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1 INTRODUCTION

Learning a language other than the mother tonguellysrelies on materials
specifically designed for the topic at hand. Whesstiiext and audio materials have
been planned with their prospective users in mandlisservice to them has been
done, as the language in the materials, to whiehlg¢hrners are exposed, has been
simplified but also saturated with repeated stmgstuo an unnatural extent (Gilmore
2004: 363-364, 368). This means that the learnsimsgusuch materials may form
misconceptions about the essence of the languagiéehaw to use it in a similar
fashion to native speakers. It has been claimedhieause of artificial (as opposed to
authentic) material can lessen the comprehensiitis Enguage learners are able to
gain, and even students with a good command ofiginghn find natives speaking,
particularly to one another, incomprehensible (Brdl®90: 6). It can, therefore, be
questioned whether learners at present even havehéince of attaining practical
communicative skills in school. Perhaps they ardact, learning to remain silent in

multiple languages.

Moreover, in recent years, there has been increasgthasis placed on gaining well-
rounded oral skills as a part of language instanctn school, as, for example, the
Finnish Ministry of Education have suggested thadusion of a course in English
oral communication into the Finnish National Congri@ulum for Upper Secondary
Education (Lukiokoulutuksen suullisen kielitaidorviaintityoryhma 2006: 48). In
fact, it has been claimed that one of the most mapd skills one can possess in a
non-native language is being able to communicatiain a way that it is possible to
have a successful conversation (Nunan 1991: 39)e Qvay to gaining
communicative skills is task-based learning (TBWhich has lately increased in
popularity (see e.g. Willis and Willis 2007, Nuna@04, Ellis 2003, Willis 1996).
TBL, in short, is about offering language learndrs opportunity to participate in
naturalistic communication and, therefore, to aegailanguage in a holistic manner
resembling that of native speakers. Indeed, TBeaeshers find that it is possible to
acquirea language in the classroom, in addition to legrmmthe traditional sense.
This requires engaging in communicative activitiasyhich the importance afhat

is being said exceeds the importancénoiv it is being said. An argument has been

made, however, that TBL is not conducive to languiggrning in conditions where



learner exposure to the target language is nonsixte outside the classroom, which
in principle renders TBL unsuitable for most foreitanguage learners around the
world (Swan 2005: 399).

In Finland, the applicability of TBL to gaining conunicative skills is yet to be a
widely researched issue, and published studies Bh ih Finland from any
perspective are scarce. However, as English isnbéern day lingua franca, seen
and heard everywhere in Finland, it would be reabtnto suggest that the limits to
TBL, as previously set by Swan, may not apply @ ¢hse of learning English. Thus,
if TBL is a functioning approach to gaining commeative skills in English in the
classroom, its possible role in Finnish schoolsutthdoe examined extensively.
Moreover, while there have been shortcomings inatiea of teaching oral skills, as
written language competence has for long been peeféo oral communication on a
global scale (e.g. Nishiko and Watanabe 2008)ethas also been a relatively great
disregard of learners’ opinions of how they seenie@ communicative skills. The
opposite perspective, however, is adopted in tkegnt study, which is designed to
cover the three aforementioned themes, namely T&lithenticity in learning
materials and contexts and oral communicative skilhe aim of the study is to
examine the range of Finnish upper secondary sctadeents’ opinions of a TBL
sequence in terms of learning communicative Englislorder to research this topic,
a group of students will first engage in a taskeraivhich they are interviewed about
their experiences. The foci of the study are 1j)lestii opinions of the task in general
as well as of the authentic elements it entails Znstudent opinions of gaining oral

communicative skills in English with the task amedium.

The reporting of the present study is divided itlicee sections and six chapters.
First, the theoretical background is examined, aapier 2 focuses on TBL and
Chapter 3 on select areas of second language amqui$SLA) and language
learning. Second, the present study is describeatkiail, as the research questions
and the methodology are introduced in Chapter 4lewhe analysis and the findings
are presented in Chapter 5. Third, the resultslisa@issed, as implications based on
the findings are drawn in Chapter 6, whereas thengths and weaknesses of the
study as well as possible areas of further researelestablished in the concluding

section, Chapter 7.



2 THE TASK-BASED APPROACH TO LANGUAGE LEARNING

In this chapter, the concept of task and the reagdry TBL has been claimed to be
a functioning approach to learning a language amdult&aneously obtaining
communicative skills are canvassed. The many defits of a task are discussed
first, after which the nature and emergence of HB& elaborated on. The process of
task design is then examined as well as the clasdedntages and disadvantages of

TBL. Finally, some previous research into TBL isgented.

However, before discussing tasks any further, isihhe noted that they have been
studied in connection to both second language @&) foreign language (FL)
learning. Conventionally, the term English as adBdcLanguage (ESL) has referred
to non-native speakers who live in an English-speplarea, whereas speakers of
English as a Foreign Language (EFL) are non-nativeg in non-English-speaking
surroundings. Accordingly, the Finnish participanfsthe present study would be
classified as EFL speakers according to traditdevertheless, research into SLA
and L2 learning are greatly relied on in the préstudy, as the boundaries between
ESL and EFL have become overlapping, and it isefoee, difficult to use the terms
consistently (Smith 1983a: 13, as cited in SepgatEd: 10). Furthermore, as stated
by Crystal (2003: 6), “it is important to avoid émpreting the distinction between
'second’ and ‘foreign’' language use as a differendkiency or ability”, and, for
example, the high levels of English fluency displdyby many Scandinavian and
Dutch speakers act as an illustration of the dEamey between the two terms
(Crystal 2003: 6). It has, consequently, been a@ons choice to discuss language
learning in this particular context of Finnish shea of English without the prefixes
L2 or FL where possible. However, the student pgdints of the present study are
likened more to ESL than EFL learners based on [8sndand Crystal's remarks.
Lastly, while TBL aims at facilitating language acgjtion, the wordlearning is
predominantly used in the present study, for pugpax clarity, in connection with

tasks, as it is indeed entailed in the very naméefpproach.

2.1 Definitions of a Task

In recent years, tasks have become a popular agproalanguage learning and



teaching, and despite the acclaim, there is sosegeement on what constitutes a
task. Furthermore, it has been argued that cuyrdatks are being forced onto
teachers and syllabus makers by researchers, earl{clwhatever the task-based
approach means it is a good thing” (Littlewood 280819). In this section,

definitions of tasks are introduced and the sintiks and differences between them
examined. Finally, the concept of task specificallyelation to the present study is

discussed.

On this occasion, defining a task starts with gest@nt of what it is not: a task is not
an exercise. Exercises traditionally focus on foima, on grammar instruction,
whereas the consensus on tasks is that they fatuseaning (Nunan 1989a: 10).
Tasks are, then, supposed to generate languagandseommunication where the
reception and production of language take preced@wer correct forms. Some
researchers have, however, found this categomsdtgiween the two too narrow,
because of which the term task-exercise (Morriale1996, as cited in Littlewood
2007: 247) has been used to refer to activitiesfétisbetween the two extremes. Yet
it is outside the research interests of the prestmty to delve further into either
exercises or task-exerciséss such, tasks stress a very different attitudanguage

learning and teaching compared to traditional ctass instruction, e.g. the audio-
lingual method or the grammar translation methodskE allow participants to
choose rather freely what kind of language to emplehich means that learners
decide for themselves which words, idioms or graticabfeatures to use. However,
when attempts are made for the concept of tasketddiined beyond the focus on

meaning, the opinions become varied.

It must be pointed out that tasks can be definediffierent ways depending on the
context at hand and their purpose (Bygate, Skehad &wain 2001). A
categorisation into two primary task types, pedaggigask and research task can,
however, be made, as the two main groups that hdwpted the concept of task and
modified it to suit their intentions are, in facgmmunicative language teachers and
SLA researchers (Bygate, Skehan and Swain 200).: \2/ile teachers may choose
to view tasks as work conducted as a part of ingtm, researchers may wish to
define tasks by variables that impact studentSfoperance and language acquisition

(Ellis 2000: 194-195). In other words, whereas ptiacers perceive a task as a



communicative activity and are occupied with theeafveness of language learning
and teaching, researchers are interested in uaslg tas tools to investigate SLA.
Furthermore, tasks and task definitions have difiemeanings in different contexts,
as stated by Bygate, Skehan and Swain (2001: @y @emonstrate how a definition
of a task can be adapted to suit varying purposeddginning with a basic
definition, which can be considered to describeasks whatever the situation:

A task is an activity which requires learners t® uanguage, with emphasis on
meaning, to attain an objectiyBygate, Skehan and Swain 2001: 11).

Next, they alter the definition to match a teachénterest in learners and learning,
as opposed to an interest in e.g. teaching practisassessment, which also require

definitions of their own:

A task is an activity, influenced by learner choi@nd susceptible to learner
reinterpretation, which requires learners to usguage, with emphasis on meaning,
to attain an objective (Bygate, Skehan and Swa@i1202).

Then, switching the point of view to research, fibldowing definition for studying
learners and learning through tasks is offered,ciwhs, again, different to e.g.

researching teaching practices or assessment:

A task is a focused, well-defined activity, reld&alo learner choice or to learning
processes, which requires learners to use langweife,emphasis on meaning, to
attain an objective, and which elicits data whiclaynbe the basis for research
(Bygate, Skehan and Swain 2001: 12).

These definitions clearly illustrate how the cortceh task can be perceived
differently depending on the context. There areydwer, also many context-free
definitions which emphasise other aspects thangagkose, and they are introduced
next. For example, Ellis states (2003: 2) thatdexcby which a task can be defined
include the scope, authenticity and outcome otdlsk as well as the linguistic skills
required to complete the task in question. Moreokierperceives tasks as “activities
that call for primarily meaning-focused language”ug&llis 2003: 2), while pointing
out that some researchers have adopted rather dedamtions of a task, and cites
both Long (1985), who considers even painting adea task, and Breen (1989),
who sees any kind of language activity, includingreises, as tasks. In the more
recent literature, tasks continue to be defineddsg as e.g. van den Branden (2006:

4) sees a task as “an activity in which a persogages in order to attain an
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objective, and which necessitates the use of laggu®& similar view is offered by
Mishan (2004: 23), who defines a task as an agtihit a learner undertakes and “in
which the target language is comprehended andfosedcommunicative purpose in
order to achieve a particular outcome (goal).” Heeve a narrower definition is put
forward by Willis (1990: 127), to whom a task im“activity which involves use of
language but in which the focus is on outcome ef alotivity rather than on the
language used to achieve that outcome.” Basedepr#vious definitions, it can be
stated that a task can also be something thatdaslthe reaching of a goal through

language use, and that there are significant eiffees between the scopes of tasks.

Nevertheless, not all task definitions cite thechaéag of a goal as a priority, but
instead value communication and learner activityen®urposeful communication,
authentic situations and active learner engageraentparamount to Dornyei and
Kormos (2000: 276). Moreover, pedagogical tasks lmarseen through a different
perspective compared to the previous descriptiod @garded as “a piece of
classroom work that involves learners in compreim@dnanipulating, producing or
interacting in the target language, while theieation is focused on mobilising their
grammatical knowledge in order to express mean{iginan 2004: 4). What this
means is that even though pedagogical tasks malgavet a direct link to the world
outside the classroom, they still facilitate re@didanguage use. Real-world tasks
emulate life and language use in the world outdide classroom, and both
pedagogical tasks and real-world tasks, then, ptermsing language in the same
manner as it is used in real life. Moreover, thlu@ahat is put on communicative
competence can separate different task definitionto three different levels
(Littlewood 2004a: 320-321). On the first level nomunicative competence, which
Is discussed in more detail in section 3.3, isse®n as essential criteria for a task.
On the second level, tasks are not seen only asnoommgative but involving
communication. In other words, communication hasl@in a task but is not the sole
purpose of it. On the last level, tasks are seerelj@s communication activities.
Thus, even if tasks in principle require communamgt it can exist in different

varieties and amounts, in order to accommodatdiffarent learners.

Tasks can also be defined through their desigin #s case of one-way tasks and

two-way tasks. In a one-way task only one persos information to convey,
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whereas in a two-way task all participants havermftion to share, and therefore,
the tasks differ in authenticity (Long and Port&8%: 214). Moreover, it is pointed
out that a two-way task between a native speakgaaron-native speaker will result
in more conversational modifications, as also the-native speaker has information
that the native speaker requires. Hence, the najpeaker will monitor the
understanding of the non-native speaker and athest speech accordingly and use
negotiation strategies. It could be argued thea mative speaker simplifies their
speech to suit the abilities, say, of a Finnishempgecondary school student, the
communication is not authentic, as the native spealould not normally speak in
the same manner. However, if one participant pessesiformation that the other
does not have and attempts to convey it, commuaicté by default authentic, and
also in real life speech is continuously adjustecbeading to the context, also when
with other native speakers. Another distinctiomrthe perspective of task design is
whether a task is open or closed. An open tasknwagorrect answer and the
participants are free to find their own solutiofis, example, in a task where an
exchange of opinions is called for, and a closesk,téhen, strives for a precise
answer, such as drawing the right route on a madps (E003: 89). It can,
consequently, be stated that the nature of comratioit can be regulated to an
extent through task design. Furthermore, definasiks by their design is more of a
practical approach, which also elicits narrowerirdgbns, in contrast to those

previously described.

Lastly, one final definition of a task, which takié® connection to real-life language
use into consideration, is introduced. Skehan (128@8cited in van den Branden
2006: 8) defines a task by five criteria. Firsttgeaning is primary in a task, and
secondly, learners should not be given meaningsepooduce but facilitated to
produce meanings of their own. Thirdly, a task $thdne somehow connected to the
real world outside the classroom, and fourthly, tbenpletion of a task should be
seen as the priority. Finally, a task should bess=d as an outcome. From Skehan’s
lengthy list of criteria it can be noticed how matignensions tasks can have and that
it actually might be rather difficult to find a caise definition. Of course, as stated

earlier, a single definition is neither necessanyuseful.

Regardless of the fact that there is no consensuwlh@at constitutes a task, it is
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possible to find something that unifies tasks, dgdifion to the focus on meaning.
Nunan’s (2004: 4) view that a task can and shoeldlikided into parts, in his case
into a beginning, middle and an end, representsdh@non perception of a task as a
complete communicative activity that has differstdages (Cameron 1997: 347).
Moreover, similarly to Skehan, Prabhu (1987) anddkes (1986), as cited in
Bygate, Skehan and Swain (2001: 10), emphasiseattegk must have an outcome
that can also be assessed in some way. Writtelomets are probably the easiest to
assess, while an oral task, the outcome of whicHoisexample, the sharing of
opinions, is quite likely the hardest. However,ihang at an outcome does not
guarantee reaching the aim of a task becauseptssible for a learner to complete
e.g. a spot-the-difference task without engagingcammunicative language use
(Ellis 2003: 8). In fact, it can in no way be warted that learners reach the goal, as
there are as many ways to interact with a taske®tare learners (van den Branden
2009: 264).

Summary of task definition

To sum up, several definitions of a task, some bictv may either compliment or
overrule each other, have been introduced in tle®igus paragraphs. However,
there is little merit in the broader definitiongych as Long’s, in the context of
teaching and learning a non-native language. Neitee any of the narrower
definitions completely correspond to the aspectplasised in the present study.
The factor of real world-relatedness is an impdrfaart of any given task and, thus,
e.g. van den Branden’s views lack a fundamentaaspf TBL — the connection to
real-life language use. However, the many defingiof a task reflect its many
possibilities of usage. Moreover, the flexibility the term can be considered a
strength, as it gives its users the freedom to Idpvéhe definition to suit their
purpose, therefore, elements from these differefintions have been combined in
order to describe a task that is the most relet@iite present study. Thus, on these
grounds and in the context of this study, a tasklained as a communicative,
meaning-focused, goal-oriented activity, whicheet$ real-life language needs, and
which can vary in its scope and manner of comphetand which can be used for
pedagogical or research purposes or both simulteshedndeed, the aim of a task is

not flawless language reception or production lagtiral interactive language use.
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2.2 TBL and its Origins

As it has now been established what a task isptegent study is continued with a
discussion of TBL as a method. It is important tention that TBL, on this occasion,
it is examined in terms of language learning. Térens task-based teaching (TBT)
and task-based language teaching (TBLT) have atsm lused in the literature.
Nevertheless, the approach is often called merdy, Twhich emphasises the
learner’s role as the one controlling their leaghprocess, and their place at the
centre of the approach. Irrespective of that then t€BL has been adopted in the
present study, the impression that teaching hassadignificant role in TBL is not
wished to be given. On the contrary, it is also am@nt for practitioners to know
how to implement TBL theory into practice, and fxample, Willis and Willis
examine TBT in their bookoing Task-Based Teachitg007).

As research has not been able to establish howdagglearning occurs best, TBL
can be seen as experimental to a degree, althbigybased firmly on research. It is
noteworthy that TBL is indeed primarily concerneithwanguage acquisition instead
of language learning in the traditional sense atehgts to liken learning an L2 to
that of acquiring a first language (L1). Moreovaithough it is not exactly known
how an L1 or an L2 is acquired, there is insight inow language acquisition may
be impaired, and TBL aims at reducing the effedheke negative factors, which are
elaborated on in Chapter 3. In the following, acdigsion of the characteristics of

TBL is provided first, after which the origins dfe approach are explored.

Description of TBL

TBL is a form of authentic learning (of which maresection 3.2), in which learners
engage in a task or a series of tasks emulatifngife@ommunication in the target
language. The aim is to create the impression @idhguage having a concrete use
in learners’ lives. Emphasis in TBL is placed oe tearners, not the teacher, who
merely presents the tasks to the learners, whotlaea expected to produce
interaction (Seedhouse 1999: 150). Moreover, ireotd successfully complete a
task, communication between the learners is redu®me of the aims of TBL is to

give learners possibilities to rehearse real-woaleks in the safety of a classroom



14

environment; another is to support language learnerachieving communicative
goals (Nunan 2004: 20). Furthermore, TBL aims attng surroundings that help
language learners develop a positive self-imagd, the idea that a task usually
renders the participants as language users, noielsa as introduced by Ellis (2003:
3), is descriptive of TBL. This view representsalbgical emphasis on perceiving
non-native speakers, indeed, as users and notelsaof a language, which might
function as a motivational starting point for naaivie speakers, as what thegn do

is focused on instead of what they gahnot

The task-based syllabus “approaches communicatiegvledge as a unified system
wherein any use of the new language requires tamde to continually match
choices from his or her linguistic repertoire toe tlsocial requirements and
expectations governing communicative behaviourtantheanings and any ideas he
wishes to share” (Breen 1987: 161, as cited in Saesk 1999: 149). In other words,
the learner has to use all their linguistic resesarand knowledge available and also
take social conventions into account. Thus, they md have the luxury of
formulating isolated sentences gradually but, exdtehave to communicate as one
does in real life. This is why tasks form a linktween the reality of the outside
world and the pedagogy of a classroom (Littlewo@@4a: 324). Regarding task-
based syllabi, however, there is sparse evideratetliey function better than other,
language-centred syllabi (Ellis 2003: 10). In aiddif neither is there sound evidence
on the usefulness of other approaches, and obyiossfulness is an elusive concept
depending on who is attempting to define it. Newveldss, if teachers are following a
task-based curriculum to such an extent that thess nmcidental opportunities to
focus on form when learners would benefit fronthe learners’ needs are not being
met (McDonough and Chaikitmongkol 2007: 124).

