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Abstract  
This study systematically examines differences in vocabulary, sentence structure, contextual language use, and 

overall communication patterns between spoken and written English. A mixed-method approach was used in this 

study. Data were collected through questionnaires administered to speakers from various sociolinguistic 

backgrounds. The corpus was meticulously transcribed, and the linguistic analysis was conducted using 

quantitative techniques, such as concordance, frequency, and collocation analyses, to show the frequency of words 

and phrases. Qualitative methods, that is, by utilising the sketch engine software to identify patterns. The results 

showed that mistakes are both natural and frequent in both spoken and written discourse. The written discourse 

is found complex, and the mistakes were frequent in it, such as grammatical, syntactic, misplaced punctuation, 

orthographic, and subject-verb agreement and tense errors. In spoken discourse, mistakes such as a lack of 

language exposure, an absence of records, and cognitive difficulties, as well as personal abilities, anxiety, and 

social factors, were indicated. Results of the current study will help generate instructional language programs, 

provide a framework, and provide raw data for prospective researchers in the relevant field. It is recommended to 

investigate and analyse the structural complexities of both spoken and written discourses.  

 

Keywords: linguistic variation, spoken, written English, corpus.  

1. Introduction 

Language variation is a fundamental characteristic of human communication, reflecting 

differences in language use across contexts, speakers, and modes of communication. In the 

digital age, the distinction between spoken and written English has become increasingly 

complex as communication technologies often combine features of both forms. Understanding 

these differences is essential because spoken and written language fulfil distinct 

communicative functions and exhibit unique linguistic characteristics (Biber & Conrad, 2009; 

McEnery & Hardie, 2012). 

Corpus linguistics provides an effective methodology for investigating authentic language use 

through large collections of naturally occurring texts. Rather than relying solely on intuition, 

corpus-based research enables systematic and empirical examination of linguistic patterns and 

variations. The development of electronic corpora has significantly advanced linguistic 

research by enabling scholars to analyse language in real-life contexts and across different 

genres and communicative settings (Biber & Conrad, 2009; McEnery & Hardie, 2012). 

Previous research has shown that spoken language is generally characterised by spontaneity, 

repetition, hesitation, and interactive features, whereas written language tends to be more 

planned, organised, and lexically dense (Chafe, 1982; Ong, 1982). Spoken communication 

frequently relies on contextual cues, intonation, and immediate feedback, while written 
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communication depends more heavily on carefully structured sentences and explicit linguistic 

choices to convey meaning (Tannen, 1984; Biber, 1988). These differences are evident at 

multiple linguistic levels, including vocabulary, syntax, pragmatics, and discourse 

organization. 

Lexical variation reflects differences in word choice and frequency across communicative 

contexts, while syntactic variation concerns the use of different grammatical structures and 

sentence patterns. Pragmatic variation focuses on how speakers and writers express meaning 

in relation to social and situational contexts, whereas discourse-level variation examines how 

larger units of language, such as conversations, narratives, and texts, are organised and 

interpreted (Gries, 2013; Hyland, 2005). The study of these variations is essential for 

understanding how language adapts to different communicative purposes and social 

environments. 

Corpus-based analyses of spoken and written English provide valuable insights into language 

variation, language change, and communication practices. By comparing spoken and written 

corpora, researchers can identify patterns of language use and better understand how linguistic 

choices are shaped by communicative demands and contextual factors (Labov, 1972; Tannen, 

1982). Therefore, the present study employs a corpus-based approach to investigate lexical, 

syntactic, pragmatic, and discourse-level variations between spoken and written English. 

1.1 Research Objectives 

1. To analyse the key linguistic differences between spoken and written English. 

2. To identify the frequency and possible reasons for errors in spoken and written English. 

1.2 Research Questions 

1. What are the key linguistic differences between spoken and written English? 

2. What is the frequency and what are the reasons for errors in spoken and written English? 

1.3 Significance of the Research 

This study contributes to the understanding of how language varies across spoken and written 

modes of communication. The findings may assist language educators in developing more 

effective teaching materials and instructional strategies that address the distinctive features of 

both forms of English. The study may also support curriculum development by highlighting 

important differences in vocabulary, grammar, and discourse organization. 

Furthermore, the research provides empirical evidence for corpus linguistics and applied 

linguistics by demonstrating how authentic language data can be used to investigate linguistic 

variation. The findings may contribute to the development of language technologies such as 

speech recognition systems, text generation tools, and natural language processing 

applications. In addition, the study enriches theoretical discussions on language variation and 

offers a foundation for future research on spoken and written communication. 

   2. Literature Review 

Corpus linguistics has become one of the most influential approaches for investigating 

language variation across different communicative contexts. Through the analysis of large 

collections of authentic spoken and written texts, researchers have identified systematic 

differences in lexical, syntactic, pragmatic, and discourse features of language use. Spoken 

language is generally characterized by hesitations, fillers, discourse markers, contractions, and 

informal syntactic structures, whereas written language tends to be more formal, organized, 

and context-independent (Biber, 1988, 1995; Chafe, 1982; Crystal, 2001). These distinctions 

have encouraged extensive corpus-based investigations into how language adapts to different 

communicative purposes. 

