: Implementing Technology-Enhanced 

Language Learning (TELL) in an Increasingly Globalized World’, Proceedings of 

ITUA 2002, Bangkok, Thailand, 3-5 April. 

55. Liu, Y. (2008) The Effectiveness of Integrating Commercial Pronunciation 

Software into an ESL Pronunciation Class. Master thesis. Iowa State University. 

Available at: 

http://lib.dr.iastate.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=2743&context=etd (Accessed: 

28 July 2016). 

56. Luo, B. (2016) ‘Evaluating a Computer-assisted Pronunciation Training (CAPT) 

Technique for Efficient Classroom Instruction’, Computer Assisted Language 

Learning, 29(3), pp. 451-476. 

57. Matsuda, A. (2003) ‘Incorporating World Englishes in Teaching English as an 

International Language’, TESOL Quarterly, 37(4), pp. 719–729. 

doi: 10.2307/3588220. 

58. McNamara, T. (2000) Language Testing. Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press. 

59. Mehrpour, S., Shoushtari, S. A. and Shirazi, P. H. N. (2016) ‘Computer-assisted 

Pronunciation Training: The Effect of Integrating Accent Reduction Software on 

Iranian EFL Learners' Pronunciation’, CALL-EJ, 17(1), pp. 97-112. 

60. Meksophawannagul, M. (2015) ‘Teacher and Learner Views on Effective English 

Teaching in the Thai Context: The Case of Engineering Students’, English 

Language Teaching, 8(11), pp. 99-116. doi:10.5539/elt.v8n11p99. 

61. Molholt, G. (1988) ‘Computer-Assisted Instruction in Pronunciation for Chinese 

Speakers of American English’, TESOL Quarterly, 22(1), pp. 91-111. 

62. Morley, J. (1991) ‘The Pronunciation Component in Teaching English to 

Speakers of Other Languages’, TESOL Quarterly, 25(3), pp. 481-520. 

63. Munoz, C. (2006) Second Language Acquisition : Age and the Rate of Foreign 

Language Learning (1). Clevedon, GB: Multilingual Matters. 



42 
 

 
 

64. Munro, M. J. and Derwing, T. M. (2006) ‘The Functional Load Principle in ESL 

Pronunciation Instruction: An Exploratory Study’, System, 34(4), pp. 520-531. 

doi:10.1016/j.system.2006.09.004. 

65. Murphy, D. (2011) ‘An Investigation of English Pronunciation Teaching in 

Ireland’, English Today, 27(4), pp. 10-18. doi:10.1017/S0266078411000484. 

66. Neri, A., Cucchiarini, C., and Strik, H. (2002) ‘Feedback in Computer Assisted 

Pronunciation Training: Technology Push or Demand Pull?’, Proceedings of the 

International Conference on Spoken Language Processing (ICSLP), Denver, CO, 

USA, 16-20 September. 

67. Neri, A., Mich, O., Gerosa, M. and Giuliani, D. (2008) ‚The Effectiveness of 

Computer Assisted Pronunciation Training for Foreigh Language Learning by 

Children‘, Computer Assisted Language Learning, 21(5), pp. 393-408. 

68. Nicholls, P. and Apiwattanakorn, P. (2015) ‘Thailand: Where the Culture and 

Classroom Collide’, The New English Teacher, 9(1), pp. 1-9. 

69. Noom-ura, S. (2013) ‘English-Teaching Problems in Thailand and Thai Teachers’ 

Professional Development Needs’, English Language Teaching, 6(11), pp. 139-

147. 

70. Otto, S. E. K. and Pusack, J. P. (2009) ‘Computer-Assisted Language Learning 

Authoring Issues’, The Modern Language Journal, 93, pp. 784-801. 

71. Oxford University Press (2016) Oxford Learner’s Dictionaries. Available at: 

http://www.oxfordlearnersdictionaries.com/ (Accessed: 25 July 2016). 