Origins of tasks

As tasks and TBL have now been discussed, the ®wolaf the approach is studied
next. Tasks are the result of changes in L2 pedagpgnning the last forty years
and an attempt to reflect what is understood bguage learning today, which will
become clear from the following. TBL has been redead for some thirty years,

and, as previously stated, tasks are a part afeisitén communicative approaches or
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communicative language teaching (Loschky and Bleysvan 1993: 124, Nunan
1989a: 12). Moreover, the interest in tasks wascqued by research into
conversational analysis of L2 speakers, and indeestts are often associated with

oral performance (Crookes and Gass 1993: 1).

In the following, the developments in L2 pedagoggading to TBL are briefly
presented as outlined by Kumaravadivelu (2006). ditenges in language pedagogy
can be inferred from the focal points of succesapproaches: first, the roles of the
teacher and the language were considered paranaftertwhich the interest shifted
to learners and after that, to learning (Mishan£200Q. The tenets of teacher- and/or
language-centred approaches are not explored,egsatie somewhat outdated and
have little to do with TBL. Furthermore, developrtgerin SLA research are
discussed later in section 3.1 and the followings aas a brief glimpse into the
changes in beliefs about language learning andhiteg.c

Origins of tasks: learner-centred approaches

The origins of TBL lie within methodologies that phasise the learner’s role in the
learning process. In this section, a short overnvaéwearner-centred approaches and
their history is provided as outlined by Kumaravadli (2006: 116-134). Firstly,
language teaching methods started shifting frorgdage-centred methods, such as
the audio-lingual method and grammar translationthow to learner-centred
methods. Secondly, while the focus on the learmed tasks is the result of
emphasising communicative language teaching amditgpsince the late 1960s and
1970s, what was meant by communicative approachssuwderstood differently by
different teachers and teacher educators. Thil@tner-centred pedagogues took
advantage of e.g. sociolinguistics and discoursalyais in developing their
approaches. Fourthly, learner-centred pedagoguesidezed meaningful learning a
condition for internalising language systems arsb aégarded grammar instruction
necessary. Finally, meaningful communication in¢lessroom was to be facilitated
by employing information-gap activities where oearher knew something the other
did not, allowing learners to decide what to sagf how to say it by offering open-
ended tasks and exercises, condoning errors and asthentic language as well as

activities which required integrating listening, itvmg and speaking skills. While
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learner-centred pedagogues must be given credhi¢diighting the importance of
such basic concepts as negotiation, interpretatmal, expression, they failed to
perceive language learning as anything but lineat additive, as language- and
learner-centred methods both concentrated on thygepties of language rather than
on the processes of learning (Kumaravadivelu 20089-130). Currently, the
acquisition of competence is viewed not as additive adaptive and learning as a

process of on-going “revision and reconstructioWiqdowson 2003: 140-141).

Origins of tasks: learning-centred approaches

As the interest shifted from learners to learniagks remained a relevant approach,
as their characteristics responded to what learoemjred teachers wanted to
achieve in the classroom, as illustrated by théowohg, in which five different
aspects of learning-centred approaches are prelsasteutlined by Kumaravadivelu
(2006: 135-156). Firstly, learning-centred appraa;tsuch as the Natural Approach
developed by Krashen and Terrell (1983) and the i@onicational Approach by
Prabhu (1987), are based on the belief that exgliammar instruction is not needed
and that language is best acquired when the fogusoi on the language itself.
Secondly, learning-centred practitioners consi@eigliage development incidental
and meaning-focused, as well as comprehension-baseédcyclical and parallel,
even if there is a great deal of evidence suggeshiat learners of an L2 need to
notice the linguistic properties of the languagephying conscious attention to them
as well. Thirdly, learning-centred practitionerdiéee that once an L2 learner has
achieved comprehension, the ability to produce antlerge automatically, and thus
the importance of learner output is minimal. Howewhis notion is arguable, and
Swain’s (1985) Output hypothesis, which advocatesmportance of learner output,
is introduced later. Fourthly, the merits of leagicentred approaches lie in that
they prefer the process of learning over languagered teaching. Finally, however,
the first learning-centred pedagogues did not ereadre than limited possibilities
for interaction in the classroom, did not consither intake factors that play a role in
L2 development nor did they answer several othezstjons regarding e.g. the

developing and evaluating tasks or how to changehir education accordingly.



17

Summary of TBL and its origins

In conclusion, TBL originated from learner- and rteéag-centred approaches to
teaching as well as from an interest in communrealianguage teaching, and
furthermore, the approach was created by practit®onand then adopted by
researchers. However, TBL has meant different thitagdifferent people, but the
main principles behind TBL are learner-autonomy &bcus on meaning, which
serve to emulate L1 acquisition. On engaging in TRBLlearner has to use all
available linguistic resources and previous expegs, as they would in real-life
communication, and not concentrate on drilling dipalar feature of language. The
teacher’s role is that of a facilitator, and leasnare required to participate actively
in producing output with an authentic content. hors, TBL aims at generating

speakers who can survive in the target languagedauthe school gates as well.

2.3 Task Design

A successful task is preceded by a process ofudarehsideration because learners
cannot merely be given a topic of conversation expkected to then produce output.
A task designer must be able to motivate learnedsbe aware of how any choices
made affect the nature of the task and the achiiyabf the goals that have been
set. There are a myriad of factors which can obstask performance, starting from
how the teacher presents the task to the persaationships and levels of
motivation of the participants. There are also dextthat impede with SLA in
general, and they are discussed later in the studyhis section, task design is
examined particularly in terms of elements that actporal performance and task

difficulty. Finally, the role of grammar in tasks elaborated on.

Task design: factors to take into account

Planning has a central role as far as task outasne®ncerned, and as with any
instruction, also selection, gradation and assestsofetasks are relevant aspects to
consider. Tasks can be seen as comprising of tweapy elements: input data and
instructional questions that make learners engaigje thve input in some manner
(Wright 1978, as cited in Ellis 2003: 17). It isteaworthy that unlike many, Wright
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does not list goal as one element, as he belidvastasks only have discourse
potential. Moreover, he asserts that input mussgig into two components, input
and conditions, input referring to the data andddaoons to the way the data is
presented, e.g. providing split or shared inforomatiln addition, Wright also
advocates taking into account the procedures agdiqgted outcome when designing
a task. Procedures refer to practical arrangen@ntzsks, such as giving planning
time or dividing learners into groups or pairs. Eaver, the outcome can be seen as
a product, e.g. a list of differences between twctupes, or as a process that

generates desired linguistic and cognitive occuesn

What the observations by Wright mean in practidias a task designer must decide
on four things: firstly, what they hope to achievieh the task, i.e. what the outcome
of a successful task should be, secondly, what &fndput, i.e. material, is used as a
starting point for the task, thirdly, how to preseéhe input and what to ask the
students to do with it, and fourthly, what the sulef working are, i.e. what time
restrictions or other limitations to give. Furthems, it should be considered if the
task can be performed by learners of varying sé&ikels and how to accommodate
for the differences between learners. Finally,hié task is used as the basis for
evaluation, a teacher must settle on how to grag@érformances. This multitude of
factors relating to the design process demonstratgscareful planning is in order
and highlights the fact that tasks are not somgtkhiat lessen the role of language
teachers, but who, indeed, become facilitatorgaifring.

Different types of tasks produce different typesootput, i.e. learner speech. In
section 2.1, open and closed tasks were introduomadg (1989, as cited in Ellis
2003: 89-90) suggests that closed tasks are moarefibl since a learner has to
strive for a specific answer and open tasks, sgatistussions, may be experienced
as de-motivating because they allow learners toddraa difficult topic. Moreover,
this perception is discussed further by Ellis (2003-100), who observes the
following. Firstly, it would seem that closed tadksd to more negotiation, i.e. to
clarification requests and confirmation checks, rgas open tasks produce longer
discourse turns. This should be remembered by ¢eackhen they decide what the
pedagogical aim of a planned task is. Secondlyyificiation requests and

confirmation checks act as feedback to the learaed, feedback in the form of
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clarification requests elicits altered output, kalconfirmation checks. Thirdly, topic
and familiarity affect task performance, which i€laim also supported by Prabhu
(1987), who found that the familiarity of task tymeproves performance but over-
exposure results in fatigue. Furthermore, the tgladf task structure impacts
performance since an explicit nature of a tasksfrise learner to focus on a more
detailed on-line performance (Skehan 2001: 178)hds also been noted that
production tasks by definition are unscripted, bettain task structures can elicit
certain discourse conventions (Bygate 2000: 18%redver, the familiarity of the
interlocutor affects task performance in the sarag iwaffects all communication, as
established in sociolinguistics (Ellis 2003: 98).dther words, it is possible to an
extent, depending on task type, to predict thereatfioutput. However, the fact that
misunderstandings between learners will inevitablgcur, is not a negative
development, but something that makes them usenatiee strategies in order to be
understood and to understand, which then helps tteamlop as language users.

Moving on to task difficulty, there are three segide factors that should be taken
into consideration: code complexity, cognitive cdexty and communicative stress
(Skehan 1998, as cited in Elder, lwashita and Mc&tam2002: 349). Code
complexity refers both to linguistic and vocabulagymplexity, whereas cognitive
complexity is dependant on information type andaargational structure. The latter
includes the familiarity of the task as well as gere and the topic of the task. On
the other hand, communicative stress is connectgd the practical side of
performing a task, such as the number of partit¢gpanvolved and the time
restrictions faced. Moreover, assessing the ditfjcaf a particular task from the
perspective of the learner is challenging. For edamPrabhu (1987) reports on a
five-year teaching project, the goal of which wascreate such conditions for
learning English that they would elicit communiocati in the classroom, and
describes how the teachers of the project aimeshsiring that the tasks were both
cognitively complex and linguistically feasible kalso difficult yet manageable. It is
impossible to guarantee that every learner willezdgmce every task as challenging
but doable, but tasks allow a single student tetion according to their own skills.
One task can be challenging for learners of diffepgoficiency levels because the
learners are able to set their own standards alhad@hplete the task. Obviously,

this aspect to TBL involves the risk that a leanvér not make a maximal effort, but
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that is the case with exercises as well.

Task design: the role of grammar

Although the teacher’s role is that of a facilitatmd the focus of the class should be
on meaning, the following guidelines about form gieen to teachers in Willis and
Willis (2007: 4-5) Firstly, it is natural for leaens to sometimes focus on language,
for example, when they are searching for an apatgpword, and the teacher may
help them by supplying words or repeating learritarances and thereby acting as a
participant in the interaction. Secondly, teacheey draw attention to a form that is
present in the task but they should not diminish fihcus on meaning, and thirdly,
any focus on form should be generated after theptetion of a task. Indeed, even
though tasks focus on meaning, they do not excthéeacquiring of form. The
following three points observed by Prabhu (1987769 illustrate this. First, while
conveying meaning takes precedence, TBL is desigoezhable learners achieve
grammatical conformitywhich is a statement that is also echoed by $Vdind
Willis (2007: 8), who find that grammar in TBL hast been ignored, but it just is
not the starting point. Second, acquiring gramrhasugh communication is thought
to be the result of a learner operating his orihtarnal system of abstract rules or
principles on a subconscious level, while the cmnsc is concentrating on
understanding and conveying meaning. This meang tlncentrating on
communication does not disturb learners’ awarewédsrms even if they are not
focusing on them, whereas exercises hardly evealvaréently promote oral skills
and communicative competence. Finally, the crea@on development of this
internal system is not a straightforward processl i@ may take a long time for a
learner to notice a grammatical rule, and the amichs they draw from input may
at first be faulty or incomplete but develop anccdmae better defined through

exposure and/or acquisition of other related stmest
Summary of task design
In sum, designing a task requires great effort @er@eption even if on the surface it

may appear that the learners are doing all the wBefore the teacher can present

them with a task, depending on the volume of gyeat number of hours may have
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been spent on planning. Furthermore, grammar tegatan be a part of TBL, but
the teacher should try to postpone any focus am famtil the completion of a task in
order not to make the learners concentrate on @mwgterforming. Lastly, even if a
task designer possesses a good grasp of all theeels affecting the outcome, the
end result will always be out of their hands, athlibe levels of motivation and the
personal relationships of the learners will infloerhow they interact with a task and

with each other.

2.4 Advantages and Disadvantages of TBL

TBL, as any other approach to language learning, bath its opponents and
followers, and both sides have valuable pointsalke tinto account on critically
considering the disadvantages and advantages oépgheoach. As TBL and the
reasons why it is claimed to be a functioning apphoto communicative language
learning have already been discussed at lengttheaend of this section a brief
reiteration of the advantages is provided. Firgine critiques made regarding TBL

are discussed in order to establish what its litoihs are.

Disadvantages of TBL

While TBL generates communication, the nature ohas been criticised. One
negative claim made about TBL is that the commuiunat creates is of a narrow
variety that emphasises the completion of the téSkedhouse 1999: 155).
Furthermore, the argument continues that littlee@esh has been conducted to
support the claims of TBL providing learners witlona beneficial interaction than
other teaching methods do. While Seedhouse isaaatut the lack of research, it
must be noted that if a task-based language leamsiimation fails to function as
wished, it is not necessarily due to some innatakwess of the task or the kind of
language it produces, as there are three factatsrtfiuence the learning outcome:
learner contributions, the task itself and the emwnent where the task is carried out
(Murphy 2003: 353), as already discussed in theipus section.

In addition, it must be acknowledged that TBL mapt auit all language learning

contexts. As mentioned earlier in section 2.1, saske often described as
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communicative activities that require real commatan. To be able to produce the
communication required, a learner must possessc’biasnguage skills in the target
language. Moreover, according to Swan (2005), atusively task-based syllabus is
not adequate in contexts where learners are nobsexpto the target language
outside the classroom, and there is no researchlang-term TBL. Nevertheless,
even Swan advocates combining form- and meaningsixt approaches.
Furthermore, as previously pointed out, a focusirgquistic items can be assigned to

pre- or post-tasks, which means that there is rfwwra focus on form in TBL.

Assessing has also been named as one of the diagdea of TBL (Bachman 2002).
This is supported by Elder, lwashita and McNam&@0®), who find that teachers
would benefit from a greater understanding of thenerous factors that have an
impact on assessing task performance. In factgpeetiining the difficulty level of a
task has become a research interest for acaderhicd@sign tasks for assessment
purposes (Bachman 2002: 462). Moreover, it is sstggethat the complexity of the
issue and the variety of content-bound real-lifek¢arender the test designer’s
predictions of the test scores often unreliablexeler, as assessing test scores is not
an objective practice in any circumstances or wahy approach, it seems
unreasonable to cite unreliable evaluations asadeiantage of TBL, when, instead,

it is clear that TBL needs to find the suitable noeks of evaluation.

Advantages of TBL

While there has been criticism towards TBL, its @thages have also been
maintained As indeed stated earlier in this chapter, theeeaateast five reasons that
act in favour of tasks and TBL. Firstly, they ofte2 learners the chance to take part
in communication which coincides with how languages used in the world outside
the classroom. What this means is that learnersitr@a language as a whole, in
“chunks”, instead of focusing on a particular ph@eoon at a time. Secondly, TBL
allows every learner to function on a level appiaterto their language skills, i.e. it
suits learners with varying linguistic resourcebovwean engage in the same task with
each other, while performing at cognitively diffetdevels. Thirdly, TBL provides
learners with an increased sense of autonomy amdy avith it, quite likely a higher

motivation to language learning. Fourthly, taska ba organised in a way that the
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different stages of a task support and build onameher, and thus, provide a sense
of continuum for the learner. Lastly, the authdtticentailed in tasks can be
appealing to teachers and learners alike and bvemety into the classroom.
Moreover, TBL is based on extensive research i, f which more will follow

in Chapter 3. Thus, TBL is an approach with mangifpee attributes, which
coincide with what is known about language learnodgy.

Summary of the advantages and disadvantages of TBL

The criticism regarding TBL seems mostly basedlord issues: by the perceived
negligence of grammar, difficulty of assessment #red unsuitability to beginner-
level learners. Some of the criticisms seem fait,for example, a focus on form is
not shunned by TBL, instead, grammar is approadieed a different perspective.
However, assessing oral task performance appeadbg @an area that needs more
researchOn the other hand, the advantages of TBL have gntistlo, firstly, with it
being a practical approach to language acquisiionyhich real-life needs for the
target language are stressed, and secondly, wétlpitbspect of increased learner
autonomy and motivation. Furthermore, the possikdithat TBL offers teachers to
take the varying proficiency levels within a groaplearners into account is often

seen as an advantage.

2.5 Previous Studies on TBL

As mentioned before, the interest that has beeceglamn TBL has increased in
recent decades. As a result, the number of studirducted in the field has also
risen. However, little research has been conduatedemploying tasks to cover any
themes of a larger scale, or what Nunan (2004¥ catxi-tasks or projects. Most
tasks that have been examined and presented tttipreers seem to be isolated
units, and relatively quick to perform, and thusymack a proper sense of
connection to the real world. Moreover, the numiifestudies related to the research
interests of the present study is, in fact, ratber, as adolescent task-based learners
seem to have been a neglected group in the literaiuthe following, some studies
conducted relatively recently and with significant@ the present study are

discussed. These studies include themes such &sslalls, input and learner



24

motivation and perceptions.

The manipulation of different aspects of a task staslied by Murphy (2003), who
aimed to find out if the manipulation had an effentlearners’ concentration on a
particular feature, namely accuracy, fluency or plaxity of the communication
they produced. In addition, Murphy was interestadfinding out how learners
interacted with the tasks and if the nature ofitheraction interfered with achieving
the pedagogical goal. The results seemed to sughestit was difficult to
manipulate the task in such a way that the intendedagogic outcome was
achieved. In addition, it was found that the leeshpersonal characteristics, such as
fear of mistakes and appreciation of a particut@aaof language, were of a great
influence. However, all the students agreed that ghst-task error analysis was
beneficial, therefore, Murphy suggests that one teadpcus on a desired area would

be to discuss it after the task.