Previous studies have demonstrated the effectiveness of corpus methodologies in exploring 

linguistic variation. For example, Hussain et al. (2024) examined lexical variation in Saraiki. 

They found that younger speakers borrowed English lexical items more frequently than older 
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speakers, highlighting the dynamic nature of vocabulary change. Similarly, Melac (2024) 

compared evidential expressions in Tibetan and English and reported significant differences in 

frequency, usage patterns, and communicative functions, emphasizing how languages vary 

pragmatically across contexts. 

Corpus-based research has also explored variation in written discourse. Ajmal et al. (2023) 

investigated the use of hedges by male and female native English writers and found noticeable 

differences in frequency and types of hedging devices across genders and genres. Likewise, 

Farhani (2020) compared academic spoken and written English and observed that interactive 

and interactional metadiscourse features differed substantially across the two modes. Written 

texts employed more transitions and endophoric markers, whereas spoken discourse relied 

more heavily on self-mentions and boosters. 

Several studies have focused on syntactic variation in different English varieties. Imran (2023) 

compared verb phrase double modals in Malaysian English and Pakistani English and reported 

significant differences in frequency and usage patterns. Similarly, Park (2022) investigated 

syntactic complexity in the spoken and written production of Korean EFL learners and found 

that spoken discourse relied more on coordination, while written discourse contained greater 

subordination and structural complexity. These findings support the argument that syntactic 

choices are strongly influenced by communication mode. 

Research on discourse and pragmatic variation further demonstrates the differences between 

spoken and written language. Chapwanya and Nel (2022) examined discourse markers such as 

so and well in Zimbabwean and British English and identified substantial variation in their 

frequency and communicative functions. Jucker (2021) analyzed oral features in fictional 

dialogue and found that discourse markers, contractions, and response forms occurred more 

frequently in spoken-like texts than in narrative or academic writing. These studies suggest that 

spoken communication is typically more interactive and audience-oriented than written 

communication. 

Corpus-based investigations have also examined lexical richness and grammatical choices. Lei 

and Yang (2020) found significant differences in lexical diversity, density, and sophistication 

between research articles written by Chinese doctoral students and those written by native 

English scholars. Similarly, Sung and Chang (2022) reported that Korean learners overused or 

underused particular verb forms compared to native speakers, indicating that lexical and 

grammatical variation reflects differences in language proficiency and communicative 

competence. 

The growing availability of large spoken and written corpora has expanded opportunities for 

comparative linguistic research. Technological advancements have facilitated the collection, 

annotation, and analysis of extensive language datasets, allowing researchers to investigate 

language variation with greater accuracy and reliability (Kilgarriff, 2001; Müller, 2017). 

Corpus evidence has been widely applied in studies of World Englishes, language change, 

academic discourse, sociolinguistics, and language pedagogy (Marianne, 2020; Levshina, 

2021). 

Despite the substantial body of corpus-based research on individual aspects of language 

variation, relatively few studies have comprehensively examined lexical, syntactic, pragmatic, 

and discourse-level differences between spoken and written English within a unified analytical 

framework. Therefore, the present study seeks to address this gap by employing a corpus-based 

approach to investigate the linguistic variations that distinguish spoken English from written 

English. Such an analysis is expected to contribute to a deeper understanding of language use 

across communication modes and provide useful implications for language teaching, applied 

linguistics, and future corpus-based research. 
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3. Methodology 

3.1 Overview  

This section begins by summarising the theoretical foundations that guide the study. Then, it 

discusses the data collection procedure, including the sample and demographics, the type of 

data, and ethical issues. The section explains the data analysis methods used to look at the 

linguistic differences between written and spoken English. This all-encompassing methodology 

ensures the reliability and validity of the research results.  

3.2 Research Design  

In this study, the researcher used a mixed-methods approach, collecting data from diverse 

sources, including questionnaires administered to speakers from varied sociolinguistic 

backgrounds. The compiled corpus underwent meticulous transcription, cleaning, and 

consistent formatting. Metadata annotation, including speaker demographics and contextual 

details, enriched the corpus. Linguistic analysis encompassed phonological, morphological, 

syntactic, and lexical facets, using both quantitative techniques such as frequency counts and 

qualitative methods to identify patterns. Dialectological analysis, when relevant, discerned 

regional distinctions. Comparative analysis contrasted the corpus with written English. 

Statistical tools and software facilitated data analysis. This methodology, which promoted 

rigour and transparency, aimed to uncover variations in spoken language compared with written 

English.  

3.3  Theoretical framework  

Speech style refers to the type of language used by the speaker, as defined by the degree of 

formality (Labov, 2006). The term "style" refers to a type of speech that is divided into formal 

and informal styles. Through his research in New York City in 1966, William Labov first 

presented the idea of style in the context of sociolinguistics. He discovered two speech patterns 

as a result of his research: casual and cautious. When the speaker paid less attention to the 

conversation, Labov discovered that they used careless speech. Meanwhile, the speaker 

employed cautious speech when they paid more attention in the discussion.   