72. Panlay, S. (1997) The Effect of English Loanwords on the Pronunciation of Thai. 

Master thesis. Michigan State University. Available at: 

http://search.proquest.com/docview/304382253/ (Accessed: 20 July 2016). 

73. Pennington, M. C. and Richards, J. C. (1986) ‘Pronunciation Revisited’, TESOL 

Quarterly, 20(2), pp. 207-225. 

74. Phongsuwan (1996) A Study of English Language-Based Problems of Thai 

Students at Washington State University. PhD thesis. Washington State 

University. Available at: http://search.proquest.com/docview/304271296/ 

(Accessed: 20 July 2016). 



43 
 

 
 

75. Pirasteh, P. (2014) ‘The Effectiveness of Computer-assisted Language Learning 

(CALL) on Learning Grammar by Iranian EFL Learners’, Procedia – Social and 

Behavioral Sciences, 98(6), pp. 1422-1427. doi:10.1016/j.sbspro.2014.03.561. 

76. Prapinwong, M. and Puthikanon, N. (2008) ‘An Evaluation of an Internet-Based 

Learning Model from EFL Perspectives’, The Asian EFL Journal Professional 

Teaching Articles, 27, pp. 1-25. 

77. Roach, P. (2009) English Phonetics and Phonology: A Practical Course. 4th edn. 

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

78. Saito, K. (2014) ‘Experienced Teachers’ Perspectives on Priorities for Improved 

Intelligible Pronunciation: The Case of Japanese Learners of English’, 

International Journal of Applied Linguistics, 24(2), pp. 250-277. doi: 

10.1111/ijal.12026. 

79. Sauro, J. (2013) ‘Best Practices for Using Statistics on Small Sample Sizes’, 

MeasuringU Blogs and Articles. Available at: 

http://www.measuringu.com/blog/small-n.php (Accessed: 14 August 2016). 

80. Scrivener, J. (2011) Learning Teaching: The Essential Guide to English 

Language Teaching. 3rd edn. Oxford, UK: Macmillan Publishers Limited. 

81. Setter, J. (2008) ‘Theories and Approaches in English Pronunciation’ in Monroy, 

R. & Sanchez, A. (eds.) In 25 Years of Applied Linguistics in Spain: Milestones 

and Challenges. Murcia: Universidad de Murcia, Servicio de Publacaciaones, pp. 

447-457. 

82. Sifakis, N. C. and Sougari, A. M. (2005) ‘Pronunciation Issues and EIL Pedagogy 

in the Periphery: A Survey of Greek State School Teachers' Beliefs’, TESOL 

Quarterly, 39(3), pp. 467–488. doi: 10.2307/3588490. 

83. Simpson, J. (2011) Integrating Project-based Learning in an English Language 

Tourism Classroom in a Thai University. PhD thesis. Australian Catholic 

University. Available at: http://dlibrary.acu.edu.au/digitaltheses/public/adt-

acuvp309.29062011/02whole.pdf (Accessed: 20 July 2016). 

84. Skinner, B. and Austin, R. (1999) ‘Computer Conferencing - Does It Motivate EFL 

Students?’, ELT Journal, 53(4), pp. 270-279. doi:10.1093/elt/53.4.270. 

85. Stokes, A. (2016) Email to Wiwit Tangboriboonrat, 12 May. 



44 
 

 
 

86. Suppasetseree, S. and Dennis, N. (2010) ‘The Use of Moodle for Teaching and 

Learning English at Tertiary Level in Thailand’, International Journal of the 

Humanities, 8(6), pp. 29-46. 

87. Swan, M. and Smith, B. (eds.) (2001) Learner English. Cambridge: Cambridge 

University Press. 

88. Tanner, M. W. and Landon, M. M. (2009) ‘The Effects of Computer-assisted 

Pronunciation Readings on ESL Learners’ Use of Pausing, Stress, Intonation, 

and Overall Comprehensibility’, Language Learning & Technology, 13(3),  

pp. 51-65. 