On evaluating performance in an oral task, Skel&91: 175-177) used the three
variables of accuracy, fluency and complexity, imhaould be identified from task
transcripts. Furthermore, accuracy was determingdcdunting the grammatical
errors per clause, fluency by counting the numbigramises lasting more than one
second per five minutes of performance, and conigldyy a subordination index.
The results implied, rather surprisingly, that taeiliarity of the task subject, for
example, talking about personal matters, does eo¢ssarily mean greater accuracy.
In addition, the effect of familiarity on fluencyas slightly better but other factors
could have impacted this result. Finally, it wandaded that dialogic tasks are, in
general, associated with fewer errors and greataptexity, whereas lower fluency,

on the other hand, was related to interaction.

The former results are supported by Carless (200B) studied learners’ use of
their mother tongue during tasks. He found thaemsive use of the L1 during
language instruction may affect the promotion & target language. Moreover, it
was found that there are several factors that mayease the use of the mother
tongue instead of the target language, for examyigmiliar topic (Carless 2008:
336). Thus, it seems to be possible to preventnsite use of the mother tongue
with appropriate task preparation. Furthermore, ithportance of target language
use is expressed by Duff and Polio (1990) who dtaée while the quality of the
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input is important, the quantity of the exposuressential, as it is needed in order to
make it possible for SLA to happen.

In East Asia, TBL, as well as communicative langusgaching in general, has been
interspersed with practical and conceptual obstacks reported by Littlewood
(2007) based on both his own work and other pubtisteports. Concerns expressed
by teachers in several sources included the diffiaf classroom management in a
communicative classroom, the excessive amount dhendongue used by learners
as well as insufficient language skills for perfamgy communicative activities, and
teachers’ lack of self-confidence or actual lackcommunicative skills. Moreover,
learners often do not try to exceed the minimumpoutequired to perform an
activity. In addition, examinations and universigntrance exams concentrated
heavily on written communication, grammar and vataty;, therefore,
communicative language teaching did not prepare $hedents for them.
Furthermore, it was questioned whether TBL evetsdhie fundamentally different
East Asian philosophy of learning and educationwhich transfer of knowledge
from teacher to pupil and lengthy accumulation nbwledge are emphasised. In
some cases, in South Korea for example, this méetdeachers pretend to follow
the communicative educational demands set by thee@ment but in practice
continue to teach as before, or in others, aspardahe practices or not “adopted but
adapted” to suit the given environment, which mayalpositive development in the
end. One reason for the state of affairs is thatyni@achers have misunderstood the
concept of communicative language teaching aneéwelihat means only talking and
no grammar instruction. Even though the study iresjon concentrated on
implementing TBL in Asia, similar difficulties magrise in other cultural contexts as

well.

The cultural contexts of teaching were also studigdBurrows (2008), whose
research interest centered on how much culturgb@tiplapanese learners needed
when patrticipating in TBL. His study provided tr@léwing observations: Firstly, it
may be unreasonable to expect input and activecyation from a Japanese learner
as the learning culture they are accustomed tootxpi@ fact, less participation from
the student. Secondly, the more traditional apgrdacclassroom interaction with a
teacher might actually be preferred by them (Bus@®®05, as cited in Burrows
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2008). Thus, learners unaccustomed to learner aotpnshould be gradually
introduced to the new style of learning and not ehemprovided the input. The
practical problems in terms of students, such hgtance to exceed minimal input
in the L2, that were recounted by Littlewood (2QE also supported by Burrows’
study, which suggests that activities should beediat facilitating a sense of success
and making learners think about language learnind Bow to make it more
effective. In addition, the Western ideals of learmdependence and individuality
should be addressed to make learners aware of difésences and to know what is

expected of them.

TBL has also been studied from other points of yWich expand the insight into
it. As an example of the range in the literatuhee¢ studies with different interests
are now presented. Firstly, the effects of pre-teesicher-provided materials and
input on learner performance were studied by Bo$2i®8). He was interested in
finding out whether task preparation diminished thgthenticity of task-based
communication if learners relied on the materialevigled for them rather than
producing real communication themselves. The stahcluded that the positives of
using pre-task materials overcame the negativesorfey, learning grammar
through a task-based approach was studied by Bowb&llis (1991). Their research
interest lay within how EFL students in Japan legrammar through tasks. The
results showed that the communicative approach gieanthe discussion of a
particular grammar issue in question, and thuspeieed the students’ knowledge of
it. Thirdly, the individual and social variablesiles in oral task performance were
studied by Doérnyei and Kormos (2000). The studywsktb that motivational
variables have an impact not only on how learnerfopm in a task but also on how
engaged they are when participating in one. Thegethas been significant research
into varying areas of TBL, which provide usefularmhation for task planners and

executors.

Lastly, in direct relation to the research intesest the present study, both student
and teacher impressions of a task-based EFL catiiegd hai university were studied
by McDonough and Chaikitmongkol (2007). The cowseered a period of over 12
months, during which data was collected for a datiie analysis. The data

consisted of written and oral task evaluationsynieg notebooks, observations,
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course evaluations and interviews. The results sdaWwat the teachers and students
felt that the course corresponded to the studeetd’academic needs and increased
their independence as thinkers and learners. lardetp real-world relevance, the
students seemed unsure about how they could apgiyrtewly-learnt skills outside
the academic context, even though many of theradtadving learnt something that
would benefit them in the future as well. Moreouvtie students reported that they
needed time to adjust to a task-based course.l¥irthe students and teachers
agreed on an increased need for teacher feedbdcgugport, as the students stated
being hesitant about understanding the task instns correctly and performing in
the desired manner. In addition, it was establighatiteachers needed to make sure
that learners comprehend the purpose of an aciinitys relation to broader task

objectives.

Summary of previous studies on TBL

Even though the interest in TBL has been growihg,tumber of studies relevant to
the present study is not large. Yet there are ntpglitative case studies among
recent research, the methodologies of which coompwith that of the present
study. Significant areas of inquiry have includeothboral skills and grammar
learning through tasks, as well as student motwmaand perceptions. However,
research into adolescent or younger learners has §earce, and in particular any
Finnish studies matching the interests of the mrteseidy have proved to be non-

existent.

3 ASPECTS OF LANGUAGE ACQUISITION AND LEARNING

The approach to language learning (and acquisitibal is applied in the present
study has now been introduced at length, and nexd necessary to examine
language learning and SLA from a few select petspess SLA, however, is a
fragmented field because of two reasons (Long 2@Q.7Firstly, researchers come
from a multitude of backgrounds, linguistics andygelogy, for example, and
secondly, it consists of dozens of different thesrimodels or hypotheses which are
applied in different domains. Moreover, as with asther discipline, there is no
reason to expect that even the majority of thenh stdnd the test of time, and in
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addition, SLA research is not very interested inde2lagogy (Long 2007: 16-18).
Even though SLA and L2 teaching are two differaatdf, an attempt is made to
discuss such research into SLA that could be etgulan favour of the present study
on designing and conducting the task. In this advapthat is known about SLA in
general is looked at first, which then is followyl an introduction to authenticity in
language learning, and, finally, by an examinatioto gaining communicative

competence.
3.1 Common Perceptions of SLA

As the main aim of TBL is to facilitate the holstacquisition of a language other
than the L1, it is relevant to examine what is knaabout SLA and how it may be

aided, or thwarted, for that matter. In the follogj some common perceptions of
SLA are briefly canvassed, after which the origiigesearch into SLA as well as
current and possible future interests are briefgsented. In addition, four central
themes are discussed: the cognitive abilities effthman brain, the roles of input
and output, the age of acquisition (which conneotgognitive abilities) and the

relationship between SLA and L2 pedagogy.

Description of SLA

Despite the fact that teaching languages has aresdong history behind it, it is
not clear how exactly languages are acquired, huasg, thow they should be taught.
Language acquisition (of first, second and posshlecessive languages) consists of
internal phenomena, which are impossible to mea&taeroll 2001). The nature of
these phenomena can only be examined by observéigexternal manifestations,
i.e. the development of language competence, basetdhich teaching then can be
planned. Furthermore, acquiring and learning laggeaare indeed commonly
viewed by SLA research as different processescasigng a language refers to the
unconscious picking up of language, whereas legrainlanguage is more of a
deliberate attempt tdknow abouta language (Krashen 1982: 10). To put it
differently, while language learning is typicallgen as something more mechanical
and something requiring effort, successful languagmguisition is thought to entail

the somewhat automated competence to understangtathace communication.
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The fact that SLA researchers have not been abdeh®ve a consensus on how an
L2 is acquired makes designing tasks for languaspeching complicated and
challenging, and somewhat experimental in natumee @ing that researchers do
agree on is that SLA requires exposure to the tdegguage, i.e. input, but the
guality or quantity of exposure has been left nattnedefined. In fact, regarding
input, three things have been pointed out by Caf2001: 2-3, 215). Firstly, there is
no theory of input in SLA. Secondly, it is not knoWwow learners process the speech
that they hear, even though that process of hapdifiput is the beginning of the
formation any knowledge of grammar. Thirdly, it ispwever, significant that
infants’ and small children’s perceptual and cagaisystems are not so-called blank
slates. In other words, there is something predvirethe brains of newborns that
make them susceptible to acquiring a mother tonduefact, TBL attempts to

emulate L1 acquisition by providing meaningful ihpu

Human mind and SLA

One perception of the so-called pre-wired conditmfnthe human brain is the
Universal Grammar Hypothesis (usually associateéd Woam Chomsky), according
to which “there is a set of principles which goveh languages and are already
wired into the human brain when we are born” (kittbod 2004b: 516). Before and
during the 1950s, the approach to language acmusitas behaviourist (see e.g.
Skinner 1957), meaning that language was regardsiddily as a set of habits, while
“general learning mechanisms of some kind” werer seea satisfactory explanation
for humans being able to learn and do things (Clkgr2806: vii). At the same time,
a new field combining biology, psychology and limgiics was emerging, and its
approach to language acquisition was to examinedhaitive systems of the human
brain, which were believed to be based on bioldgm®perties of the brain
(Chomsky 2006: viii-ix). Research into syntax coctedl by Chomsky (e.g. 1957,
1968), which suggested that all natural languagesesl features in their so-called
deep structures, was an important part of the tiwgmievolution of the 1950s, as he
showed that “there is really only one human langudigat the immense complexity
of the innumerable languages we hear around us bristariations on a single
theme” (Smith 1999: 1). In other words, all humdmsve the same cognitive

capacities inside them and all languages sharprpension to arrange and classify
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themselves, for example, to distinguish betweemaand verbs or different colours,
because they are cognitively able to do so. IndéedChomskyan view of language
is that it is psychological or cognitive by nataed a part of human capital (Carnie
2006: 3).

Krashen’s classic hypotheses

SLA research became a science of its own righthén1980s. Thus, it is a relatively
new field of study, and one of the early classicthe field is Krashen (1981, 1982,
1985) who studied SLA with the language classroommind. Three of the
hypotheses formulated by him are still particuladievant to the present study: the
Input Hypothesis, the Monitor Hypothesis and théegtive Filter Hypothesis, which

are discussed next in the aforementioned order.

Firstly, according to the Input Hypothesis, for aisition to happen, input should be
slightly beyond a person’s current language skifleashen 1982: 21). However, as
pointed out by Krashen, a deliberate attempt tovigeoi+1 (wherei stands for
current competence) may be harmful, as in schoslptpils are not at the same
starting point compared to one another and itgsiable if the right order for SLA is
even known. Yet, when students engage in successfumunication and when

there is enough of it, i+1 will be provided for eyene automatically.

Secondly, moving on to the Monitor Hypothesis, Kes (1982: 15-16) posited that
the function of learning is to act as a monitort tbantrols the output produced by
acquisition, but three conditions must be met ideorfor a person to afford

monitoring: time, focusing on form and knowing tiage. This means that in order to
produce a grammatically correct utterance, a pehsmnto know the right way of

using a rule, put conscious effort into it and hadke time to think about it in

advance. Often in a two-way discussion this is pusible if language acquisition
has not developed sufficiently, and as claimed bgsken (1982: 19), some people
may in fact start to over-use their monitor, whildads to a hesitant style of
speaking, while some may not monitor themselvesland may end up producing
output that is difficult to understand. Thus, Krastound that there is such a thing

as the optimal Monitor User, which is also the gedac goal.
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Thirdly, regarding the Affective Filter Hypothesibere are personal characteristics,
mainly motivation, self-confidence and anxiety, ahiaffect SLA (Krashen 1982:
31-32). This hypothesis is explained as “those whatsitudes are not optimal for
second language acquisition will not only tend éelksless input, but they will also
have a high or strong Affective Filter - even iéyhunderstand the message, the input
will not reach that part of the brain responsibbe fanguage acquisition, or the
language acquisition device” (Krashen 1982: 31).tRmcontrary, a low Affective

Filter is supposed to help language acquisition.

Age of acquisition

The cognitive abilities of the brain, which allowrflanguage acquisition, are an
essential part of SLA research. As cognitive dbgithange with the development of
the brain, age has been thought to be a factainmgleo SLA in that the sooner one
starts to acquire a language, the better the seede e.g. Spolsky 1989). However,
as the research tradition has continued, recerk thvas tried to establish if any other
explanations than neurological maturity for any-egjated effects on SLA exist
(Singleton 2001: 80). It has been thought for gglome that every learner has their
so-called Critical Period, during which languagejasition is the easiest due to
neurological reasons, and after which “languageiiadepn of any kind is difficult”
(Singleton 2001: 82). He continues to discuss fmunter-arguments to the classic
Critical Period. These are, firstly, that no clead point for the Critical Period has
been established. Secondly, there have been reg@tsne late beginners who have
achieved native-like language skills. Thirdly, othexplanations than age are
available; and finally, that the causal relatiopshetween the Critical Period and
SLA has not been verified. Moreover, Krashen (1982 34-35) finds that adults,
too, are able to acquire language and believest¢hahing only benefits those who
do not have a rich source of input outside thesctasn. Originally this was
considered to mean those learners who do not fiva country where the target
language is spoken, but globalisation has changedvbrld since then and many
people are exposed to more than one languageiretreryday lives.

Young age has been regarded as an advantage inislaaldition to the Critical

Period, also because children are thought, firsdlyge more motivated to learn an L2
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to a native-like extent, secondly, to possess a&mositive attitude towards the L2 in
guestion and its speakers, and finally, to recesirapler input and less of it
compared to adults (Bialystok and Hakuta 1999)eéd] input and affective factors
are often seen as essential (e.g. Krashen 1982 researchers are less inclined
to support the view that children are superiordal® when it comes to motivation
and attitudes. Hyltenstam and Abrahamsson (2003 &&w on research carried out
by Long (1990) which found that there are flawstdies citing the aforementioned
factors as explanations for child-adult differencés example, the claim that
children naturally have higher motivation to lealanguage. Hyltenstam and
Abrahamsson continuhat, firstly, as it has been established thatnila¢uration of
the brain has a great deal to do with L1 acquisjtibwould be implausible that it
had no role in SLA, and secondly, that it woulddogially implausible to claim that
social and psychological factors did not influe®teA at all, and thus, they come to
the conclusion that both maturational and non-nagitbmal factors must have an
effect on SLA. This view has received support ia literature by Singleton (2001:
85). Furthermore, positive motivational and attihadl factors in addition to
extensive input may help to make up for a latet sianeurobiological disadvantages
(Bongaerts, Planken and Schils 1995: 45). Thudewhere may be such a thing as a
Critical Period, the end of it and/or being an adigles not have to signify the end of

being able to acquire a language.

Input and output

As input is a central concept both in SLA in gehanrad in relation to the present
study, it is important to give a more detailed diggion of it, and, furthermore, a
distinction between input and intake must be mégaut can be considered to be all
the language that is encountered, whereas intaluhas actually is ‘taken in’ and
acquired (Krashen 1982, Swain 1985). Some find tthatterm input is often used
erroneously and too readily, while its definitiangasily forgotten (Carroll 2001: 8).
Moreover, it is generally merely understood as cspebeard by learners or
something that stimulates the visual and auditemyses, and as Carroll finds that
what matters is not the external but the intersiad, suggests that the term stimuli be
used, because language acquisition has more tattahwe internal goings-on of a

person’s mind instead of the environment. Carrdtance can be, however, merely
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perceived as another way of distinguishing betwiapnt and intake, while it is, of
course, important to recognise that learners d@ratess all the input they receive.

Relating to input, Swain (1985: 248-249), howevkgught that the role of output,
speech produced by the learner, had been overlcakedtherefore, formulated the
Output Hypothesis, according to which “producing target language may be the
trigger that forces the learner to pay attentioth® means of expression needed in
order to successfully convey his or her own intehdeaning” (Swain 1985: 249).
She speculated that the Output Hypothesis mighbexghe phenomenon where one
can understand a language but produce it verydatyt as even Krashen (1982: 66)
had previously stated that understanding a languwlgs not require syntactical
knowledge, but lexical information and extra-lingfic clues suffice. In connection
with producing output, the possibility to negotidte meaning may aid SLA, and
learners who have the opportunity to take partnacupted interaction have more
chances to learn (Mackey 1999: 560), which is,cfrse, one of the main principles
in TBL.

Using the target language for communication maye&d, advance the acquisition of
it. For example, Long (1996: 414 as cited in MackE399: 561) finds that
“environmental contributions to acquisition are ma¢edd by selective attention and
the learner’s developing L2 processing capacityegative feedback obtained in
negotiation work or elsewhere may be facilitatiieSL. development”. In other
words, when a learner struggles to be understdusi,ntay aid e.g. the noticing of
different forms, as the learner is forced to coméhe realisation that something in
their output is lacking or different from that others. Thus, researchers have
claimed that if interaction is to affect learnelshguage competence, learners may
need to notice the gap between their input and.2halternative (Carroll 2001: 561),
while the “alternative” way to use the L2 is proeid by the interlocutor.
Furthermore, Mackey (1999: 584) suggests the udmasids to effectively achieve
interaction and advocates for more research int éxactly the positive influences

on L2 learning occur through interaction.
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Relationship between SLA and L2 pedagogy

Current research suggests that cognitive abiliéiess indeed the most significant
reason behind varying scores in language aptituets tand that there are
psycholinguistic processes involved in both explaid implicit learning, which is
why future research is likely to focus on examinimdhich abilities are related to
which processes” and whether learners who haverdiit strengths and capabilities
can learn in different ways and still achieve sssdéllis 2004: 534). However, SLA
researchers have been very vague regarding howrdssarch could be applied to
practice, and there is surprisingly little litenstuon the matter of how to use the
theoretical information gained through SLA reseaiah a source of practical
language pedagogy (Ellis 1997). In fact, it has bheén fully recommended by
researchers that the results of their studies péeapbdue to the young nature of the
field, and moreover, a number of practitioners hgwrceived the work of
researchers with disregard, as they have deemeghthbetween theory and practice
too great and considered the relevance of SLA teequestionable (Ellis 1997: 70-
71).