After Labov introduced the term "style of speech" in 1966, other linguists followed suit with 

their own hypotheses. Mantin Joos introduced one of the most famous in 1967. Joos grouped 

both oral and written modes of discourse into five levels: frozen, formal, consultative, informal, 

and intimate. Meanwhile, Iwan Indrawan (2006) divided language variance into twelve types. 

Keraf (2010) developed another hypothesis that categorized speech style into four categories: 

diction, sentence structures, tone, and meaning.  

3.4  Data Collection  

The study aims to create a substantial and diverse spoken English corpus encompassing a wide 

range of interactions, including dialogues, interviews, conversations, and monologues. Data 

collection for this study involved a multifaceted approach to capture both qualitative and 

quantitative (mixed method) aspects of linguistic variation in spoken and written discourse. In 

conjunction with corpus collection, data were also gathered through questionnaires to elicit 

participants' perceptions and attitudes toward linguistic variation. The questionnaire design 

incorporated a mix of structured and open-ended questions to gather both quantitative and 

qualitative data on language use, preferences, and perceptions. Participants were recruited from 

diverse demographic backgrounds to ensure a representative sample.  

3.5 Data Analysis Procedure 

Data analysis in this study was driven by a combination of tokenisation, thematic analysis, and 

the use of Sketch Engine software, which played a crucial role in exploring linguistic variation 

in spoken and written discourse.  

In summary, the software sketch is an exploration of linguistic variation in spoken and written 

discourse by describing concordance, keywords, and error frequencies. This methodological 



JOURNAL OF APPLIED LINGUISTICS AND TESOL (JALT) 

Vol.9. No. 2 2026 

 

 

329 

 

approach provided a comprehensive understanding of the complex interplay among language 

structure, usage, and perception, contributing to advances in linguistics and informing practical 

applications in areas such as language education, communication studies, and sociolinguistics.. 

Data Analysis   

This section presents the collected data for analysis to find linguistic trends and variances. It 

also covers how to use specialised software tools to streamline the analytical process. A review 

of the results, emphasising the findings and their implications for the study's aims and research 

issues, rounds off the Section.  

4.1  Data Collection  

Figure 4.1  

Bubble chart of the Word “Mistakes” in the Collected Data  

 
In general, the bubble chart provides a channel for drawing a clear and organised representation 

of the primary variables of a research study. In the context of the current study, the bubble chart 

is centred on the term “Mistakes” and represents various aspects of it within the boundaries of 

language, communication, and spoken and written discourses. Figure 1 shows the word chart 

of ‘Mistakes’, which outlines the types, nature, and impacts of mistakes, as well as possible 

ways to prevent their recurrence and repetition. The word chart shows that mistakes can be of 

various types: grammatical, syntactic, structural, spelling, and punctuation in written discourse. 

It further says that mistakes can also be of pronunciation and structure in spoken discourse. 

Words such as “language”, “conversation” and “communication” set the context for the term 

“Mistakes” within the boundaries of the current study. Furthermore, it elaborates on the various 

reasons for mistakes: these occur because of differences in accents, variations in structural 

rules, and a lack of knowledge of the second language, including its grammatical rules and 

vocabulary. In addition, the word chart summarises the potential impacts of mistakes on the 

perception and understanding of the message and the overall communication process. These 

mistakes can challenge the coherence and clarity of message. These may result in effecting the 

true nature and essence of the message. Moreover, the chart also provides a glance of the 

feedback and role of teacher in addressing mistakes.  
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Figure 4.2   

Word cloud of the term “Mistake” as a Noun in the Collected Data  

 
Figure 2 is the visual representation centered on the noun mistakes. The most evident term in 

this cloud is error which might convey the impression that it is the synonym of mistake.  

The cloud also possesses the terms like “language”, “speaking”, “writing”, “coherence”, 

“clarity” and “sentence” that denotes their direct relation to the noun “mistakes” and clarity. 

The cloud also sets up the context where these mistakes might happen by displaying the terms 

such as  

“life” and “work”. Furthermore, it also points out the various types of errors by showing the 

terms such as “syntax” and “grammar”. In other words, this cloud provides an opportunity to 

have a look at the different aspects of mistakes in relation to the spoken and written discourses. 

The difference in the size and representation of the terms in the cloud shows their association 

with the term “Mistakes”.  