89. Thajakan, N. and Sucaromana, U. (2014) ‘Enhancing English Phonemic 

Awareness of Thai Grade One Students through Multimedia Computer-assisted 

Language Learning’, Theory and Practice in Language Studies, 4(11), pp. 2294-

2300. doi: 10.4304/tpls.4.11.2294-2300. 

90. Thep-Ackrapong, T. (2005) ‘Teaching English in Thailand: An Uphill Battle’, 

มนุษยศาสตรป์รทิรรศน์, 27(1), pp. 59-62. 

91. Thomson, R. I. (2011) ‘Computer Assisted Pronunciation Training: Targeting 

Second Language Vowel Perception Improves Pronunciation’, CALICO Journal, 

28(3), pp. 744-765. 

92. Ueno, N. (1995) Teaching English Pronunciation to Japanese English Majors: A 

Comparison of a Suprasegmental-oriented and a Segmental-oriented Teaching 

Approach. PhD thesis. Temple University. Available at: 

http://search.proquest.com/docview/304233646/ (Accessed: 20 July 2016). 

93. Versvik, E. (2009) Computer Assisted Pronunciation Training: Evaluation of Non-

native Vowel Length Pronunciation. Master thesis. Norwegian University of 

Science and Technology. Available at: http://www.diva-

portal.org/smash/get/diva2:347826/FULLTEXT01.pdf (Accessed: 20 August 

2016). 

 

 

 



45 
 

 
 

94. Vibulphol, J. (2004) Beliefs about Language Learning and Teaching Approaches 

of Pre-service EFL Teachers in Thailand. PhD thesis. Oklahoma State University. 

Available at: 

http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.634.3253&rep=rep1&ty

pe=pdf (Accessed: 20 July 2016). 

95. Wall, U. (2008) ‘A Needs Assessment Interview: The Professional Development 

Needs of Non-native Speaking EFL Teachers in Thailand’, Innovation in 

Language Learning and Teaching, 2(1), pp. 47-64. 

96. Wang, X. and Munro, M. J. (2004) ‘Computer-based Training for Learning 

English Vowel Contrasts’, System, 32(4), pp. 539-552. 

doi:10.1016/j.system.2004.09.011. 

97. Warschauer, M. and Healey, D. (1998) ‘Computers and Language Learning: An 

Overview’. Language Teaching, 31(2), pp. 57-71. 

98. Wiriyachitra, A. (2002) ‘English Language Teaching and Learning in Thailand in 

This Decade’, Thai TESOL Focus, 15(1), pp. 4-9. 

99. Wongsothorn, A., Hiranburana, K., and Chinnawongs, S. (2002) ‘English 

Language Teaching in Thailand Today’, Asia Pacific Journal of Education, 22(2), 

pp. 107-116, doi: 10.1080/0218879020220210. 

100. Yutdhana, S. (2004) A Needs Analysis of Thai High School Teachers in 

Using Internet Applications for Teaching English as a Foreign Language. Master 

thesis. Washington State University. Available at: 

https://research.libraries.wsu.edu/xmlui/bitstream/handle/2376/177/S_Yutdhana_

050704.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y (Accessed: 20 July 2016). 

 

 

 

 



46 
 

 
 

Appendices 

Appendix 1: Lesson Plan 

 

Lesson Plan 

Topic – /ð/ and /d/ consonant sounds 

Time – 15 minutes x 5 sessions (total of 75 minutes) 

Aim  

– Improve the student’s pronunciation on /ð/ and /d/ consonant sounds 

– Raise the student’s awareness of the difference between /ð/ and /d/ 

consonant sounds 

Objectives 

– A student will be able to pronounce the words with /ð/ and /d/ consonant 

sounds correctly in segmental and connected speech. 