There are at least three factors which impede dlevance of SLA research from a
pedagogical point of view (Ellis 1997: 75, partlsadhn from Nunan 1991). Firstly,
much of the research carried out has taken pladsideuthe classroom, and
moreover, research that has been conducted ins&lenas interfered with classroom
conditions in order to accommodate for experimetgathing of some kind. In other
words, researchers have not merely observed leainetheir usual context but
changed the content and methods in one way or andBecondly, SLA tends to
focus on issues that teachers are not directly esoed with, and thirdly, any
practical applications of research findings haverbscarce. However, the role of
SLA in L2 pedagogy could be that of stimulatingeefion (Ellis 1997: 82). In other
words, SLA research and data can help when teaghihgped to raise awareness
instead of giving out direct answers. In additimsight into SLA may help teachers
to conduct research of their own (Ellis 1997: 683. it is currently accepted that
there is no one correct methodology which suitsedchers and learners and that
teachers should “develop a pedagogy to suited éor thwn specific situations”

(Littlewood 2007: 248), a working knowledge of Slcan help teachers to achieve
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this.

Summary of common perceptions of SLA

To sum up, research into SLA is a relatively neeldfj and rather little is known
about the internal mechanisms or cognitive strestuihat affect SLA. It has been,
however, speculated that the brain is more capablacquiring a language at a
certain stage, during the Critical Period, and thatemotions and attitudes as well
as environmental factors affect SLA of both adwtsl children, and moreover,
research no longer agrees that SLA is impossibieadlults. What is agreed upon,
however, is that SLA requires being exposed tatdinget language, as well as most
likely producing it oneself. Lastly, the gap betwe&heory and practise”, i.e.
research into SLA and L2 pedagogy, has been stgmifiand these fields have not
been able to form a uniform theory of how languages acquired, and thus, how
they should be taught, which is a possible arefutnire interest. To conclude this
section, the previous reporting on SLA concentratethemes relevant to the present
study, and the nature of these connections bet8eéntheory and the present study

are presented in more detail in Chapter 4.

3.2 Authenticity

The concepts of authenticity and task are closelated to each other, as
authenticity, too, strives for incorporating reabd-relatedness into language
learning. Moreover, as researchers have not agnedde usefulness of authenticity,
it is important to consider boiks advantages and disadvantages. In this sechien,
concept of authenticity is presented first, whishthe followed by a discussion of

both the arguments against and arguments favoiiring

Description of authenticity

Before authenticity can be discussed further, istnine considered how authenticity
can be defined. A relatively straightforward defiom of authenticity has been put
forward by Morrow (1977: 13, as cited in Mishan 20Q.1), who defines an

authentic text as “real language, produced by & spaaker or writer for a real
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audience and designed to convey a real messagena sort”. Authentic materials

are explained in rather a similar manner by Litbewitt and Singleton (1989: 25, as
cited in Peacock 1997: 146), who define them asenads$ that are not designed
particularly for language teaching purposes andchvisonvey some social function
in the given language community. Moreover, learnmngterials are paramount, as
Mishan (2004: ix) states that authenticity is ofmnveyed through the materials
used. As TBL aims to have a connection to theweald by creating possibilities for

learners to practice real-life language, using ewtib materials seems to become

relevant in the context of the present study.

Another way of incorporating authenticity into lamge learning is learner
participation, and in fact authenticity is begirmimo be more associated with
interaction than texts, which is a change broudidua by prevailing pedagogical
principles such as learner-centeredness, commuugoass and learner autonomy
(Mishan 2004: 1, 11, 16). Moreover, the illusivene$the concept of authenticity is
discussed by Clarke (1989: 73, as cited in MisH20¥217), who points out that “the
notion of authenticity itself has become increalsinglative, being increasingly
related to specific learner needs and less anddesserned with the ‘authentic’
nature of the input materials themselves”. Whats timeans is that learner
interpretation of and interaction with authentixtgeare also seen as authenticity, and

as important as the text itself, if not more so.

Arguments against authenticity

Having now defined authenticity, its disadvantageshe language classroom are
studied next. Both the negative aspects of authéexits and authentic contexts are
elaborated on.

There are several factors that argue against atithgnn languagelearning, as
pointed out by Widdowson (1998: 711). Firstly,stimpossible to employ authentic
language in a learning situation simply becausehef classroom environment.
Secondly, classrooms do not provide the contextaeagssities that language needs
in order to be authentic. Thirdly, the authentiaitfylanguage is context-bound as

well as only authentic for insiders of a certairsadiurse community. Finally,
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language learners are always outsiders to thettigguage community, and thus,
the language used by native speakers can neveuthentic for learners. These
arguments have been echoed in other literature edlsas, for example, Morrow
(1977: 14, as cited in Mishan 2004: 13) claims th#&gxt can only be authentic in its
original context and that if it is used to teachgaage, it ceases to be an authentic
text. Furthermore, the challenge of authenticityhist authenticity is indeed context-
and people-bound, and what is authentic for a traamay seem artificial for a
learner (Splitter 2009: 137). This may, howevespattem from a lack of skills on
the teacher’'s behalf to present the material tol¢leners, which may make any
material seem artificial in the eyes of the learner

Authenticity in the strictest sense may be impdedit» achieve in language learning.
In fact, some also find it unnecessary. Thus, tlewing arguments for the use of
artificial materials are, in fact, arguments agassgthenticity. For example, the use
of artificial listening comprehension material daa reasoned with making listening
activities easier for learners as well as providihgm with material which gives

them opportunities to notice target language fonvigch they then can pick up and
later use in communication (Gilmore 2004: 366-3®dreover, it has been argued
that language tasks are for learning purposestaddo not have to entail authentic
language use (Widdowson 1998: 714). Furthermore,aityument continues that
authentic language tasks are, in fact, likely toléss beneficial than purposely
designed language tasks or exercises. In additiomas been claimed that when
authentic materials are compared with artificiaésrbeginner-level students, in fact,
consider the authentic material less interestirga¢Bck 1997: 152). This may derive
from the fact that artificial materials often anienplified, and therefore, beginner-

level students can comprehend them better than coonglex authentic materials.
Arguments in favour of authenticity

Now that the arguments posited against the useitbeaticity as a part of language
learning have been established, some counter-argarmaee introduced next, which

see authenticity as a beneficial part of languagening for several reasons.

Two positive aspects of authenticity have beenfpvard by Gilmore (2004: 363-
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364, 368). Firstly, artificial language tasks aypi¢ally simple with straightforward

language use and thus, do not include aspectswbald be present in natural
communication, such as repetitions and hesitatiMdaeover, the typical course
book material reflects “a ‘can do’ society, in whitteraction is generally smooth
and problem-free, the speakers cooperate with ehen politely, the conversation is
neat, tidy and predictable” (Carter 1998: 47). Thasthentic materials provide
students with a more realistic view into languagee un the target language
communities. Secondly, the use of authentic mdtasia part of language classroom
is desirable because if language learners are edpoerely to perfect language in
listening comprehension activities, this may afféeir motivation negatively, as

they may feel that they will never be able to redlcht level of perfection in

communication. However, what learners fail to malis that this communicative

perfection to which they are exposed does not axisal life.

On considering learner interest, authentic mater@aé often more interesting than
conventional textbook materials and, consequersidyye a motivational function
(Little and Singleton 1992: 124). Furthermore, auatic materials provide learners
with richer target language input than artificiahterials do, and authentic materials
are also motivating. Despite his previously citéains that authentic texts are less
interesting to beginner-level learners, Peacoc®11957) found that the learners in
his study did, nevertheless, perceive the authemtterial as more motivating.
Moreover, the study showed that motivation refle@arning outcomes and,
therefore, is a criterion that should be taken iatgount when selecting teaching
materials. Finally, as suggested by Nunan (199},:ta%ks could be made easier for
less proficient learners, in other words, a teachight use authentic materials with
simpler instructions and requirements. For examp#&her than requiring the
students to understand the whole content of a &@xteacher could ask for an

explanation for the most important message convay#tk text.

In addition, it is currently possible for non-nailanguage users to be a part of an
authentic cultural context on the Internet, as tbhag participate in activities and
even produce content of their own. Participationcommunication in the target
language is without a doubt authentic even accgrtbrthe narrowest of definitions.

Internet and other technology can be used insideldssroom as well at home as a
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part of learners’ homework, in order to attain @utircity. It would certainly seem
that the advances in information technology havedated many perceptions of

authenticity conceived before the®Xentury.

Summary of authenticity

To sum up, it seems there are three main aspecihyoauthenticity should be
promoted: motivation, learner-autonomy and rea&-ffaterials, which entail cultural
information and realistic language. Those opposay aaim that artificial materials
correspond better to learners’ maturity to prodesyuistic items; however, this is
not supported by extensive research. In additlurse critical of authenticity find it a
flawed concept, as according to their definitiomth&nticity only exists in the
original context. It seems that many of the argusi@gainst authenticity are rather
based on philosophy than pedagogy, as much atteistigiven to debating a matter

such as when authentic texts cease to be authentic.

3.3 Communicative Competence

In theory, a language is learnt in school so thaan be used in real life. However,
there have been serious shortcomings in, firsthg teaching of speaking, and
secondly, in focusing learners’ attention on howus®e the language in varying
contexts. Greater emphasis has lately been platetiei Finnish National Core
Curricula for Basic Education (Peruskoulun opetussitelman perusteet 2004,
hereafter POPS 2004) and Upper Secondary Educgfition opetussuunnitelman
perusteet 2003, hereafter LOPS 2003) onto the demrio achieve communicative
competence in the target language. In other wah@simportance put on teaching in
terms of what to do with language has increasedthin following, the term

communicative competence and what it means in terfrisnguage learning are

examined.

Description of communicative competence

Communication, in a way or another, is a part efékeryday lives of human beings.

Most people communicate both through written andkep discourse, while oral
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communication is the primary form of language. Tglly any type of
communication requires two or more participants ean, for example, be compared
to sending and receiving, “picking up”, messagesiescribed by Rost (1990: 2).
Merely listening does not suffice, but one alsodseé understand the message
being conveyed. In fact, successful communicationsists also of other elements
than merely words put together to convey a mearling. also about sending out
one’s message in such a way that the intended mganil not be misunderstood or
considered inappropriate. Gestures, intonationresgons, choice of words and
cultural knowledge of language use are insepanaditts of communication. That is
why it is important to pay attention on how to coamitate in the target language.

Communicative competence “consists of grammaticainmetence as well as
sociolinguistic competence” (Kumaravadivelu 2006). 9n other words,
communicative competence refers to a speaker’gyalml communicate in a given
language in a manner appropriate to the cont&te term communicative
competence can be divided into smaller units, asedry Celce-Murcia (2007: 46-
50), whose list of the six areas in communicatiempetence includes socio-cultural
competence, discourse competence, formulaic com@ete interactional
competence, linguistic competence and strategicpetence. First, socio-cultural
competence refers to a learners’ pragmatic knovaeafgthe target language. The
importance of socio-cultural competence can beexeli through extensive exposure
to the target language culture, and thus, the tacgkure should be present in
language teaching. Second, discourse competeress itef everything that speakers
must do in terms of choosing and arranging wordd atterances to produce a
speech act. Third, linguistic competence includebonplogical, lexical,
morphological and syntactical knowledge of a lamguthat one must be able to use
while producing output. Fourth, formulaic competemoncerns with larger chunks
of everyday language that people commonly use, drample, idioms and
collocations. Fifth, interactional competence refén how people interact in the
given language, which may differ greatly from oarduage to another. The concept
may be divided further into three subareas: acli@mompetence, conversational
competence and non-verbal competence. Finallytesgiia competence refers to
different learning and communication strategiest thaguage learners use when

learning a language. Thus, communicative competenar fact, a result of several
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factors, all of which should be taken into consid@n when planning

communicative activities for the language class.

Communicative competence in the classroom

As the concept of communicative competence is lyraaultifaceted, there are
challenges in gaining comprehensive communicatikdlssin the language
classroom. In a school context, language learniprdlly is seen as a skill-learning
comparable to, for example, learning to play antrimsent and, furthermore,
instruction is designed to teach so-called targ#isswhich the teacher isolates and
explains to the learners who in turn practise thand, finally, learner performance is
then evaluated with preset criteria in mind thag gypically concerned with either
accuracy or appropriateness (Littlewood 1992: &7)other words, a language is
learnt through separating small units from the ervntwhile solely concentrating on
one unit at a time in a situation without any pautér meaning for the learners.
Moreover, when considering teacher-dominance irgdage teaching, it easily
creates a problem, as the learners are left witlefechances to produce language
themselves (Willis and Willis 2007: 135). In fastudies have shown that language
teachers may spend nearly 90 percent of the dlasstalking (Nunan 1989b: 26),

which gives little time for the students to taketpa actual communication.

Furthermore, it can be questioned whether languabesld be taught in the same
way as other school subjects, as language acguisginot an object of knowledge
in the way most other school subjects are, bud, itn fact, “a natural competence”
(Council of Europe 2007: 24). This view is also goted by Littlewood (1992: 62),
who argues that language learning is fundamentiffgrent from any other skill
learning that takes place in schools and, accolgingatural learning should be
given more emphasis. In addition, when languagéisskre assessed, errors, for
example, typically downgrade the evaluation of ene€ompetence. However,
hesitations and errors are parts of normal everydaguage use, even with one’s
mother tongue, as pointed out by Johnson (2008: I&6jact, error correction can
sometimes be pointed out as one of the main tasksteacher (Nunan 1989b: 31).
On the contrary, real-life language use contaiesnehts that language classrooms

tend to try to eliminate. When these aspects afrahtanguage use are marked as
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unwanted, it may lessen a learner’s willingnessde the language, and along with

that a teacher’s perception of the learner’'s comoative skill level.

Usually during language instruction, a learner adsnited amount of freedom to
choose, for example, the content or length of thgwt they produce (Willis and
Willis 2007: 135). This does not correlate with theguage use that learners will
face outside the confines of the classroom. Moredvem the traditional teacher-
centred, or language-centred, instruction learmalisinfer that the way they say
something is more important than the actual conteohg and Porter 1985: 209).
Consequently, some learners indeed may find imiatating to produce speech
freely if they have not been given the opportudydo so when they have been
learning the language. Tasks that resemble reallihguage use situations may
reduce these fears, as learners have been givarhdinee to practise conversing in
similar situations as a part of their studies.datftasks are aimed to provide learners
with experience of a wide range of discourse typesrder for them to be able to
produce real discourse of their own (Willis and W/il2007: 135). Even though
teacher-dominance does eliminate learner chancesouce the target language
orally, it is still occasionally argued that beiegposed to the large quantities of
input that is easy to comprehend, i.e. teacher tailk benefit the learning process
(Nunan 1989b: 26). However, listening tasks inosttshould offer a challenge for
the learners and thus, encourage them to dealasjlects that may be intimidating
but common in normal communication, such as natgeble to understand all the
words or expressions encountered, and moreoveniingy skills cannot be expected
to develop in a void (Rost 1990: 153).

The idea that any type of classroom communicatian be considered genuine
communication is challenged by Willis (1990: 58-5@ho, firstly, points out that

authentic communication, which is the key to acimg\communicative competence,
is obtained only by giving the participants theeffem to choose what they are going
to say. Thus, the communicative usefulness of #jpgair exercises can be

challenged, as often they do not give the speakersption to choose what to say,
instead they may, for example, instruct them todiae a given sentence into the
target language. Secondly, classroom communicatitigities cannot be considered

authentic if communication comprises of questionseal by the teacher, to which
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the answers are known by the teacher, or if langd@gns that should be used in the
communication are given to the students beforehR@edl-life communication rarely

possesses either of these features.

Summary of communicative competence

Languages provide human beings with the possibibtycommunicate with each
another. While communication can be both writted aral or non-verbal even, the
importance of oral skills has lately gained in pigesand they are, or at least should
be, emphasised in school. Communication consiswiftdrent sub-areas, some of
which are culturally-bound. This offers a challerigelanguage teachers, as learners
should not only be able to produce language, bey #hould know what kind of
language is appropriate in every single contexarhmg to communicate can only
be achieved by being allowed to practise it in stho

4 PRESENT STUDY

In the previous chapters, concepts that are paratmouthe present study, which
aims to examine the range of student opinions dagaithe task designed, have been
introduced. The student opinions of the task ifs#lthe authenticity in the task and
of gaining oral communicative skills by performitige task are of particular interest
to the present study. In this chapter, the resequelstions are introduced and, as the
present study is a case study, the nature of ¢adees is briefly established, which
are followed by task design and execution. Thesefa@towed by a report on the

collection of data and, finally, a discussion c# thethods of analysis.

4.1 Aims of the Study and Research Questions

TBL takes a communicative approach to languagenilegr therefore, it can be
argued to give learners better means to attainawgar communication skills in the
target language. Furthermore, the importance ofiggicommunicative competence
as a part of language learning has risen, as thls gb being able to communicate in
a manner typical of the target language as wehasng the ability to self-assess

one’s own level of language skills have been laitl for Finnish upper secondary
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school students (LOPS 2003: 100). Thus, learnepsildhnot only be exposed to
natural communication in the target language bwgb dbe able to produce it
themselves. Hence, TBL, the use of authentic na$eand gaining communicative

skills can be seen to have a connection with ow¢han.

As stated earlier, TBL is often claimed to offerlghen attaining better oral
communication skills in the target language. Caiticiews of the suitability of TBL
to language learning have been expressed, for dgaihpas been stated that young
adult learners in particular may find TBL methodptomost useful in learning a
language, while other age groups might not sea i@pealing an option (Carless
2008: 331). Furthermore, Swan (2005: 397), as pusly established, claims that
TBL is not well suited for learning that does nake place in the target language
community, as the exposure to the target languag¢hier surroundings is limited. It
seems that a number of studies on the suitabiifyBL. have been conducted, with
mixed results. There has been scarce research hoto learners themselves
experience TBL, except for McDonough and Chaikitgiast (2007), where the
scope of the study covered an entire task-basedse&dn English for university
students. The present study is interested in exagiearner opinionsas learners
have valuable information to share about what goes their minds when they are
trying to learn a language. When researching taskSLA, it seems that learners’
opinions are rarely asked, and instead, their pmdace measured, which is the
exact opposite of the present studyus, the aim of the study is to establish the
range of opinions of how Finnish upper secondahpststudents perceive one type
of task in terms of the task itself, authenticihdagaining oral communicative skills

in English.

There are two central research questions, whickodoe answered:
1. What are the students’ opinions of the task in gares well as of
the authenticity in the task?
2. What are the students’ opinions of the task asyaafg@aining oral

communicative skills?

The aforementioned research questions evolvede\tnd theoretical background for

the study was being researched. The intentioneptlesent study is to find answers
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to these questions by conducting a case study esgjrdng a TBL sequence for
Finnish upper secondary school students, whichlwegothem in engaging in a real-
world task that requires communicating with peopleo do not speak Finnish. In
addition to the research interests, the presentlystiso has a pedagogical
motivation, as it aspires to give the studentsctience to practise their oral skills in
a context which is new to most of them but whichregponds with the current aims
of language teaching. A focused, also known as -sémctured, interview was
chosen as the primary method of data collectioa,ghrpose of which is to elicit
student opinions of the task and which also melatit is possible for the research
guestions to change and become more defined deypeodi the data collected. In
addition, the present study includes questionndode filled in by the students at
the beginning of the course in order to gatherrmition on them as language users,
as well as another questionnaire after the tadietp the formulation of themes for
the interviews. The questionnaires also includéasdessment forms, in which the

students are asked to assess their own English aamation skills.