  

  

 
The above image mentions various syntactic errors which can be problematic and may cause 

misunderstanding on the part of the reader such as coherence; which often results lack of clarity 

and hindrance in the comprehension of the text. It also considers spelling mistakes as big 

mistakes because they can change the semantic meaning of a word. The image on the other 

hand describes the fact that mistakes are part of human nature and they can increase our 

experience and experience can decrease our mistakes hence, establishing the fact that syntactic 

learning is based on making mistakes and then learning from it to avoid errors. In nutshells, 

Mistakes are seen as a motivation towards improving grammatical knowledge and making 

correct use of that knowledge avoiding errors.  
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This Section presents discussion on the feelings when a person is told about his/her mistake. It 

says that when the mistakes are being pointed out after something is shared or sent it results in 

an embarrassing situation which is the worst feelings on the part of that person.  The next part 

discusses the frequent nature of errors. It says that in written discourse most errors are 

grammatical in nature which includes the violation of subject-verb agreement, misplacement 

of punctuation and misuse of words or diction. It also talks about the idea that whenever a 

person recognizes an error he or she takes note of it in order to prevent its re-occurrence.  The 

later section of the image also talks about the grammatical mistakes and concept of fixing and 

correcting mistakes in written text. The grammatical mistakes involve the wrong forms of 

verbs, misuse of tenses, spelling mistakes, unclear pronunciation, lack of coherence, and lack 

of clarity in transmission of message.  In short, all these mistakes lead to hinder communication.  

 
The above image describes the possibility that grammatical, syntactic and spelling mistakes 

often causes lack of clarity which effect the overall quality of text by distracting the reader. It 

also highlights the importance of proof reading as it enables us to discover our mistakes in the 

text. Furthermore, the image also describes the possibility of understanding the writer’s tone 

and style from the text as written discourse is required to be well-structured and there must be 

a harmony between form and content. Even little mistakes in a written discourse might alter 

the experience of the reader and the form of a text can either be classified as published or sent 

resembling the personality and attitude of the writer. The image specifies those mistakes which 

often cause difficulty in understanding the grammatical essence of text. Syntactic errors often 

lie in the source code of the text such as mistakes in spelling and punctuation or inflectional 
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mistakes in subject-verb agreement and verb tense consistency are often disappointing and 

embrace the writer when such mistakes are unintentional because they might minimize the 

individual’s tolerance for linguistic mistakes.  

 

 
 

The above image mentions that mistakes in coherence and cohesion of a written text are rarely 

noticed by the reader. The reader often notices basic grammatical mistakes such as mistakes in 

verb tenses and punctuations. Punctuation mistakes for example mistakes in capitalization, 

coma, colon, semi-colon and apostrophes are commonly noticed and are noted down in 

sequence. These mistakes are used in the feedback process of the text for the purpose to make 

to text further meaningful and comprehensive by removing the mistakes noticed. These 

mistakes are often seen as greater source of learning and practicing. The image emphasizes the 

importance of proof-reading which enables us in identifying all sorts of mistakes such as 

spelling mistakes, incorrect verb-tense mistakes, subject-verb agreements and typological 

errors also called misprint. These mistakes often render effect on the cohesive strength of the 

text which in turn cause semantic ambiguities and lack of clarity in meaning of the text. 

 
The first section of the above image discusses the types of grammatical mistakes. It says that 

grammatical mistakes are those which are related the content words such as  adjectives, nouns, 

and adverbs and function words like articles and pronouns. It further says that mistakes can be 

minimized with the help of proofreading. Proofreading helps in the identification of mistakes 
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followed by its correction. In proofreading,  a person recogonize mistakes and take note of it 

so that it can not be repeated in the future. In addition, it presents discussion on the idea that 

we should learn from our mistakes and mistakes do happen in the sentences because its not in 

our native language.  

 
The above image mentions the importance of making mistakes that we ought not to be afraid 

of making mistakes as they contribute to the learning process and syntactic rules. Mistakes are 

seen as a motivation to improvement and are often found pleasing as they increase our 

experience with written discourse. We make use of that experience to reduce mistakes in written 

discourse. The image validates that fact that improvements in the text are rendered by making 

mistakes because mistakes once made by the writer are rarely repeated again and again unless 

they are typos or misprints. Writers find it pleasing when they are corrected and do not feel 

offended as they think the correction of mistakes is an element of improvement. The image 

describes that we need to learn from our mistakes and other’s mistakes by mentioning some 

mistakes such as spelling mistakes and verb-tense mistakes effects the coherent meaning of the 

text. In short, the image signifies the occurrence of mistakes in a written text as they improve 

our knowledge once we identify them because not identifying mistakes can cause greater 

difficulties in the comprehension of a written discourse.   

 
Spelling mistakes are frequent but not as much a big deal as it looks comparing to other 

grammatical misuses of categories. Mistakes of spelling, syntax, grammar and punctuation can 

be identified by extensive, careful and slow reading (proofreading). It is notable to note that 

comparatively the spelling mistakes are prevalent and can be very problematic if ignored and 
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this might be because of the less careful consideration. Mistakes can be highly distracting which 

might influence the overall process of perception and understanding and hence may lead to lack 

of clarity in communication. In addition, the later part of the above image exhibits the 

importance of feedback in the identification and correction of mistakes. It claims that mistakes 

can be prevented with the help of feedback mechanism. It is worth noting that the feedback 

should be of constructive nature and must be according to the context and demographics of the 

receiver.  