– A student will be able to distinguish /ð/ and /d/ consonant sounds in 

segmental and connected speech. 
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Lesson Topic Teacher Activity Student Activity Resources 

1 Pre-test 

Introduction 

Administer the pre-

test 

Introduce the 

programme Clear 

Pronunciation 1 to 

the student with 

instructions on how 

to use it 

Take the pre-test 

Learn how to use 

the programme 

Clear 

Pronunciation 1 

Pronunciation 

test 

Clear 

Pronunciation 

1 

2 English 

phonemic 

symbols 

Introduce English 

phonemic symbols 

to a student 

Teach a student 

how to read 

phonemic 

transcription 

Learn English 

phonemic symbols  

Practise reading 

phonemic 

transcription 

British 

Council online 

English 

phonemic 

chart1 

Pronunciation 

exercises in 

English from 

Englisch-

hilfen.de2 

3 Clear 

Pronunciation 

1 activities: 

consonants /ð/ 

and /d/ part 1 

(Practise the 

sounds and 

Sounds in a 

sentence) 

Monitor the 

activities 

Provide any helps 

necessary 

Follow instructions 

and complete the 

exercises in the 

programme 

Clear 

Pronunciation 

1 
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Lesson Topic Teacher Activity Student Activity Resources 

4 Clear 

Pronunciation 

1 activities: 

consonants /ð/ 

and /d/ part 2 

(Can you hear 

the sound?, 

Sounds in 

action and Say 

the word) 

Monitor the 

activities 

Provide any helps 

necessary 

Follow instructions 

and complete the 

exercises in the 

programme 

Clear 

Pronunciation 

1 

5 Post-test 

Student’s 

perception 

questionnaire 

Administer the post-

test 

Provide further 

clarification for the 

student if needed 

Take the post-test 

Answer the 

questionnaire 

Pronunciation 

test 

Student’s 

perception 

questionnaire 

 

Note: 1) British Council online English phonemic chart1 

Available at: 

https://www.teachingenglish.org.uk/sites/teacheng/files/TEphonemic_GreyBlue

2_0.swf 

     Accessed: 25 July 2016 

 2) Pronunciation exercises in English2 

     Available at: http://www.englisch-hilfen.de/en/exercises_list/aussprache.htm 

     Accessed: 25 July 2016 
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Appendix 2: Pronunciation Test 

 

Pronunciation Test 

1. Please pronounce the following words correctly. 

Although Another Breathe  Brother Cider   

Death  Due  Either   Father  Further   

Moody Mother Northern  Odd  Other   

Rather Reader Rhythm  Smooth That    

Their  Them  Wasted  Within  Whether  

 

2. Please circle the words you hear from the recording. 

Than  Dan  Then  Den  There  Dare 

Theirs  Dares  Bother  Border Though Dough 

This  Disc  They  Day  Booth  Booed 

Thus  Dust  Soothe  Sued  Those  Dose  

Worthy Wordy  Bathing Bedding Breathe Breed 

 

3. Please read aloud the following passage correctly. 

This is a picture of David’s brother. His name is Ted and he is two years older than him. 

They live in a small house in the town. This house has only two bedrooms and one 

bathroom. They share one bedroom with each other. Although the room was quite 

small, both of them seem rather happy about it. Except for when mum tells them to 

clean up, then they would start arguing. So, they decide just to keep their own space 

clean. Everything was settled with that. 
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Appendix 3: Pronunciation Test Key 

 