Nature of case studies

As the present study is a case study, examininghiagacteristics of case studies
become relevant at this point. Moreover, as a dgdy represents qualitative
research, it is explained in the following sectsord briefly compared to quantitative
methodology.

Case studies allow a variety of approaches to relse@unan 1992: 74). What
constitutes as a case study is not always straigtdid, as pointed out in the
following observations (Nunan 1992: 74-81). Firstthie limits of what can be
considered a case study are loose and can bergtipin different ways. A case
study can be a study of a single individual, butah also cover, for example, a
classroom or even a whole school. Secondly, casdiest share aspects with
ethnography studies, for example, in relation ®résearch philosophy employed, as
ethnography aims to describe cultures and grougsthns, the methodologies used
may be similar to case studies. However, theselaities or differences between
these two approaches are context-bound. Thirdlge catudies are aimed at

investigating a particular research interest invermg context and it is not aimed to
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produce information that could be generalised gpudied for other contexts. It may,
nevertheless, be possible to draw implications dionilar contexts but the main
interest is not to produce results that would ptevuniversally valid findings. In

other words, a case study is targeted at creatirdgeper understanding of a

particular case.

The following observations on qualitative reseaanold case studies are introduced as
outlined by Duff (2008: 30-45). Firstly, in qualiige research, the object of study
should be situated in its original context. Eveth# number of qualitative studies in
the field of applied linguistics has steadily iresed, qualitative research is often
mistakenly considered inferior to quantitative eesl for two reasons: first, the
existence of many poorly conducted qualitative istsicand second, traditionally,
quantitative methodology has been considered tiye valid approach to genuine
scientific study. This is mainly due to quantitatikesearch offering data that can be
presented e.g. in the form of numbers or chartbkeigualitative data, the analysis
of which is based more on in-depth interpretatierploration and description.
Secondly, a case study, indeed, represents intepmrgualitative research, the case
being the subject of study. However, there is s@mefusion over the term case
study, as it seems to mean different things toeckfiit researchers, but generally in
applied linguistics cases have either been langlegmers or language users in
either an instructional or non-instructional sitoat The advantages of a well-
executed case study include “a high degree of cetampéss, depth of analysis and
readability” (Duff 2008: 43). Finally, due to theaxploratory nature, case studies
may open up new perspectives and even result inthewries, as well as provide
evidence contrary to existing theories. This i® dlge reason why a case study suits

the present study, which is experimental in nature.

4.2 Data and Data Collection

In this section, the collection of data is elabedadn in detail. There were different
stages for collecting data. Firstly, the task, whieas planned as being compatible
with an upper secondary level English course, wassigthed. Secondly,

questionnaires were used to collect data botheab#yginning of the course, which

was the third obligatory English course on the umseondary level, as well as at
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the end, after the task had been completed. Firthkystudents were interviewed in
a focused interview partly based on the post-tagstijonnaires. Although the study
consists of three sets of data, i.e. the pre-tagkstipnnaire, the post-task
questionnaire and the student theme interviews, etmphasis is placed on the
interviews, while the questionnaires support thikection of the main data, mostly
in terms of their use for the interviews and plawgnihe task. These different phases
in collecting the data are now introduced in théeorthey took place in the present

study.

4.2.1 Task Design and Execution

The process of task design as well as the execuafidhe task is now described.
First, a general description of the task is giveagond, the task execution is
illustrated, and last, after the nature of the @néstask has been established, a
description of how the task design and executide taLA theory into account is

provided.

Task design

The first step in the data collection was desigritmgytask to be used in the present
study, and the theme of the task had to be chos@rebanything else could be
proceeded with. Moreover, the intention was toglesi task that integrated into the
general theme of the students’ English course, lwkvas studying and working,
because of which the textbook and other courserrakt@lso concerned witlhese
issues. Thus, the task designed was to cover tbeegs of applying for a job,
starting with finding an interesting job advertisamhand ending in a job interview.
There were three stages in the task, in fact,able ¢an be seen as consisting of three
smaller, separate tasks, i.e. first, the searclafmb, second, the writing of a cover
letter and a curriculum vitae (CV), and third, tbeal task, which was the job
interview with a speaker of English. However, farmoses of clarity, the three tasks
are from now on referred to as the three stagesefbig task or task sequence. The
main function of the first two written stages wasprepare the students for the job
interview, which is from now on also referred to stage three. The goal of the

present task was, therefore, the completion ofestagge. Furthermore, the students
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were given written homework which supported stdged, and they also took part in
a short activity before the interviews in orderrise awareness of appropriate job

interview etiquette.

Task execution

To begin the task, the course teacher asked thderstu to search for a job
advertisement on the Internet that interested tlaew they were given written
instructions, which included a list of addressesébsites where job advertisements
could be found. These instructions are enclosedAppendix 3. Furthermore, the
students were instructed by the teacher to writdl application for the job chosen,
including a cover letter and CV. These documenteewritten as if the students
were actually applying for the job, in other wordsey had to be typed out on a
computer using a word processing programme, priatgdsigned and handed in to
the teacher. The job interview was conducted aartagh class work a week after the
written documents had been submitted. The intervie®re conducted so that native
or near-native speakers of English interviewedstluglents in a context that, through
simulation, was designed to resemble an authesthiénterview situation as much as
possible. The interviewers were given the studeruseér letters and CVs in advance,
so that they were able to prepare for each intervidoreover, it was possible to
match job seeker interests with the intervieweas’for example, a student who had
applied for a job in Dublin, Ireland, was intervieavby an Irish interviewer living in
Dublin. Stage three of the task can be definedeagpnocal by nature, therefore, a
two-way flow required both listening and speakingni the participants (Ellis 2001:
49). Thus, the students were expected to use bheth English comprehension and

production skills simultaneously

As the interest of the present study lies not anlyfBL, but also in the use of
authentic materials in the classroom, using theerat available in the course
textbook was opted against, therefore, the studearts indeed asked to seek real job
advertisements on the Internet as a part of thepghication process and were given
a variety of possible Internet sites on which talfa suitable job (see Appendix 3).
They were, however, allowed and encouraged todmgdjob that interested them, as

long as the job advertisement was written in Ehglisurthermore, while the students
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were given the option of using the sample mateiialtheir textbooks on writing
their CVs and cover letters, they were also prayideh instructions of where on the
Internet to seek information on the process of ypglfor a job. The task design
relied greatly on the use of the Internet, butgtielents had the choice to use school
computers if they wished, however, it emerged thast of them had the resources
to complete the job application and CV at hormeportantly, it was emphasised
from the beginning that the oral task performanaailel not affect their course

evaluation and final marks given by their teacher.

Role of SLA theory in task design and execution

As stated in section 3.1 concerning with SLA resleaa brief return to task design
and execution is now made, in order to illustrdte tonnections between SLA
theory and the present study. Firstly, the diffeeebetween language learning and
language acquisition was examined since TBL ispgomaach to language acquisition
despite the term itself including the wdedrning Secondly, in order to plan a task,
it was important to know how different personalneémts, such as motivation and
anxiety, affected language acquisition either peely or negatively, which was then
dealt with in Krashen'’s Affective Filter hypothegi982). While it was not possible
to directly affect the learners’ personal charastes, the intention was that the
experience would be a positive one, which might,eleample, help the students to
relinquish possible anxieties of using Englishdaal communication. Thirdly, input
and output were considered in detail, becauseadh, fin the present study, the
student participants were forced to pay attentimrthieir output more than when
conversing with a peer, as they could not relytwirtcommon mother tongue. The
basic assumption behind why this was perceivedsaiiblwas that the more a person
produces output, the more fluent their output bezminMoreover, the aim was that
the participants would notice the differences betwéheir output and the input
received from the interviewers, which would makenthnotice the aforementioned
gap in their speech and that of the L2 alternatRegarding Krashen’'s Input
hypothesis (1982), it was important to examinertatire of useful input, and it was
concurred that in the present study, i+1 would lohieved during the task
performance, as the interaction was likely to awteally find a balance where the

interviewee could understand the interviewer andewvversa. Swain’s Output
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hypothesis (1985) was essential, as knowing thegshithat can interfere with
producing spoken language should be consideredvanze and taken into account
in planning the task sequence. The Monitor hypashas formulated by Krashen
(1982) pointed out the factors that were neededrdter for a student to produce
accurate utterances, namely, knowing the rule,casfamn form, and time, which
helped to understand the quality of their perforoesn Thus, abiding by Krashen’s
hypotheses, the participants in the present stwdydcbe seen as able to acquire
language and even benefiting from it more than fteaching an L2, despite the
Critical Period hypothesis, which posited the veontrary. Indeed, the Critical
Period hypothesis was examined because age hésotrallly been thought to be an
important factor in SLA. Finally, the relationshigetween SLA theory and L2
pedagogy was discussed in order to illustrate #ot that SLA research does not
have a direct influence on how L2 teaching hasiarking conducted, for several
reasons. This lack of “combining practice with théas also the reason why the

nature of the present study is experimental.

4.2.2 Participants

In order to complete the task, two different groopparticipants were needed. The
first group consisted of students who took parthie task as a part of their upper
secondary school studies, whereas the second gnag required to act as
interviewers at stage three of the task. Thesepgr@re described further in the

following.

Group of students

The students taking part in the study were firgtrystudents at a large upper
secondary school in Central Finland, and they vggven handouts to take home
where their parents’ consent was asked for theestsdo take part in the study (see
Appendix 1). Not all students returned a filledpimrental consent form, and thus, the
group of student participants consisted of thirtekments, three of who were male
and ten female, while the whole class participatethe task, as agreed with the
course teacher. Due to task design-related factach as having a number of people

involved in the task outside the student group, stuelent sampling can be called
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convenience or opportunity sampling (Ddrnyei 2008:99). The purpose of the
study required that the voluntary interviewers, ware discussed in more detail in
the next section, had easy access to the schaplastion, and thus, convenience or

opportunity sampling was a logical and feasibleiodo

In addition to the logistic factors, there wereethifurther criteria that the students in
the present study had to fulfil. First, TBL is pewtarly well-suited for adolescent L2
learners (Carless 2008: 331). Thus, a group ofesiisdthat consisted of boys and
girls aged either sixteen or seventeen can be asean age group well suited for
TBL. Second, TBL is the most applicable with leasneho already possess basic
knowledge of the target language (Swan 2005: 3], the students in the present
study had been learning English in school for asteseven years prior to starting in
upper secondary school and, therefore, could beeat@@ to have sufficient
knowledge and skills in the English language. Meegpthe Finnish Primary and
Secondary School curricula goals state that thenéea should as a result of formal
instruction be capable of comprehending structumgidrmal texts and audio
materials, but also able to manage communicatingone formal situations (POPS
2004: 141, LOPS 2003: 100-101). Thus, first-yegranpsecondary school students
could be, in principle, considered to have leamglih skills that enabled them to
communicate with people other than their peersserai-formal setting. Third, after
choosing the general topic to cover in the tasia$ needed to find a teacher and a
group of students who were doing this particulaurse in English at a time
convenient for the present study. Thus, considethiege three points, it is clear that
the chosen group of students was ideal for takiag m a TBL experiment, as

conducted in the present study.

Group of native and near-native speakers

The second group of participants that were involwvethe task consisted of native
and non-native speakers of English who acted agptheterviewers at stage three.
The decision to use these participants based ofolllogving factors. Firstly, one of

the claimed shortcomings of communicative tasksbeen that learners will create
communication despite their lack of language aaoyrand therefore, there is a

danger of them developing a way of speech that t¢iméy other learners in the
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classroom can understand (Willis and Willis 20074)1 In other words, there exists
a risk of a classroom idiolect being created, whscbomprehensible merely to other
members of that classroom and people who sharestldinguage. Thus, it was
decided to bring in outsiders that were competgetikers of English to conduct
stage three with the studenidoreover, it was hoped that the student participamt
the present study would notice the differences betwtheir output and that of the
interviewers. Secondly, there is a communicativedrfer interaction with competent
target language speakers so that learners are tiieeopportunity to use the target
language in a genuine way in a realistic commumeaituation (Canale and Swain
1980: 27-31, as cited in Aguilar 2007). The intentivas to employ language users
who could give the students an example of a wagffiéiently communicating in
English. In addition, presenting the students withituation where they would have
to communicate in English without the possibilibyrely on Finnish was strived for,
and as one of the aims of the study was to maxithseise of English at stage three
of the task, the students were, therefore, ledeleeve that these speakers had no
Finnish skills, which was only partially true, detnative and non-native volunteers
had all lived in Finland for more than a year, @asda consequence, had learnt some
Finnish. Finally, the decision to use both nativel @aon-native speakers was based
on the real-life language use that the studentsfagé outside the classroom. To put
it differently, it was found that having solely net speakers would not be sufficient,

as English often is used as lingua franca withraten native English speakers.

Keeping all the aforementioned criteria in mindlwxeers were sought to take part
in the study. Four volunteers were found among shelents of University of

Jyvaskyla. Two of the volunteers were male natipeakers and two were female
non-native speakers. All of these participants wszeond year Master’'s degree
programme students at the time the stage threbeofask was conducted, and as
non-native English speakers who are enrolled inaatlt’s programme conducted in
English must display a high level of language mieficy, the non-native

interviewers were considered suitable to take ipafie present study.

4.2.3 Questionnaires

The students taking part in the study were askddl ia two questionnaires as part
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of the data collection. The students filled in aspionnaire collecting background
information about them as language users at thentieg of their English course.

After carrying out the task sequence approximagedyweeks later, the students were
immediately presented with another questionnairehédp identify themes of

discussion for the interviews following later. Iddation, the questionnaires included
a self-evaluation of the students’ oral communaraskills in English. The pre-task
questionnaire is discussed first, which is followsda description of the post-task

questionnaire.

In the beginning of the course, the students wesleec to fill in a four-page
questionnaire (see Appendix 2) during the firstsées of their course in mid-
February 2010. The purpose of the pre-task quesiozmwas to collect data on how
the students perceived studying English, as welloagain information about the
amount of English they used in their everyday livEss data was needed mainly to
pre-evaluate the students’ participation in thé tssigned for the course, in other
words, the main function of the questionnaire wagdin background information

about the student participants as users and leaofi&nglish.

The questionnaire was divided into three separattions.The first part of the
questionnaire was based on The Language ContafileRitcdCP) questionnaire that
Day (1985) used to investigate how much influenmatact with English outside the
classroom had in learning the language. In ordetHs questionnaire to serve the
present study in the best possible way, we extentdey designing a second part
with questions that were aimed at gaining some dracikd information regarding
the group of students so that it was possible defig task without knowing the
students, as well as to pose questions on the aeease investigating. As mentioned
above, LCP has been used by studies interestedt@mnaining if exposure outside
the classroom has an impact on the learning regdibantine and Freed 2004: 162).
Despite its age, LCP is still used in research. (Erged, Segalowitz and Dewey
2004), and thus, cannot be considered outdateth®contrary, it has proven to be a
useful tool providing valuable information aboubdmage use outside the classroom
environment. Finally, in the last part of the qumstaire, the students were asked to
evaluate their conversational English skill levebr this purpose, the Common

European Framework (2002) descriptions of diffeqemficiency levels were used.
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The version provided by the Language Centre of TampJniversity (2010) was
used, however, some adaptations were made in dodethe texts to be more
appropriate for adolescents with varying Englislilskldeally in TBL, the task
designer is familiar with the particular studentsoware taking part in the task. As
the group of students was unfamiliar to us prioth® present study, it was necessary
to gather some information on them beforehand gshasised by Murphy (2003).
Thus, the main function of the pre-task questiomnavas to provide general
information of the students as users of English halp with the task designing

process.

Later in the course, after the completion of stidigee, the students were asked to fill
in another questionnaire (see Appendix 5). The-fas#t questionnaire consisted
partly of the same questions that were asked oftixgents in the beginning of the
course as well as of questions that were aimed ed¢rmining the students’
immediate feelings about the stage three of thk #@swell as the entire task in
general. This was done in order to establish ifstiuelents held the same views then
than after having had time to process the taskdtition, it was hoped that the post-
task questionnaires would support the formulatimigh@mes for the interviews.
Furthermore, the students were also asked to deathair spoken English skills
with the help of the proficiency level tables, itleal to those used in the first
guestionnaire. The purpose of this was to estalflidtere had been a change in the
students’ general self-evaluations, which wouldehendicated a significant aspect to

be discussed in the following interview.

4.2.4 Interviews

As the research interest lay within the studenpghions of the task as a whole, one-
to-one interviews (see Appendix 6) with the studemére chosen to be conducted.
In the following, firstly, the reason for the manrwé collecting data, and, secondly,

how the interviews were conducted, are discussed.

The methodological approach to the student intarddegan to build on two main
issues. First, the aim of the interviews was topeéeethe understanding on pre-set

themes that had already been introduced to (and tbg) students in the
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questionnaires, which also served the purpose @figing a general overview of
their opinions before the interviews. Furtherm@eme questions asked during the
interviews were based on the individual studentans in order to seek clarification
or further information for these previously expegs®pinions. Thus, the aim was to
form deeper insights into the students’ opiniongwiploying this particular type of
task in learning oral communication skills in Esbli Second, an informal approach
to the interviews rather than a formal one was ussdthe goal was to make the
students feel comfortable sharing their opinionsrédver, while a list of questions
related to the themes were used by both interviewisee Appendix 6), the
possibility of posing questions that suited eachi@aar interviewee was given, as
advised by Patton (2002: 409). For example, a heatructured interview was ruled
out due to the lack of freedom given to the patiats to express their own views.
Given that the main emphasis of the interviews wdwg set on given themes that
were found important in relation to the presentdgfua semi-structured theme
interview, or a focused interview, was chosen &s ritethodological basis of the

interviews.

A semi-structured interview gives the intervieweasre freedom in terms of
expressing their own opinions than a structuredrunew would. A semi-structured
interview is build around themes that the intengewvishes to discuss with the
participants (Eskola and Vastamaki 2001: 33). Titerviewer’'s role is that of a
guide that leads the discussion into the areastefast, while keeping an open mind
about the developments the topic may have incudedng the interview, and
moreover, in semi-structured interviews, the inmw questions are typically the
same with each participant but not necessarily caskethe same order (Doérnyei
2007: 136). There are, however, several differgméd of semi-structured interviews.
A focused interview, which was used in the pressnty, is a semi-structured
interview which relies more on the themes rathantbn specific questions. In other
words, the themes of the interviews, or the tothes the interview will cover are the
same for each participant but the order of the ttqpresas well as the exact questions
may be different from one interview to another @jirvi and Hurme 2001: 48). The
focused interview would, thus, provide us with btk freedom to concentrate on
the themes as well as the possibility to use aorimél approach that we concluded

to suit the given purpose best. Furthermore, adedunterview was deemed easier



56

for the students because of their young age: thghtrhave been discouraged if they
felt they were expected to produce lengthy answersrecise questions about their
self-image as language users, or analyse the #ieagpd weaknesses of the task.
The last important criterion was that a focuseceriiew gave the students the

possibility to raise issues we had not considemembtivance.