 
The above image describes that in a written discourse, grammatical errors and spelling mistakes 

are common and problematic. These mistakes highlight the areas of improvements that what 

do we need to improve syntactically by avoiding the same mistakes again in producing a text. 

Mistakes are often caused by grammatical uncertainty in the mind of a writer regarding a 

specific syntactic rule. The image shows that feedback from a teacher on a text and mistakes in 

it as teacher suggests practicing on the producing the same text again and again which helps 

the writer to avoid making the same mistakes while repeating the text. Furthermore, there are 

often coherence mistakes found in a paragraph which may cause semantic ambiguity in causes 

difficulty in understanding the essence of the text. It is suggested in the image that such 

mistakes are often seen as a major mistakes needed to corrected immediately.   

 
The above section describes that mistakes are good signs of improvement. They can motivate 

the writer to work on those mistakes and avoid them making the text to appropriately convey 

its meaning. Mistakes ranges from simple to more complex often related to sentence structure 

are seen as greater source of improvement as the writer is conscious of not repeating them again 

in the future assignments. The image also classifies spelling mistakes as the most common and 

problematic mistakes that cause difficulty in understanding the text as they can change the 

meaning of the words. It also mentions that punctuation mistakes often create issues in 

coherence of the text by establishing the concern that punctuations play a crucial role in 

meaning making process by relating parts of the text to one another. Moreover, it is mentioned 

that punctuation marks also clarify the purpose of the statement whether the statement is a 
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question or declarative. In short, the section suggests that mistakes in spelling and punctuation 

often create major syntactic and semantic issues in the text. These mistakes can be seen good 

signs for improvement and motivation.   

 
This section presents discussion on the importance of feedback from teachers and friends to 

improve the writings and avoid the mistakes in it. In spoken discourse the proofreading is not 

possible although nowadays the advancement in technology has provided ample opportunities 

to take note and record the various elements of spoken discourse. In the absence of proofreading 

the feedback from the participant becomes necessary to enable the person to overcome the 

committed mistakes. The spelling mistakes, and syntactic mistakes are prevalent in written 

discourse and it can be identified along with coherence and other grammatical mistakes. 

Spelling mistakes are the most common mistakes and this might be the result of lack of 

vocabulary and poor development of self-concept and motivation. These mistakes can be 

controlled by the careful consideration on behalf of the writer along with the constructive 

feedback of the teachers and friends. Again, the role of proofreading is pivotal in in controlling 

the mistakes. In order to do so, one must carefully read the text at paragraph level as well as a 

sentence level. After the reading the mistakes would be identified and needs correction. To 

avoid the repetition of those mistakes one must take note of all the identified mistakes. In short, 

to control mistakes it is necessary that one must possess a grasp of vocabulary, must develop 

good reading habits, must be motivated and would need constructive feedback from the 

teachers, peers or editors.  

 
The section above describes that mistakes related to vocabulary and grammar are commonly 

detected in a written discourse when they are reviewed from the teachers. Mistakes related to 

punctuations and misspelling are also frequently noticed when the teachers provide feedback 

on the text. These mistakes are often seen as causing lack of clarity and may confuse the reader. 
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Furthermore, it is mentioned that making mistakes is a common human quality and sometimes 

a text does not exhibit any mistake and sometimes a text carries an ample amount of 

inconsistencies. The section shows that mistakes related to spelling and homophones may often 

cause miscommunication and identifying such mistakes enables the reader to make the text 

more coherent in conveying its message clearly by removing them after being proof-read. The 

section describes that mistakes can also cause anxiety in the write’s mind being afraid of 

making mistakes as people would make fun of it which makes writing a tedious act on the 

behalf of the  

 
writer. It can also be observed that the lack of vocabulary and grammar rules could make the 

spoken discourse very challenging.    

This section exhibits that spelling mistakes happen when the writer forgets spelling of a word 

while writing and most of the times it occurs because of lack of knowledge. Proofreading and 

teacher feedback helps in the extraction of illogical and misspelled words from the document. 

Teachers’ guidance and discussion might help in the improvement of writings. The later part of 

the image talks about the emotional consequences and impacts of the mistakes on the writer. 

These can also be minimized if these can be underlined and follow the guidance of the teachers.  

 
The above section discusses grammatical mistakes such as mistakes in verb-tense, pronoun 

errors, adjectives and adverbs are frequently occurring mistakes in a written discourse. Besides 

that, other syntactic mistakes related to sentence structure, lack of clarity, spelling are often 

made as a result of lack of concentration while producing the text. The mistakes such verbtense 

pronoun errors, and misuse of adverbs are common in both spoken and written discourses. The 

image suggests that all types of mistakes can be possible when the text is produced 

unintentionally as writing is a conscious activity on behalf of the writer. In short, syntactic 
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mistakes occur frequently in a written discourse and it is needed to proof-read a text at least 

once after writing it for the purpose of making the text appropriate in meaning.   

  

 
  

The above section provides a glance at the adjectives used with the noun “Mistakes” in the 

students' responses. These adjectives can significantly alter the meaning of the term.  