Pronunciation Test Key 

4. Please pronounce the following words correctly. 

Although Another Breathe Brother Cider   

/ɔːlˈðəʊ/ /əˈnʌðə(r)/ /briːð/  /ˈbrʌðə(r)/ /ˈsaɪdə(r)/ 

Death  Due  Either   Father  Further   

/deθ/  /djuː/  /ˈaɪðə(r)/, /ˈiːðə(r)/ /ˈfɑːðə(r)/ /ˈfɜːðə(r)/ 

Moody Mother Northern Odd  Other   

/ˈmuːdi/ /ˈmʌðə(r)/ /ˈnɔːðən/ /ɒd/  /ˈʌðə(r)/ 

Rather Reader Rhythm Smooth That    

/ˈrɑːðə(r)/ /ˈriːdə(r)/ /ˈrɪðəm/ /smuːð/ /ðæt/ 

Their  Them  Wasted Within  Whether  

/ðeə(r)/ /ðəm/  /ˈweɪstɪd/ /wɪˈðɪn/ /ˈweðə(r)/ 

 

5. Please circle the words you hear from the recording. 

Than  Dan  Then  Den  There  Dare 

/ðæn/      /den/    /deə(r)/ 

Theirs  Dares  Bother  Border Though Dough 

/ðeəz/    /ˈbɒðə(r)/     /dəʊ/ 

This  Disc  They  Day  Booth  Booed 

/ðɪs/      /deɪ/  /buːð/ 
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Thus  Dust  Soothe  Sued  Those  Dose  

  /dʌst/  /suːð/    /ðəʊz/ 

Worthy Wordy  Bathing Bedding Breathe Breed 

  /ˈwɜːdi/  /ˈbeɪðɪŋ/    /briːd/ 

 

6. Please read aloud the following passage correctly. 

This is a picture of David’s brother. His name is Ted and he is two years older than him.  

/ðɪs/    /ˈbrʌðə(r)/          /əʊldə(r)/   /ðæn/, /ðən/ 

They live in a small house in the town. This house has only two bedrooms and one 

bathroom. They share one bedroom with each other. 

      /ðeɪ/    /ˌiːtʃ ˈʌðə(r)/ 

Although the room was quite small, both of them seem rather happy about it.  

/ɔːlˈðəʊ/       /ˈrɑːðə(r)/ 

Except for when mum tells them to clean up, then they would start arguing.  

              /wʊd/, /wəd/        

So, they decide just to keep their own space clean. Everything was settled with that. 

/dɪˈsaɪd/ 
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Appendix 4: Student’s Perception Questionnaire 

 

Student’s Perception Questionnaire 

This questionnaire aims to investigate the student’s perception on using the programme 

Clear Pronunciation 1 as a method of English pronunciation training.  

Any information provided in the following questionnaire will be kept anonymous and 

used only for research purposes. 

Instructions 

Please write your opinion in the blank space. 

1. Background Information 

1.1 Sex ○ Male  ○ Female 

1.2 Age _____ 

1.3 What was your IELTS band score? 

________________________________________________________________ 

1.4 How long have you been learning English? 

________________________________________________________________ 

1.5 Have you been taught pronunciation in English language classroom? Which 

methods were used? 

________________________________________________________________ 

1.6 Do you think correct pronunciation is important for non-native speakers? Why? 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 
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1.7 Have you ever used IT software for pronunciation training? 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

2. Perception towards the programme 

2.1 Do you think your pronunciation improved after using the programme? Please 

explain. 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

2.2 Are you satisfied with how the lessons were conducted? Why? 

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________ 

2.3 What are your opinions towards the programme Clear Pronunciation 1? 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

2.4 Which part of the programme do you like the most? Which part you do not like? 

Why? 

________________________________________________________________  

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 
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2.5 Are there anything you think should be improved or added? Please specify. 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

2.6 Do you think using IT software for pronunciation training is better than classroom 

teaching? Will you use it in the future? Why? 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

2.7 Other comments and suggestions 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

Thank you for your cooperation. 
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Appendix 5: Research Log 

 

Research Log 

Participant: __________________ 

Lesson: ________________ 

Date: ____________________________________________________ 

Time: ____________________________________________________ 

Comments: 

______________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________ 
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Appendix 6: Completed Questionnaires 

Participant 1
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Participant 2
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Participant 3
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Participant 4
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Participant 5
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