With the permission of the course teacher, thege/s were conducted during the
English lesson that followed the job interviewsptdays later. This arrangement
allowed the interviewers easy access to the stadastwell as increased their
willingness to participate, as they were not reggiito do so in their spare time. All
thirteen students were individually interviewed. eéOmterviewer interviewed six
students, while the other interviewed seven, aedriterviews lasted between 10 to
15 minutes and were conducted in the school preamiaathermore, the interviews
were all recorded to allow for the use the gathenaterial as accurately as possible,
as advised by Patton (2002: 380). As mentionedeeathe aim was to let the
students freely express their opinions, and thus,iriterviews were conducted in a
casual manner. In fact, the students were encodragexpress their opinions as
openly as possible. Moreover, both interviewers lassed that the opinions
expressed in the interviews would not, in any wafyect the mark given on the

English course in question.

4.3 Data Analysis

The data collection was followed by the analysisclwhwas conducted in three steps.
First, the student interviews were transcribed. o8d¢c the data was analysed
according to the principles of content analysisaHy, the report of the findings was
written. In this section, the transcription procassl content analysis as a method for

analysis are elaborated on, in this order.
Transcription of data
After the interviews, the data consisted of reawgdi which then needed to be

transcribed. The transcriptions were needed as iiemwrtool for the analysing

process (Gillham 2005: 121). As there were two dcabers, some preparations
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needed to be undertaken before the actual tramsgrifyocess began. This pre-
transcription process included both transcribeederibing the same first five
minutes of a particular interview recording in arde determine how similarly
different aspects of the discourse were being ntark#o the transcriptions.
Furthermore, this process assured that both tridnessr would be using similar

markings in the transcriptions.

The following observations of the transcription gges are discussed by Gillham
(2005: 123-125). Firstly, the reliability of tramgations, and the correctness of them,
is higher when the person who has conducted tlesvietv performs it. Hence, it
was decided that both interviewers would transctiteer own material. This meant
that one had six interviews to transcribe, while tther had seven. Secondly, it is
advisable to transcribe the interviewers soon afemordings are made, which
supports the transcription as the interviewerkslyi to have fresh memories of the
actual interview in case the recordings prove moté of high quality. Due to
practical reasons, such as having to perform tleetranscribing preparations, the
transcribing of the present interviews took placecauple of weeks after the
recordings were made. Both interviewers had, howeweade sure that the
recordings were of high enough quality to secuee ghssibility of conducting the
transcribing at a later stage after the necessapyapations had been done. Finally,
the transcriptions should be checked against tde@auaterial to make sure that the
interview has been recorded in writing as trutlyfulis possible. Hence, all the
interviews were later listened to again and thendtaptions simultaneously

compared with the audio material.

There are several alternatives regarding how atmlyréo transcribe the discourse
and which conventions to use. The present studytadothese markings from
Johnson (1995: xv), but the markings’ meanings wmadly adapted to suit the
present study better, as, for example, the actibriise participants were not needed
to be distinguished as a discourse feature indiase. Table 1 describes the chosen
conventions of transcription (parentheses not oetlin actual transcriptions except

for the marking for incomprehensible data):
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Table 1. lllustration of transcription markings

discourse feature marking
shorter pause (..)
longer pause (...)
ellipsis (---)
explanatory word ([brackets])
hesitation/ )
repetition
incomprehensible [(epaselvaa)]
word stress ( )

In addition, as part of the transcription proceb® interviewees were randomly
numbered ranging from one to thirteen to makestezdo follow up, while using the
transcriptions at a later stage of the analysis wpbrt writing. Moreover, the
extracts from the transcriptions that appear inrdpeart are in Finnish, which was the
language used in the interviews, but English tetimts have been made available in
Appendix 9. Although the interviews were transcdibe detail for the analysis, it
was considered unnecessary and even irrationattode all possible conversational
markers, such as pauses, self-corrections, hesigator the interviewers’ utterances
expressing interest or understanding or asking cfarification, as the accurate
interpretation of the data did not require lingaistccuracy and would, in fact, have
rendered the extracts more difficult to comprehdiddwever, these features have
been marked where they have been regarded signiticahe content. Furthermore,
the letter and numbers in the parentheses aftegubtations indicate the participant
number and the page number of the interview trgosan. An example of the
transcription is given below.
(6) paljon voimakkaammin taytyy ite mietti&itd mika on niinku paljon

hyddyllisempaa koska jos on parin kanssa ja josiginopeesti sanaa mieleen niin
sita helposti [kysyy suomeksi] mikd se sana olikggl0, 125-127)
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Content analysis

After the interview data had been transcribedad to be analysed. There are several
possible ways of conducting the analysis dependmghe purpose of the research.
In the present study, the data was analysed faoit¢ent, and the chosen method is
now described in detail.

Content analysis is a method of analysis which entrates on the messages
conveyed in the data, which is why it correspondaith the aims of the present
study. In the following, some characteristics ohtemt analysis are presented as
outlined by Tuomi and Sarajarvi (2002: 110-114)stkithere are three starting
points from which content analysis can be appradictiee theoretical background,
the data itself, or both. In the present study,déa approach was applied. Secondly,
when only the data gathered is used in the analisis called inductive content
analysis, because the findings, indeed, arise tt@mrdata. Moreover, this method is
suitable for situations where the data and the rétemal background are being
processed at the same time, as was, in fact, #eveigh the present study, where the
theoretical background had not been fully establishy the time of the analysis.
Thirdly, inductive content analysis discovers timgliings and implications as “new”,
based only on the data, whereas both theory-drauesh theory- and data-driven
analysis attempt to find them based on existingrtheAs the present study entailed
no hypotheses, and instead, was of an explorattiyre, inductive content analysis

was deemed appropriate.

The analysis can be started by reading the trgiscaver several times, while
looking for recurring topics, the goal of whichts end up with a compiled list of

themes or categories arising from data (McKay 2@79: This phase of the analysis
can also be called pre-coding (Dérnyei 2007: 250y28uring which data must be
reduced to smaller representations in order toeas® the reliability of the analysis,
especially when there is a great deal of data @amalorff 2004: 85, 100). Reducing
the data can be as simple as underlining partheftranscriptions that appear to
concern with the research questions (Tuomi andj@&r&2002: 111). After this, the

data is reviewed and coded according to the smediigories found (McKay 2006:

57). Coding is a way to diminish the gap betweenuhits of data and someone’s
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interpretation of them (Krippendorff 2004: 84),.ite increase objectivity. As stated
by Krippendorff (2004: 105), “categorial distinati® define units by their

membership in a class or category — by their hasormgething in common”, in other
words, units that have something in common mustthmoughly studied and

grouped together. Furthermore, while searchingpiiterns, the meanings should
also be looked for (Stake 1995: 78). Finally, th@imcategories are then identified
and theoretical implications are drawn on the figdi (Tuomi and Sarajarvi 2002:
115). Moreover, even though Doérnyei (2007: 250-253Qrees with the

aforementioned stages, he adds a phase into thetuse of analysis, namely
growing ideas and making observations, while theyaing process is ongoing. This
phase supports the final phase of drawing the@lenaeplications and results. These
aforementioned guidelines were followed on condgctine data analysis in the

present study.

5 FINDINGS

The findings of the present study are reported his thapter. The interviews
provided data to answer both research questiomgehsas enabled the re-definition
of the research questions. The analysis beganreatthng the transcriptions in detail
and looking for meanings or pre-categories, ealdia@ set of issues then forming a
sub-category, which later developed into themeschvivere employed to answer
the research questions. Simplified examples of #@halysis can be found in
Appendices 7 and 8. As the present chapter gitbsraugh view into the data, the
extracts illustrating the findings are partly them® ones that are found in the
appendices. This chapter reports on the findingghen following order: first the
range of student opinions of the task and of aditignare presented, which is then
followed by a report of the range of student opisiof TBL as a way of gaining oral
skills. When explaining the extracts, the persqmahoun ‘she’ is used to refer to all
participants regardless of gender, due to practeatons, as well as to protect the

anonymity of the participants, since only three¢haf student participants were male.

5.1 Student Opinions of the Task and Authenticity

As desired, the interviews produced sufficient dataeport on how the group of
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students responded to the elements of authen#titje different stages of the task
as well as to the task itself. As a reminder, trs¢ fesearch question was:

1. What are the students’ opinions of the task in gares well as of

the authenticity in the task?

The data conveyed opinions of the task in genemlre@w the students reacted to the
idea of tasks being a part of language learningiever, these opinions are discussed
under the same heading, as they are closely cathdaotaddition, authenticity was a
recurrent theme at all stages of the task, andidi@wing two sub-categories of
authenticity were established on analysing the :datghenticity in the task and
authenticity in relation to the students’ futureheTrange of opinions regarding
authenticity and the task has been divided intoeeghrsections: negative,
neutral/ambivalent and positive student opiniorsictv are reported on in this order.

5.1.1 The Task

Student opinions of the task and of the idea ofrperating more tasks into
language teaching were expressed in the data.e&e tihemes are so interrelated (if
a student liked the task, it is plausible that weld prefer to do more of them) they
are discussed under the same heading. Furtherm@aat of the research interest in
the present study was to determine whether the daskign worked in the given
situation, therefore, the following section alsteatpts to find out opinions regarding

task structure as well as its execution.

5.1.1.1 Negative Opinions

Three different factors that impacted the usefidnes the task negatively were

established and are discussed in the following.

Firstly, the pre-task materials were deemed incigffit for preparing for the
interview. Moreover, it was stated that even maeetpsk preparation material could
have been offered, as one student felt that she neasable to prepare for the

interview by simply completing the activities antetother stages, as reported in
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extract (1):

(1) ois ehka voinu antaa ne kysymykset valmiikiesil ja vahan sillein valmistautua
tai niinku meille jaettiin ne jotkut paperit mu@multakaan kysytty niista oikeestaan
ku yks kysymys niin sit siind oli kauheen vaike&d@é niitd vastauksia silleen tai
koittaa muodostaa niita siind englanniks (S8, 17—20

The student expressed a wish that the intervievstgures could have been provided
beforehand and hence, it would have been easieortee up with answers to the
questions being asked. However, the purpose ofamiiteen homework was not to

give the students questions guaranteed to be askiéu interview, as that would

have been inauthentic, but to help them know wloat sf things they might be

asked.

Secondly, the students’ plans for the future angkeetations of whether they would
need English in similar situations were discusseigims of having an impact on the
perceived usefulness of the task, as illustratexkiract (2):

(2) varsinkin sellanen joka tietdd et ei tuu ikihdkee englanniks mihink&an
tybhaastatteluun tai sellaseen menemaan.. niirllaamase on sellaselle ihan turha..
tehtava (S9, 36-38)

The student stated that she knew that she wouldhe@ipplying for jobs in English
and, therefore, felt that the interview was of rs@ @o her. Interestingly, she did not
appreciate that the skills learnt in an Englishagjrgg interview could be applied in a
Finnish one. In other words, she believed that slalys that she might have learnt
could not be transferred onto other similar situadi

Finally, it was also clearly stated that similasks would not be preferred as a part of

school work in the future, as explained in ext(&¢t

(3) etta ei tehtéis koska se on kuitenki.. pitdsénéaivaa (S5, 56-57)

The task design was seen as too demanding onutiengts part, and for some

students the workload involved outweighed the fdsdienefits of the task.
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5.1.1.2 Neutral or Ambivalent Opinions

Ambivalent opinions had to do with the ‘small amtwf English learnt as well as
the ‘large amount’ of work involved, while it wadraitted that the task was useful in

other ways, as illustrated by the following tworexts.

Firstly, the data of the present study suggestatlttte only benefit of the task was
that it had an effect on building up self-confidenas a speaker of English, as

expressed in extract (4):

(4) henkisesti hyodyllistd mutta ei se varmaan nkié&in kauheesti opettanut englantii
(S5, 61-62)

The student stated that completing the task mvastally beneficiabut that she did
not learn much English in the process. This respauggests that to her learning

English was something else other than communicatiaganguage.

Secondly, the willingness to do more tasks in thieire depended on the effort

required, as discussed in extract (5):

(5) no se riippuu tosiaan miten ne on toteutettitani®a oli aika hyva siina mielessa
ettd se oli helppo tehda etta jos se kovin sedlasiurta suunnittelua ja pitkdaikaista
tydntekoa vaatii niin ei se sit 0o...[hyvd] (S13, 124)
The student stated that she would not advocate tasthe future if they demanded
long-term planning and work (from the student) that the task in the present study
wasgood because it was easy to &vidently, the student regarded committing to a
task for a longer period of time as something umddsand did not identify the

possible benefits of being able to carry out a {ergn activity, project, etc.
5.1.1.3 Positive Opinions
Several positive opinions relating mainly to thektatructure and execution were

reported, of which seven examples depicting diffexharacteristics of the task are

discussed next.
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Firstly, the data of the present study showed that pre-task materials were
considered beneficial, as illustrated in extragt (6

(6) niista oli muuten tosi paljon apua sillei tkiinnitettya huomiota (S7, 20-21)

The student stated that activities completed imateti before the interview, i.e.
first discussing appropriate conduct in a job witaw and then watching a humorous
video on the matter, helped her to remember howskbald behave in an interview.
Thus, even the students who had no previous exmerief attending a job interview
were given an example of the situation, and theeefoould be more aware of their

own behaviour in it.

Secondly, the pre-task materials may also haveeldipe students on taking part in

the job interview whether they were aware of ihot, as discussed in extract (7):

(7) en ma sita videoo kylla miettinyt mutta kyllarkjalkikateen ajattelee niin paljon
niitd varmasti kaytin hyvakseni niita videon vinkkéS10, 43-44)

The student stated that the pre-task activitiepdtelher prepare but she did not
consciously employ them for her benefit. The stadgeculated on using these tips

on an unconscious level, while participating in t&ek.

Thirdly, the data of the present study suggesteat Hiso the homework was
considered to have been useful. For example, tlmramity to think ahead of

possible questions seems to have been benefisidlstrated by extract (8):

(8) ma en silleen kirjottanu siihen mitddn maa Rawiielessa ne jutut lapi --- oli se
silleen hyva et silleen koska.. jos ei ois ollu &it niinkd.. mitenkddn miten
valmistautua ni sit ois ollu vahan silleen paniildti mitahan tassa nyt sit oikeen
kertoo itestaansa (S11, 74-77)

The student stated that she would have probpahicked had she not been able to
prepare by thinking about the questions in advahds.interesting that she did not
consider the other activities to be as essentigir@paring for stage three, not to
mention the pair interviews the students had coteduduring the course with their

teacher.
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Fourthly, the execution of the task was considécetdave been well conducted, as

illustrated in extract (9):

(9) taa oli aika hyvin jarjestetty kylla kaikin plio(S1, 122)

The student regarded the task as generally welirosgd. This may have influenced

how the student perceived the task in terms ofulise$s for her in general.

Fifthly, the aim of the present study was to mahke task of applying for a job,
including the job interview, resemble reality aslivas it was possible under the
circumstances. The data of the present study steghésat this was, at least partly,

achieved, as illustrated in extract (10):

(10) se oli itse asiassa aika hyvin lavastettiedtistu aidolta (S13, 77)

The student considered the interview situationaeehbeen well staged to resemble a
real-life situation. Hence, the interview felt gam to her, which corresponded to

the aim of the present study.

Sixthly, the task compared positively to textbooktemials, as described in extract
(11):

(11) siis kirjaha.. siel on aina just ne samat retteksti ja on tyyliin lauseita mitk&a
pitda ettid sieltd tekstista etté totta kai tddadi hyvaa vaihtelua (S2, 13-14)

Textbooks were said to repeat the same patternttgih similar exercises, and thus,

the task was said to offer a change from the norm.

Finally, despite some students not preferring tdgoen similar tasks in the future,

also an opposing opinion was recorded, as expressedract (12):

(12) kantsii teha uudestaansa totta kai koska ®@istaydtya varmasti ihan kaikille
(S11, 103-106)

The student stated it would be beneficial to inelutis type of task in language

teaching as all students would benefit from itvétuld seem that the student thought
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it a useful experience for all, which was in stadntrast to other opinions discussed

earlier in this section.

5.1.1.4 Summary of Student Opinions of the Task

To sum up, the factors affecting student opiniohthe task and its design were the
different stages of the task, including the prdtéactivities, the setting, and the

purpose of the task. Not one student deemed tlkeptasrly designed or conducted

and it was stated that the situation felt very.rBagarding the general usefulness of
the task, both very negative and very positive gigvere expressed, i.e. that range of
opinions was, again, wide. On an ambivalent nadte, workload involved was

reported to affect whether doing more tasks was aseositive or negative.

5.1.2 Authenticity in the Task

The task was authentic in two ways: both in terinthe written material as well as
spoken communication. Authentic texts, this ocaasivere job advertisements,
whereas stage three of the task provided the sttidempportunity to take part in an
authentic communicative situation. In the followinthe range of opinions of
authenticity and the reasons behind them are ndtesd with extracts from the

interviews.

5.1.2.1 Negative Opinions

The data of the present study conveyed negativeays that the students described
in relation to the use of authentic texts or to hehentic communication. Three

different reasons were found to be behind of tmmé&tion of the negative view.

Firstly, the nature of the job advertisements mdde authentic material less

appealing. An example of this is illustrated wittiract (13):

(13) ne kaikki tyot oli semmosia mihin ei oikeestis voinu hakee niinku tén ikasena
tai talla koulutuksella (S12, 7-8)

In fact, the student found it difficult to choosejab advertisement because she
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lacked the required qualifications for jobs thatrevenainly targeted at qualified
adults rather than upper secondary school students.

Secondly, the language difficulties that the stusié@mced had an impact on how they

viewed the use of authentic texts, as can be edeinom extract (14):

(14) no alussa --- ei ois oikein jaksanut ettid digdpaikkaa ku se oli kuitenkin aika
vaivalloista sillee koska piti [6ytda joku sellanémotus josta tajus jotain (S5, 4-7)
The student found it troublesome to find a job atisement that she could

understand, and therefore, her general involvermnehie task was lower.