“mistakes”. Each adjective from the above list will provide context for the severity, intention, 

frequency, impact, and overall result of “Mistakes”. For instance, the term common would refer 

to those that are frequent and generally well-known. In contrast, the term "serious" would shift 

the context to mistakes with significant consequences, or, more simply, to those with a 

comparatively greater impact. By contrast, the adjective minor would specify that the mistakes 

are of lesser impact. Similarly, the “deliberate” would enhance the mistakes by associating them 

with those made intentionally. Some adjectives are used to intensify the term' mistakes,' such 

as 'significant’ (frequency 14) and 'problematic' (frequency 60). Similarly, terms such as 

common, various, and same are used to describe the types of mistakes, with frequencies of 93, 

32, and 26, respectively. Similarly, other terms such as grammatical, linguistic, traditional, and 

others are also used to describe the noun.  

“Mistakes” with the frequency of 74, 23, 11, and 77, respectively. In spoken discourse, the use 

of adjectives is random and more numerous. The speakers are free from the limitations of 

spelling and adjective order, and the focus is on the message; hence, speakers tend to use 

adjectives more in spoken discourse than in written discourse. 
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The section above presents various phrases that provide an overall sketch of “Mistakes”. These 

phrases are used in the process of investigating mistakes in written and spoken discourses. Most 

of the phrases in the above list highlight a number of challenges that arise in ensuring accurate, 

coherent, and compact discourse, both written and spoken. These phrases are used at varying 

frequencies throughout the process. Some phrases are used to describe the emotional impact of 

English on speakers, such as “how comfortable are you speaking,” which occurred at a 

frequency of 41. Like how a person feels when speaking English. The environment can 

influence comfort and confidence, the speaker's exposure to the language, the speaker's 

proficiency, and the language's overall status. Similarly, phrases like “people from different 

regions speak” and “differences in the way people speak” each occur 42 times, which might 

reflect the influence of regional dialects and variation in language use across regions. These 

phrases support the idea that differences in language use at the regional and individual levels 

might create hurdles to complete understanding of the message and effective communication. 

Further, most of the phrases are used to inquire about the various mistakes, their impacts, and 

possible causes.  The above n-grams and their frequencies provide valuable insights into the 

significance of various linguistic phenomena. For example, the phrase “errors in written 

discourse,” with a frequency of 46, indicates that it is a common occurrence in written 

discourse. Similarly, "the way people from different" and "people from different regions speak" 

occurred with a frequency of 42 each, indicating the diversity of English across the globe.  

  

 
  



JOURNAL OF APPLIED LINGUISTICS AND TESOL (JALT) 

Vol.9. No. 2 2026 

 

 

339 

 

  

The image above lists the key terms related to the current study's topic. The key terms play a 

crucial role in a research study. In general, it helps researchers specify results, improve the 

discoverability of relevant information, and categorise both the data and the research study 

itself. In the context of the current study, spoken discourse refers to language used for verbal 

communication, such as daily conversations, speeches, and various dialogues. The term 

"written discourse" refers to language and aspects of language that include texts and written 

inscriptions, such as articles and essays. The above list includes many terms that proved helpful 

throughout the investigation of language use, its challenges in written and spoken discourse, 

and its impacts worldwide.  

4.2 Results and Discussion  

The preceding section provided an extensive discussion on the findings of the current study. 

Now, the following section presents a thorough discussion of that specific finding of the study 

in light of previously conducted relevant studies. In this section, the researcher also attempts to 

answer the previously posed research questions and to justify the findings of the current 

research study.   

To conduct the current study, the researcher collected data through questionnaires. The data 

analysis was then carried out using Sketch Engine software. After that, the researcher has 

thoroughly described the visual representations and concordances generated by the Sketch 

Engine software. The current study is corpus-based and involves concordance, frequency, and 

collocation analyses to uncover frequently used words and phrases. This, in turn, enables the 

researcher to investigate and highlight the lexical lemmas based on empirical evidence. The 

results can help generate instructional programs. It may help improve natural language 

processing algorithms by integrating specific lexical chunks into the database.   

The concordance in the collected data implies that mistakes are natural and can be a good source 

of improvement. The mistakes can lead to improvement in spoken and written discourse, but 

only if accompanied by a supportive environment and constructive feedback from teachers, 

peers, friends, and editors. The findings of another study by Ilani (2016) also see errors as a 

source of improvement. This study states that errors are not obstacles to be afraid of, but rather 

a means of getting closer to proficiency in a language. It further states that by identifying, 

analysing, and understanding them, language instructors and policymakers can develop more 

effective teaching methodologies.  

The findings of the current study show that the mistakes differ in nature between spoken and 

written discourse. In written discourse, mistakes can be of various types, such as grammatical, 

syntactic, structural, spelling, and punctuation. In spoken discourse, mistakes can be in 

pronunciation and structure. The mistakes, such as verb-tense pronoun errors and the misuse 

of adverbs, are common in both spoken and written discourse.  