Thirdly, comparing one’s oral skills to the inteewier’'s was described as distressing,

as discussed in extract (15):

(15) kauhee sellanen tunne ettéa ei osaa yhtaamperglantia ja kun se toinen puhuu
siind sujuvasti ja nopeesti (S8,-3H)

The student was discouraged from speaking after cgmprehended that the
interviewer’s oral English skills were better thagrs and that the interviewer spoke

fluently and too quickly, at least from the studemiint of view.

5.1.2.2 Neutral or Ambivalent Opinions

The data conveyed some apprehensive opinions dutienticity in the task. Two

reasons were found to be behind the formation®gthbivalent view.

Firstly, authenticity in terms of the job advertisents seemed to add to the student’s
workload but this authentic aspect was still peregias something positive, as

illustrated in extract (16):

(16) joo oli siina valinnan vaikeus.. etta sit @§tsellasen tyon.. muuten se oli kylla
kiva (S1, 39)

The student stated how the large number of job ipiiEes advertised on the
Internet made it difficult to choose a job for whito apply. However, the student
found the search for an actual job on the Intetméienice, and hence, she expressed
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a mixed opinion of the issue.

Secondly, when a student was asked if knowing abwatforeign interviewers in
advance would have changed the amount of effortmliein preparing for the
interview, she produced a somewhat apprehensiveesnss illustrated by extract
(17):

(17) mé olisin ehka valmistanu vdhan paremmin sen kanssa et kirjottanut vaha
ehka véaha enemman itsestani --- (S10, 62—63)
The student stated that knowing about the autheaticre of stage three would have
perhaps motivated the student to do a slightly ntbmrough job at the written
stages, but the authenticity of stage three didseein to be particularly motivating

to her from this perspective.

5.1.2.3 Positive Opinions

The data of the present study conveyed positiveiops that the students described
in relation to authenticity, particularly in theres of oral communication. Five such

opinions are discussed next.

Firstly, the freedom that the students were givetobk for the job was considered

positive, as expressed in extract (18):

(18) oli ite --- l6ytanyt ja valinnut sillei ja $& sen tuntee sen ty6paikan mita haluu
hakee (S3, 45-46)

The student stated that because of having foungothé&erself, she knew it better,

and therefore, was more engaged in the task dinestpersonal dimension.

Secondly, being able to take part in oral commuiooawith a foreigner was seen as
an opportunity, as illustrated in extract (19):

(19) paas puhumaan niinké kieltd niinkd ihan ulkafaselle ihmiselle ku --- ihan
normaalissa elamassa niinku harva suomalainen pulkomaalaiselle just niinku tan
ikdsena (S11, 37-39)
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The student regarded communicating with a foreigiserare for their age group, and
therefore, emphasised her personal satisfactidoeiimng able to talk to one as a part
of the task.

Thirdly, not being able to rely on Finnish was netpl as beneficial for oral
proficiency, as expressed in extract (20):

(20) paljon voimakkaammin taytyy ite mietti&itA mikd on niinku paljon
hyddyllisempé&éd koska jos on parin kanssa ja josiginopeesti sanaa mieleen niin
sité helposti [kysyy suomeksi] mik& se sana olikéghl, 125-127)
Not having the option to rely on Finnish while puothg English was useful, as it
was stated that it was easy to switch to usingiimwhen talking to a peer in cases

where the student did not remember an appropriatd o use.

Fourthly, the authentic features of the interaciiself were regarded as positive, as

expressed in extract (21):

(21) ja sit [haastattelija] huomas et ma jotenkpéréin niin oli sit sillain etta
[haastattelija] tAydens sitd kysymysta tai kysytavialla se oli niinku helpotti ihan
hirveesti (510, 103-105)

The student stated that when the interviewer ndtibat she was hesitating, they
asked the question in a different way, i.e. thedetti and the interviewer were
negotiating to find meaning, which was somethingifpee for the student.

Finally, the use of authentic materials made ttsk tmore personal for a student,

which helped when working on the task (22):

(22) sai kuitenkin véahan miettia paassa ettd mitéhélla tulee tulee vastaan ja mita
pita& jotain sanoo ja oli niinku prosessoinu pa&sstlanteet itte (S3, 63—-65)

The authentic materials made the student treasitbation as a real one, preparing
for the interview by thinking about possible quess in advance as well as
envisioning possible answers. This kind of prepanaimade the task authentic
personally for her and seems to correspond to tepapation that she would do in

the same situation in real life.
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5.1.2.4 Summary of Student Opinions of Authentiaityhe Task

To sum up, the authentic materials were reportdtat@ made engaging in the task
more difficult, however, they were also stated étphdentify with the task because
of the freedom they offered. Furthermore, as themanicative situation was
authentic, it was perceived both as useful andre$ising. The range of
neutral/ambivalent opinions was narrow, but it vg#ated that knowing about the
authentic nature of stage three might have inctetis® amount of work done at the

written stages. Thus, the opinions seemed quitdetiv

5.1.3 Authenticity in Terms of the Students’ Future

In the following, how the students perceived thawdation of a real-life situation

that was part of the task in terms of its usefidniesthe future is described. The
range of student opinions was not wide on the t@scthere was one negative
reaction, which is presented first before movingoothe positive ones. Neutral

and/or ambivalent opinions were not establisheth@itheme.

5.1.3.1 Negative Opinions

The negative opinions of the topic were expresbatithey were rardndeed, only
one type of negative opinion was recorded, whiah discussed next through two

interview extracts from the same student.

To start with, neither the aspect of authenticityr nthe task was considered

beneficial, as illustrated in extract (23):

(23) ei tda mun mielesta silleen opeta kauhees#iami(S5, 49)

The student stated that the task, and its authignticad not really taught her
anything.

Furthermore, when the student was asked to elaborathis statement in terms of
what should be taught, she stated that the Findational Core Curriculum should
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be adhered to, as discussed in extract (24):
(24)no just jotain mité& opetussuunnitelmassa on peeassa (S5, 51)

The student stated that the task did not teach ,whaher opinion, was in the
National Core Curriculum. However, the task didldal the Finnish National
Curriculum for Upper Secondary Education and thalgof it were merely executed

in a new manner to the student in question.

5.1.3.2 Positive Opinions

The positive opinions elicited by the authenticunatof the task had mainly to do
with experiences gained, which were seen as usefbe future. The three following

extracts describe these views.

Firstly, the experience may indeed help when fagitd a job interview in real life,

as discussed in extracts (25) and (26):

(25) ma en oo ennen ollu oikeessa niinku tdmmaodsesdaastattelussa nyt kun
menee niin ehka on varmempi olo (S7, 41-42)

(26) tulee testattua miten edes osaa vastata rdiimkysymyksiin ei oikein ole ikina
ollut edes tybhaastattelussa niin sekin hyoty wttad millasia ne oikeestaan on (S3,
12-13)

In other words, the first participant in extracb)2hought that engaging in the task
provided her with more confidence to handle a simgituation in real life. In
addition, the other participant in extract (26) riduit useful to be able to acquaint
herself with what happens in a job interview aslasltest her skills in advance, i.e.
before actually applying for a job in the futurehuB, the simulation of real-life

seemed to help these students to practise sk@lis\vhill need in their futures.

Secondly, the advantage gained from the authentifitstage three was not seen
merely in relation to the English language, but $iteation itself, as expressed in
extract (27):

(27) on kokonaan hyodtya kun menee tythaastattehailtka menis suomekskin niin
silti koska samalla tavallahan ne kuitenkin menee (S3-677)
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The student saw the simulation of job interviewddamal in terms of prospective job
interviews also in Finnish, as she considered thtete similar to the one practiced

at stage three.

5.1.3.3 Summary of Authenticity in Terms of the &nts’ Future

To sum up, student opinions were divided into nggaand positive ones, as no
neutral opinions were established. The authentafitthe task was seen to help in
future job interviews, and in contrast, it was adsated that nothing could be learnt
from the authentic aspects of the task, which mdhas the range of opinions

spanned from one extreme to another.

5.2 Student Opinions of the Task as a Way of GaingrOral Communicative
Skills

This section reports on the findings regarding shedents’ opinions of the task in
terms of attaining oral communicative skills. Thex@nd research question was as

follows:

2. What are the students’ opinions of the task asyaf@aining oral

communicative skills?

Two recurring themes in the student interviews ddag separated: firstly, emotions
and attitudes, and secondly, self-assessment kf gagformance and oral skills.
However, these categories overlap to some extent, therefore, some extracts
could in principle be placed in two different categs but are here presented in the
most relevant context. The themes established ajning oral skills through the
task are reported on in the aforementioned ordke rEporting of each theme is

divided into three sections: negative, neutral positive student opinions.

5.2.1 Emotional and Attitudinal Opinions

As learning has much to do with attitudes and eomati it is important to examine

those involved in speaking English at stage thieetask. According to the data,
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things that evoked reactions and caused the switiestate their beliefs included the
nature of the situation as well as previous peinserperiences and expectations. It
was considered that emotions were more fleetingshod-termed, whereas attitudes
were somewhat permanent and probably existed béfiatetask and were perhaps
reinforced by stage three, and therefore, they hwaen divided into two separate
categories. In this section, the emotions raiseddaalt with first, and second, the
attitudes examined. Describing the range of bo#mis starts from the negative

expressions, moving on to the neutral ones anchgndithe positive ones.

5.2.1.1 Negative Emotional Opinions

The data of the present study conveyed negativdienserelated opinions that the
students described in relation to stage three,tharee different causes of negative
opinions were established.

Firstly, the situation where communication reli@desy on speaking English caused

anxiety, as expressed in extract (28):

(28) mua aina jannittaa hirveesti tollaset tilahtdgpaataan varsinkin kun pitda puhua
kielia ja sit jotenkin koulun puolesta tuplastiyitavaa ja pelottavaa (S3, 6-8)

The student found situations such as the interviemerving in general, and the fact
that she had to speak in English in a school conteade stage three even more
irritating and scary It is interesting that the student chose to descspeaking

languages alBaving to speak languageshich implies that she was not comfortable

in her language skills and regarded it as a chore.

Secondly, it was reported that producing Engligreliy was seen as frustrating, as

illustrated in extract (29):

(29) kauheen turhauttavaa kun sillein mulla oli keesti paddssad mita ois niinku
pystynyt vastaamaan ja sillein mutta tuli kauhexckbut siiné ettéd ei muista joku ihan
yksinkertainen sana en muistanu sita (S8, 135-137)

The student stated that the simplest of words estapr in the interview, and she
used the ternmblackoutto describe her experience, which caused her torbe
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anxious.

Thirdly, nervousness or anxiety, however, may Hasen caused not merely because
of using English but having to communicate withirarsger as, illustrated by extract
(30):

(30) niin olihan se ettéd joutuu vieraalle ihmisgluhumaan englantia (S13, 11-12)

The student saw speaking English to a strange paersbsomething that syt to
do, buthad to do. Thus, the student did not see the commuaicatsk as an
opportunity but as something mandatory that hasetdone.

5.2.1.2 Neutral or Ambivalent Emotional Opinions

Some students did not seem to experience signiferaotions related to the task or
stage three, while others reported mixed feelinhso examples of these are

presented next.

Firstly, the prospect of using English freely wasqeived as more frightening in
advance than what it actually proved to be durlmg task, as described in extract
(32):

(31) se nyt vaan oli silleen méa panikoin sita rpajon ei se sitten ollutkaan niin

kauhee siind mielessa positiivinen .. se oli iharkava kokemus sillein (S3, 184-185)
The student stated that her feelings were diffepgitr to stage three from after
completing it. She was positively surprised by éxperience, as she hadnicked
about the interview beforehand but discovered ithatais not agerrible as she had
expected. Hence, the idea of communicating witbrai§ner was, in fact, perceived

more negatively before actually having engaged in i

Secondly, the data of the present study also stegyéisat stage three was regarded
as something that helped in getting a realisticesstdnding of one’s English skills,
which then had an effect on how this part of thek taas perceived, as discussed in
extract (32):
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(32) kylla siind huomas sillein etté pitaisi taiéedina on uutta opittavaa ehké vahan
sillein masentaa toisaalta se nosti véhan mieliafaosaakin jotain (S3, 165—-166)
A student considered depressingo discover that she still had things to learr, bu
on the other hand, she was pleased about possessaast some English skills. This
response indicates a sense of perfectionism, asttitent felt discouraged by the
things she could not yet do or say instead of rgdvelng satisfied with the things

that she already could.

5.2.1.3 Positive Emotional Opinions

The range of positive emotions-related opinions netswide, and only one extract
is given below. In terms of positive emotions, restingly, the very nature of stage
three that some students had considered negathersaegarded as positive.

The data of the present study indeed showed pesitititudes to speaking English
freely, as it was, for example, considered somgtbieasant, as expressed in extract
(33):

(33) oli hauska pé&asta puhumaan (S7, 11)

The student stated that it wasn to get the chance to speak English. Thus, the
student’s own reaction to using spoken Englishiskid an effect on how she

perceived it.

5.2.1.4 Negative Attitudinal Opinions

Negative attitudes were expressed in the datathreydappeared to have mostly to do
with the amount of effort involved in speaking indtish, therefore, only one

example is given.

Indeed, the data of the present study describedsteadents reacted negatively to the

(cognitive) workload associated with the task,llastrated by extract (34):

(34) ohan se [englannin puhuminen] silleen petéaata tosi tydlasta (S2, 64)
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The student stated that speaking English was baaea to hein principle. In other
words, performing the task and speaking Englistgeneral required great effort

from her.

5.2.1.5 Neutral or Ambivalent Attitudinal Opinions

As with neutral or mixed emotions, some did notegpto express any particular
attitudes or factors that would have made them &ileer a positive or negative
stance to stage three, while others found bothtigesand negative aspects in the
same matter. Three such opinions are reported xm ne

Firstly, even though it was wished that the stuslembuld benefit from the non-
Finnish interviewers, a neutral attitude to theeimiewers’ nationality and mother

tongue at stage three was expressed in extract (35)

(35) se on ihan sama kuka sielléd on (S12, 82)

The student considered that it did not make a iffee who was there to conduct the

interview. Thus, to this student the foreign speskad no effect on stage three.

Secondly, it was also reported that whether therwgwer was a native or non-
native speaker made a difference with both havihgirt advantages and
disadvantages, which is why this extract has bésssified an ‘ambivalent attitude’,

as discussed in extract (36):

(36) [englannin puhuminen non-natiivin kanssa] @ijgm mukavempaa kuitenkin
pitdd keskittyd enemméan mutta jos on aidinkielemgiamnti --- [hanelld] joka puhuu
niin sitten on jotenkin hirveet --- suoriutumispa@t (S3, 96-99)
The student stated that she preferred a convemsaiiith non-natives to one with
native speakers because she experienced moremarioe pressure in the company
of a native speaker. She also stated that she chadricentrate more in order to

understand non-natives but she still preferredriglko them.

Thirdly, the data also implied that speaking toiterlocutor who was a foreigner

might help a student to build up self-confidenca apeaker of English, as discussed
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in extract (37):

(37) just tdmmdset ettd paadsee puhumaan ihan nimku ni ihan oikeitten
ulkomaalaisten kanssa ni se varmaan tuo sita fiteewutta]... ja jos onnistuu hyvin
(S1, 114-115)

The student considered it important to perform wiken speaking to a foreigner in
order for her self-confidence to strengthen. Thiplied that if she did not succeed
well initially, her self-confidence and motivatiaa improve her skills might suffer.
Thus, this extract has also been classified as\aidnit, as the element of success

was required by the student.

5.2.1.6 Positive Attitudinal Opinions

Several positive attitudes, which seemed to exigtady prior to the task, and
therefore impact how the students experienced dbk, twere recorded. Five such

attitudinal opinions are presented in the following

Firstly, real-life experiences were reported to éhdad an effect on how using
spoken English was perceived. In extract (38), waestt discusses a change of

attitude towards speaking English:

(38) just sen vaihto-oppilaan kanssa ja tan tyomalsgutun perusteella ja sit
muutenkin nyt on kayttanyt enemman englantia e $ih tajunnu enemman ja sit se
on ollut paljon luontevampaa kayttda englantia kité on kayttdny enemman (S2,
82-85)
The student found that speaking English came matarally to her than it had
before and that her skills had developed recebtly,not solely because of the task
but also due to having regular contact with an arge student. It is apparent that

her skills and confidence had increased due tolgioging the language.

Furthermore, the previous sentiment of gaining mskiéls by using English is

echoed in extract (39):

(39) mun omasta mielestd mun pitais kehittda puktanii niinku autto siina etta sai
sitd rohkeutta puhua ja paas puhumaan niinku himkkanssa joka on niinku
ulkomaalainen eika oo kukaan tuttu.. silleen hy®2, 42-45)
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A student found stage three to provide her withemmurage and an opportunity to
talk, as she had recognised that she needed & bett oral skills. This implies that

in her case, the task corresponded to a need tategommunication skills.

Secondly, it was widely discussed that the studemtareness of the world and their
plans for the future caused them to have a posdiiitieide to speaking in English. A
student stated that she had a professional nedehfglish in the future, as explained
in extract (40):

(40) maa haluun toéihin siis jos on vaan mahollisullomaille niin tiian et se on
hyddyllista ja sitte ku.. mulla on niinku nelja mauwierasta kielté niin tota --- ma
tykkaan ihan hullusti puhua (S11, 97-99)
The student, who hoped to work abroad, was learfmagother foreign languages in
addition to English, which made her an exceptiomm@grhe students. It is likely that
she possessed the same positive attitude to alatigpiages she was studying, as

apart from Swedish, none are obligatory.

Thirdly, a student reported wanting to study Eriglég university in the future and
was therefore trying to learn as much English asside, as discussed in extract
(41):

(41) méa olen harkinnut ettd menisin yliopistoonsteiemaan englantia et sen takia
ma yritdn tosi paljon sillein --- just yrittdd vaapiskella kaikkea niin paljon kuin
pystyn mutta siis ei mulla oo muuta sillein kuréettd vaan haluun parjatéa niin et méa
voin just téllein puhua englantia (S6, 118-121)

The student expressed a desire to be able to coroaterorally in English, and not,
for example, to learn as much grammar or vocabidargossible. This suggests that
the student had an understanding of which skillsild/de important to her in the

future.

Fourthly, a general need for English skills in fbheure was described, as illustrated
by extract (42):

(42) tietdd et englantia tulee tarvitsemaan ainagaon melkeinpd se suosittu ja
puhutuin kieli mita on (S1, 88—89)
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It was stated that one would always need Engligth that English was the most
popular and the most widely spoken language, byhvthe student probably meant
the role of English as a lingua franca. Thus, tinelent considered learning English

meaningful and important when considering her #itur

Finally, a student who did not see herself usingliSh in the future in contexts
similar to the task still reported to have motigatio study English, as illustrated by
extract (43):

(43) en aio menna ulkomaille enké opiskella ertigamutta perustaidot yritdn saada
(S13, 70-71)
She said that she had no plans to go abroad oy &udlish (at university), but
nevertheless wanted to madvasic skills This might suggest a perception that these

daysbasicEnglish skillsare a part of general knowledge.