Comparatively, mistakes in written discourse are easy to point out because access to materials 

is easy, and since all of it is present in visible form, it can be proofread. On the other hand, 

spoken discourse is a bit difficult to judge in the context of mistake identification. The findings 

also suggested that, as there is a difference between the media of spoken and written discourse, 

their mistakes differ in nature. For example, in written discourse, the most common mistakes 

are spelling, tense misuse, and subject-verb agreement. In contrast, in spoken discourse, the 

mistakes can be noted in pronunciation and in the overall structure of sentences or segments of 

speech.  

In the study by Ježková (2011), the researcher found that students make mistakes in English 

sentence construction due to first-language influence (Czech). This study also aligns with the 

findings of the current study, which suggest that writers face many challenges in written 

discourse due to the influence of their first language (L1). The study further explains that the 
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grammatical rules and patterns of the mother tongue make it harder for L2 learners to acquire 

it easily. Most of the time, there is a huge difference between basic grammatical rules and 

sentence structures, which in turn influence the learner’s performance in learning the target 

language.   

The findings have shown that, in written discourses, spelling mistakes are more common than 

other mistakes. It also suggests that possible reasons for the spelling mistakes could be 

discrepancies between pronunciation and the written form, lack of knowledge of a specific 

language, vocabulary of that specific language, and lack of self-creation and motivation. The 

writer's lack of careful consideration might also be one of the reasons for spelling mistakes. If 

the learner heard a word properly, he might still be unable to write it down with correct spelling 

because of the arbitrary nature of the English language. So it is necessary to look at correct 

spelling and proper pronunciation in order to get rid of spelling mistakes. The study by Miressa 

and Dumessa (2011) also supports the current study's findings. The findings of their study also 

suggested that possible reasons for the spelling mistakes include the absurd origins of English 

words, discrepancies between pronunciation and a word’s written form, and the reduced 

emphasis on spelling lessons.  

Another study by Ratnayaka (2015) claims that pronunciation is the primary cause of spelling 

mistakes in written discourse. This study claims that possible reasons for the spelling mistakes 

include a lack of pronunciation knowledge, limited language exposure, unawareness of spelling 

patterns, a lack of practice and guidance, and the arbitrary nature of language. The findings of 

the current study also correlate with theirs.  

The visual presentation in figures 1 and 2 of the data analysis has outlined some of the reasons 

why errors mostly occur: variation in speakers' accents and region-wise language changes. 

Paakki (2013) suggests that accents play a pivotal role in the overall learning process of 

English. This study claims that accents significantly affect students' attitudes and motivation 

levels, which in turn influence the rate of mistakes they commit. Hence, it can be assumed that 

the findings of both studies align in the context of the role of accents in affecting mistakes.  

The findings of the current study also show that in written discourse, grammatical, syntactic, 

punctuation, articles and subject-verb mistakes are prevalent. Possible reasons for these 

mistakes could be a lack of knowledge of that language, L! influence, and a lack of practice 

and attention. A study by Alqhtani (2018) also favours the results of the current study. It claimed 

that the possible reasons for syntactic, grammatical and punctuation errors in EFL learners’ 

responses were the first language interference and lack of knowledge about the grammatical 

rules of a language. Another reason is a lack of knowledge or limited control over the 

vocabulary of that specific language.  

The role of feedback in controlling mistakes is another important finding of the current study. 

It can be observed that constructive feedback from teachers, peers, or editors would encourage 

and motivate writers to overcome frequent mistakes. Eriksson et al. (2020) claim in their study 

that positive teacher responses are beneficial for students' learning, but this depends on a 

society's cultural values and power relations.   

The findings also support the role of proofreading in overcoming and preventing frequent 

mistakes. The findings suggested that proofreading helps us avoid repeating the same mistake. 

Harwood et al. (2012), in their study, claim that proofreading not only helps identify and correct 

errors but also helps students improve their writing skills. Their study also shows that 

proofreading is like a helper that assists students in overcoming their mistakes, a mediator that 

enables students and writers to connect with their ideas, and a cleaner that helps them bring 

clarity to their text. Similarly, another study, Nurhayati (2022), also supports the findings of the 

current research. Nurhayati claims in his research that proofreading is necessary to bring 

coherence and compactness in writing. It also suggests that proofreading is responsible for the 
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integrity of academic writings. In addition, the study concluded that proofreading is vital to 

ensuring the correctness, honesty, and validity of academic works.  

The current study's findings also indicate that mistakes may have various impacts and 

consequences. It implies that whenever a writer makes a mistake, it challenges the true essence 

of his/her writing by undermining its clarity, understanding, and coherence. Hence, the 

concerned writing loses its true essence and loses the power to convince the reader. These 

grammatical mistakes can affect students' grades and might demotivate writers in general. The 

findings of the study carried out by Taye and Teshome (2024) also support the point about the 

impacts of mistakes. They observed a negative correlation in their study between students' 

academic achievement and the frequency of their grammatical mistakes. They also claimed that 

mistakes would certainly influence students' academic grades. They also tried to convey that 

various measures need to be taken, such as grammar workshops and technology-based tools, to 

address grammatical mistakes. Hence, the findings of their study align perfectly with those of 

the current study. Both suggest that various measures and techniques should be considered to 

avoid grammatical and syntactic mistakes in spoken and written discourse, improve students' 

writing skills and academic achievement, and enhance the overall communication process.   

The study's results have also shown that verb tense errors cause both semantic and syntactic 

ambiguity. The semantic ambiguity is concerned with the subtlety of words’ meanings, while 

the syntactic ambiguity is concerned with the structural complexities of the sentence. In both 

cases, true interpretation is impossible and would lead to confusion, which may require 

additional contexts to clarify its true sense. The verb tense mistakes are possibly because of the 

confusion present in the forms of verbs and their use in respective tenses. Rozovskaya et al. 

(2014) also claim that verb tense errors are frequent in second language learners and can be of 

various types, such as a change from one tense to another, overuse of continuous tenses, and 

the confusion of irregular verb use. The researchers also claimed that these mistakes have 

serious consequences and may undermine the clarity, consistency, and credibility of the overall 

spoken and written discourse.   

It can be observed that the mistakes in written discourse are more visible and of a different 

nature than those of spoken discourse. It is clear from the modes of written and spoken 

discourse that written discourse is a bit more formal, hectic, and controlled than spoken 

discourse, which shows greater ease among participants. The findings have shown that most of 

the mistakes were due to spelling and misuse of punctuation, both of which are integral parts 

of written discourse. On the other hand, the spoken discourse is free from the limitations of 

spellings and “pauses” replace the punctuation marks. Hence, spoken discourse is less 

challenging than written discourse. It does not imply that the spoken discourse is free of 

mistakes; rather, the nature of mistakes changes. Subject-verb agreement mistakes are frequent 

in spoken discourse. Syntactic errors are more prevalent in spoken discourse than in written 

discourse. Syntactic errors include the violation of sentence structure, word order and grammar 

rules. In addition, morphological and phonological mistakes mark the distinguishing point 

between spoken and written discourse. Ghie B.  

Demecillo, Analyn S. Clarin, in their research study “Error Analysis of the Spoken Discourses 

of Grade 9 Students,” state that the possible reasons for mistakes in spoken discourse are the 

cognitive difficulty in addressing the mistakes in real-time speech, lack of exposure to the 

interaction in the target language, social reasons and situational anxiety. Ghie B. Demecillo and 

Analyn S. Clarin, in their research study “Error Analysis of the Spoken Discourses of Grade 9 

Students,” are of the view that these mistakes can be controlled by adopting the techniques of 

engaging in speaking situations using the target language, emphasising the grammar rules and 

patterns, and constructive feedback from other participants.   
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   5. Conclusion 

This study employed a corpus-based approach to investigate the nature, frequency, causes, and 

impacts of mistakes in spoken and written English. Using questionnaire data analysed through 

Sketch Engine, the study identified a range of linguistic errors across both communication 

modes. The findings revealed that mistakes are a natural and inevitable part of language use 

and learning. Written discourse was found to contain more frequent errors, particularly spelling 

mistakes, grammatical inaccuracies, punctuation misuse, subject–verb agreement violations, 

verb tense errors, and syntactic inconsistencies. In spoken discourse, phonological, 

morphological, and syntactic errors were more prominent. The study further demonstrated that 

these mistakes often arise from limited vocabulary, insufficient knowledge of the target 

language, first-language influence, accent variation, lack of language exposure, anxiety, and 

inadequate attention during language production. The findings also highlighted the positive 

role of proofreading, constructive feedback, and continuous practice in reducing recurring 

errors and improving language proficiency. 

The study contributes to the fields of corpus linguistics, applied linguistics, language education, 

and computational linguistics by providing empirical evidence regarding common linguistic 

errors in spoken and written English. The findings suggest that mistakes can undermine 

coherence, clarity, and overall communicative effectiveness, as well as influence learners’ 

confidence and academic performance. At the same time, errors can serve as valuable learning 

opportunities when appropriately addressed through feedback and revision. The results may 

assist language teachers, curriculum developers, and researchers in designing instructional 

strategies to improve language accuracy and communicative competence. Furthermore, the 

lexical patterns identified in this study may support the development of language-learning 

resources and natural language processing applications. 

Despite its contributions, the study is limited by its reliance on specific English corpora and 

questionnaire-based data, which may not fully represent the full range of English varieties and 

contexts of use. The use of existing corpora and primarily quantitative analytical techniques 

may also limit the exploration of deeper contextual and qualitative dimensions of language 

variation. Future research should expand the range of spoken and written corpora, include 

diverse dialectal and sociolinguistic contexts, and integrate qualitative methods with corpus-

based approaches. Comparative cross-linguistic studies and the application of advanced natural 

language processing and machine learning techniques may further enhance understanding of 

linguistic variation and error patterns. Such investigations would contribute to a more 

comprehensive understanding of language use and support the development of more effective 

language teaching practices and technological applications. 
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