5.2.1.7 Summary of Emotional and Attitudinal Opimso

In conclusion, the data of the present study sugdethat for some students stage
three and the opportunity to use the target languaigh a native or a non-native
speaker was a positive experience, while some dedatt as a distraction, which
could have been avoided if they had been commungatith peers. Moreover,
some students also regarded the task in a neuttalalent way, as, for example,
the quality of personal performance affected theews. It was shown that a
student’s personal plans for her future and thegeot of using English may have an

influence on how practising English is perceived.

5.2.2 Self-Assessments of Task Performance and Coneative Skills

One motivation for the present study was to hepdtudents receive a realistic but
not a discouraging picture of themselves as spsaKeEnglish. This section reports
the students’ views of their performance in thétand at stage three in particular,
and attempts to establish if the task had an eftectthese views. However,

determining if the self-assessments were corresual was not strived for, and the

interviews were not evaluated by any set of catebut instead, the students’
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perceptiveness in terms of monitoring and evalgancommunicative situation
while it was taking place was to be examined, amtbed, stage three was a fairly
realistic opportunity for the students to test itrekills as speakers of English. The
data showed that establishing the realistic levabre’s oral skills did not have a
shared meaning for all the students. Furthermdreyas perceived either as a
negative, neutral or a positive experience, asudsed in the extracts below that

have been categorised accordingly.

5.2.2.1 Negative Opinions

An authentic communicative situation, where thedetis were able to test their
skills, proved to be a negative experience for soliineeemed that the reason why
talking was considered difficult, was the ‘multskang’ involved. Two such extracts

are discussed next.

Firstly, it was stated that missing words interéesgith speaking, as discussed in
extract (44):

(44) en ma sitten ihan niin hyvin puhu sita engldat tarvis ja kaikkii niitd sanoja ei
sitte 16ydy (S4, 96-97)
A student had realised that she did not speak &mgls well as needed, and she
mentioned, indeed, problems with her vocabulary.

Secondly, a student stated that taking part inneesation in a naturahormal, way

was beyond her skill level, as illustrated by estt(@5):

(45) no kun ei pysty keskustelemaan englannikseisiflinku.. tavallaan ihan
tavallisesti (S9, 90)

Indeed, the interviews did entail also so-calledirary questions, as the interviewers
wished to know, for example, about the student&rasts and hobbies, as well as
opinions of their home towns, which were expectelid easy topics for the students

to discuss. However, the student felt that evemarg topics required great effort.
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5.2.2.2 Neutral or Ambivalent Opinions

Most students felt that they either did well or lyaat stage three, therefore, neutral
or unsure opinions were scarce. Thus, only one \aat#sit extract is given, in which

a student discusses the relationship between leseoark and spoken skills.

Indeed, the data of the present study suggestéddinze students might be capable
of assessing the validity of their course markgemms of different areas of language,

as illustrated in extract (46):

(46) mun mielestd se ei numero tavallaan mun késkisttuihin se ei pida
paikkaansa... et se on enemmankin se et ma pystjottkinaan ja ehkd muistan
jotain sanoja ja tallasta (S9, 94-96)
The student stated that her good course marksatidmher opinion, tell the truth
about her oral language skills. Hence, this respgreshaps indicates an emphasis
put on written communication in English teaching the lack of continuous

assessment of oral skills.

5.2.2.3 Positive Opinions

Corresponding with the motivation for this studypspive self-assessments
concerning oral skills were reported, and in théeoWing two examples of these are

introduced.

Firstly, while some students did indeed find ttnegtit skills were below the level they
had assumed, several students reported an oppespegience, as they remarked

that they were positively surprised by their pariance, as illustrated in extract (47):

(47) t4a haastattelu ja sitte ne hakemusten taosiima tuli semmonen ettd osaanhan
tatd paremminkin vaikka (S1, 99-100)

The student reported that both the written stageth® task and the oral stage
affected her opinion of herself as a user of Ehgles she was able to achieve more
with her skills than she had expected, which shdwdde a motivational effect on
her.
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Secondly, the width of one’s vocabulary was a neegrissue in the data, of which
also a positive experience was reported, as idtesdrby extract (48):

(48) siina alussa méa ajattelin et mulla on aikarftusanavarasto niin sitte ma ajattelin
ettd se vaikuttaa siihen puhumiseen sillai ettdsal@tdminen ja nain tekis siitd
huonompaa siitd... mut jotenkin nytte ensinndkin waihtojuttu ja sitte no taakin
niinku osaltaan ja muutenki koko kurssi... niin silletta ei se haittagaikka menee
semmoseks selittelyks ei se haitt@ékka ei tieda niitéd sanoja --- (S10, 55-60)

Initially, the student had feared that her lack aofreasonably wide vocabulary
prevented her from communicating effectively anat thttempts at explaining what
she meant worsened the quality of her speech. Henéaving almost completed
the English course in question and participatethéntask and especially having had
regular contact with an exchange student, the stugalised that needing to employ
varying tactics to be understood, such as explgimiords, was not a sign of failed
communication. The student in question had re-etatll her understanding of

successful communication.

5.2.2.4 Summary of Self-Assessments of Task Pedoom and Communicative
Skills

In conclusion, the interview data suggested thaintljority of the students had been
given a realistic understanding of their level ohgksh. This was, however,
perceived in different ways as for some studentgag a positive experience, while
for others it was a negative one. It seemed thabneowas left ambivalent about
their skills, as a discussion with a foreigner @itladvances or not. Moreover, a
realisation regarding the permissibility of not akieg English “perfectly” was also
reported.

6 DISCUSSION

The aim of the present study was to investigatenibin upper secondary school
students’ opinions of a particular task designedcawer one topic on the third
obligatory English course, i.e. applying for a jolo achieve this two research
questions were determined for the study. The fiestearch question dealt with
student opinions of the task in general as wetifake authenticity it entailed, while
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the second research question was concerned widkrgtopinions of gaining English
oral communicative skills through the task. The lqatve data was gathered by
interviewing thirteen students who had participatethe task. This was followed by
a transcription of the interviews which were thealgsed according to their content.
In the following, findings and their implicationsitiv reference to previous research

are discussed.

6.1 Student Opinions of the Task and Authenticity

In the main, the findings of neutral or ambivaleginions regarding the first
research question were the rarest, which suggeatstiie task was an experience
which elicited strong opinions. Furthermore, as shadents were free to describe
their experiences, it is likely that they did nancentrate on issues on which they
held a neutral stance. In addition, it must be rabered that they were actually only
assessing the task in the present study, heneeastimpossible to establish any
student opinions of TBL in general. Moreover, itsn@ot explained to the students
that they were, in fact, performing a particulaskiatherefore, they probably did not
classify the task sequence as a certain type abapbp to learning English, at least
until the theme interviewd-urthermore, based on the lack of research into FBL
Finland, it would be reasonable to assume thata$ wnlikely that the students’
previous teachers had used the task-based appmadireat extent, if at all. Finally,
it was not possible in the scope of this studydmgile profiles of the students and
then compare those with the data, and insteadyidegrthe range of opinions was
chosen as the focus of the study rather than disay$ow previous experiences,
language skills and future goals corresponded eitbry student’s opinion of the
task and authenticity. Naturally, this would beiateresting area to explore in the

future.

On the topic of the authenticity of the materiadsagell as the authentic nature of the
task itself, the findings of the present study sbdw wide range of opinions, which
was expected due to the heterogeneity of the stsidénm order to make this
assumption, it was not necessary to know the stagersonally, as the interests and
skills of students in any classroom will inevitabhary. Moreover, it has been

pointed out that individual reactions to tasks nieydifficult to predict (van den
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Branden 2009: 264). In the present study, the Giseitbentic texts meant using real-
life texts that had been created for other purpdbes teaching or learning a
language. Furthermore, the material was not pravidethe students but they had to
search for it themselves, therefore, the task naase lappeared to entail more work
for the students than using readily provided teakbanaterial. This aspect of

authenticity seemed off-putting to some, as it vegorted to have been, in fact, too
bothersome. However, we argue that the studentsalichave to work any more,

since without the task they would have been expeaat@dvance with their textbook

exercises, but instead, the work was merely offarént nature.

The findings also suggested that some studentddfdudifficult to find a suitable
job. However, the challenge of finding a suitalgle js faced by all jobseekers, as job
databases do contain numerous job advertisemdnitd)ich only some are relevant
due to the educational background of the individ@ade must keep in mind that the
students, most of whom did not have previous erpeg in looking for a job, may
not be aware of these aspects of real life, haneg,find them negative in relation to
the task. This negative aspect could have beereaed by limiting the students’
chances of where to look for a job, however, thauld have been inauthentic and

might have decreased the students’ chances ohfirttlieir ‘dream jobs’.

It was noted before that using material outsidetéixébooks seemed bothersome for
some of the students. It may also be the casdhisataterial was seen as extra, and
thus, not taken as seriously. This observatiorupgperted by Dornyei and Kormos
(2000: 288) who found that the participants in thetudy, which included a task
outside the official English syllabus, did not tdke given task as seriously as tasks,
or exercises, which were a part of it. Thus, if fihie advertisements were regarded as
something extra, that might have been another reagoy the amount of work
needed to choose one was regarded as a negattueefed the task. The present
study may have entailed using material outsidecthese book, but the task was, in
fact, part of the Finnish National Core Curriculéion Upper Secondary Education.
However, it seemed that not all students fully apjated this, as a claim was made
that the task did not follow the National Core @uutlum, based on which it seems
that some students may be aware of there being godl guidelines for teaching and

learning, but not actually know what they are. ditf the belief that merely course
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books cover the issues mentioned in the Nationa Cairriculum can be considered
as worrying as it indicates a limited view of laage learning. This may also have

impacted the student’s opinions of the presentystud

Considering the text materials used in the presenly, it can be questioned whether
the job advertisements proved to be authentic flotha students. A student who
struggled to find a suitable job due to lacking Idications and work experience
may have found the material, in fact, inauthemidaerms of real-world relevance.
This would, without a doubt, have decreased bothitterest and motivation in the
task as well as in the use of authentic materatsrestingly, some students did find
jobs that suited adolescents, such as baby-sittindog-walking, therefore, initial
motivation may have had an effect on the level othesiasm to look for an
appropriate job. Moreover, the authenticity of jbbs did not seem to depend on
whether it was a realistic option at the time. dotf one student applied for a job in
anaesthesiology and stated that the interviewfsttllauthentic and beneficial. Thus,
it seems that the authenticity in the task was eoted with individual experiences
and characteristics, despite the fact that the ¢askd be defined as authentic from a
theoretical perspective. This observation is sujggoby Splitter's (2009) claim that
authenticity is, in fact, people-bound, and themefaloes not have the same function

for everyone.

Indeed, the group of students participating in firesent study proved to be
heterogeneous. The course with its theme of workimg) studying was expected to
expand the students’ vocabulary beforehand, makipgssible to understand the job
advertisements, especially as the course was gldragving to a close at the time of
the task. Regardless, in addition to finding aahlé job in terms of experience and
qualifications, difficulties in simply understandinthe job advertisements were
experienced. This finding is consistent with tho§& avakoli (2009: 18), according
to which language difficulties were a key factontduting to task difficulty from
the point of view of learners, although the pap@rits in her study were adults.
Language difficulties in the present study wereorggml both at the written and oral
stages, and, in general, they can be seen asgafisim the cognitive demands of a
task (Robinson and Gilabert 2007, as cited in TaWakR009: 18), such as

requirements set on memory, attention, reasoningyrocessing information, the
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simultaneous demands then resulting in a breakdwvwhe communication. This is
not, however, a negative occurrence but somethiag rmakes interlocutors notice
their deficiencies and develop other strategiebgainderstood, such as asking for
clarification or employing confirmation checks (Radon 2003, as cited in Gilabert,
Baron and Llanes 2009: 369). It is likely that stdlgree was cognitively demanding,
but the comment about the difficulty of understaigdiob adverts is interesting, as it
is questionable if reading job advertisements éngaifamiliar words to a person
who has studied English for over seven years tey aill, cognitively challenging.
Thus, it would seem that the language difficulé@sountered when trying to find a
job were due to personal language skills and nptcagnitively overly-complicated
demands. In general, the authentic text materie¢gsned to correspond with the
language skills of the 16- and 17-year old studesitsce the difficulty of the job

advertisements was not a common complaint.

In addition to the trouble regarding the authemtiaterials and the task, either
language-wise or in terms of the amount of workunegl, another reason for
underperforming may have been a low general levainotivation for language

learning, sinceDornyei and Kormos (2000) found that motivationasues are

closely related to task performance. Furthermdrs, dlso relates to Carter’s (1998)
claims of the textbook materials creating a probfese idea of language, and
language learning which, therefore, seems to be rappealing to the less motivated
students who do not put in maximal effort. Moregwaptivation seems to have had
an effect on whether the students were preparadake more of an effort when
taking part in the task or whether they preferremtking with the materials they

were accustomed to.

In fact, the less proficient or motivated studemmsthe present study might have
profited from further simple oral instructions aglivas explanations of what the
purpose of the task was and what was expected finem before stage three was
about to commence. These would have made the makitsarequirements clearer for
the students, and thus, they may have been ablepare themselves better for stage
three. This might have led to a better performamsavell as to an insight into the
many skills involved and learnt. Naturally, thessues were covered in the oral

instructions before the whole task as well as sthgee. Nevertheless, more time
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could have been spent on them to make sure thaisdklness of the task would
have been optimal for all student participantsjtagiite likely was a new way of
working to them. Furthermore, as mentioned preWgulslunan (1991: 37) has
suggested that less proficient students could beramodated for by changing their
goal of the task. In other words, a teacher migtg authentic materials for a task
with simpler instructions and requirements for sitedents who would benefit from

them.

However, had different sets of instructions bedwrrefl, it is difficult to know how
many students would have admitted to needing aldietpversion as we did not
personally know the students and, therefore, weteahle to take their differences
account in advance. Essentially this problem regissthe difficulty in all teaching:
the heterogeneous nature of students. Furtherrti@enstructions were aimed to be
kept as simple as possible when writing them, @eoto be clear what was expected
from the students, as we could not be presentrnd Ha&m out ourselves and answer
possible questions. In addition, with regard toghesent study, having to rely on co-
operation with the course teacher and conflicticlgeslules made it more difficult to
ascertain that the students received all the nagesgormation.

Regarding the claim that TBL only suits a learméng in a country where the target
language is spoken, and therefore, acts as inpuar(2005: 399), the results of the
present study suggest that this was not the cabes particular group of students.
They were all able to perform the whole task, amdenver, they reported in the pre-
task questionnaires (see Appendix 2) that theydoeatact with the English language
for several hours a week outside the language edagsom the point of view of
target language exposure, English is, in fact,ra gfaour everyday lives in Finland,
thus, Swan’s argument of not having proper exposarmot fully be applied to the
group of students in the present study. Moreousficgent target language exposure
cannot be guaranteed even when living in a “swtabbuntry, as, for example,
immigrants may experience trouble integrating sweaiety and have limited contact
with the target language outside the language etaand, therefore, also produce a
limited amount of output themselves. In this resp&mnns may not be any less
suitable for TBL.
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The reason why the suitability of TBL to Finlandngdowever, be questioned is
culture. Quietude and restraint have been traditiprvalued in Finland, which has
been stated to make teaching intercultural comnatioic in English to Finnish
learners challenging (Berry, Carbaugh and NurmiBatiry 2004). Thus, as TBL
requires intensive participation, a cultural castfinay occur, if the expectations do
not match the abilities or characteristics of tharhers. In a similar cultural context
to Finland, Burrows (2008) found that Japanesenkxarof English needed excessive
support in daring to take an active participatasler as it was not something they
were culturally accustomed to. Burrows claimed thia¢ differences between
Western and Japanese learning styles and philesoplére so great that it was not,
ultimately, possible to “import” TBL as such intaphn, at least without culturally-
bound adaptations by practitioners. However, Fimeducation can be considered to
have a very Western mentality and currently uppeosdary schools are obliged by
the Finnish National Core Curriculum for Upper Settary Education (LOPS 2003:
101) to encourage active student participation amdependent thinking and
therefore, at least in theory, that is somethirag ftudents should be used to. Even if
the anxieties about speaking that were reportedarpresent study could be seen as
a result of the cultural differences, on the otiend, they could have merely derived

from a lack of practice.

It has been claimed that Finns see themselves aactigally incapable of
communicating with each other or outsiders” (CrE991: 342, as cited in Sajavaara
and Lehtonen 1997: 264), which may be a self-firlfil prophecy to an extent, in
which case, practising communication is the onlggige solution. However, the
stereotype of the Finnish mentality is merely aesig/pe, originated decades ago,
and not something that can be used as an argungambsa TBL in Finland
considering the lack of extensive research intontlad¢ter. Furthermore, it is feasible
that there is a variation in the language attitude&inns who have grown up in
different cultures and in different times. Instedadyould rather seem plausible that
TBL may actually befit Finnish learners, as alse #tudents in the present study
found many positive aspects in the task and those did not, might have just
needed more time to come to terms with TBL. Moreptasks could be incorporated
into an otherwise non-task-based syllabus to bé useracticing communicative

skills, therefore, tasks could be used to a varyegent among “normal”
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schoolwork.

Continuing with the theme of culture, the presednty introduced the students to a
scenario that all of them will face at some stafeheir lives, i.e. searching for
employment. In fact, as the purpose of learningrgliage is to gain competence to
use the language outside the classroom environraeptlanguage acquisition tasks
should be designed with real-life language needmimd (Nunan 1991: 61). All
communicative situations are, however, culture-ldputherefore, it can be
considered slightly alarming that one student salitg stated that job interviews
were the same in different countries. Admittedlgb jinterviews in Western
Countries tend to focus on similar questions angleyers value similar qualities in
an employee, however, this statement by the studégtit indeed suggest a need to
pay attention to cultural differences in languaggching, as the same language can
be used very differently, not to mention the noreaé communication that goes with
the language. Moreover, there are at least thiféerelnt cultures at play in TBL: the
learning culture conveyed in the method, the Lltuwral and the target language
culture, and it is no wonder that learning cultwwampetence in addition to language
competence can be perceived as demanding by teammeitearners alike.

Keeping the aforementioned issues in mind, it wdwdde been useful to discuss
what was learnt from the task, but on the otherdhanwould have affected the
student opinions and reflected onto the data. Heweawn general, it would seem a
good idea to dissect a task of this nature andesaftpr the students have performed
it, and discuss student opinions together. Thidifig is supported by Murphy (2003)
who found that students’ attention could be dirédt® a particular issue also after
the task, in a post-task discussion. It is notelmotb mention that in the present
study only one student stated that stage threenwa®eneficial. Furthermore, we
argue that the perceived uselessness of the tasit isue, as the experience provided
by the task can be exploited in every job interviawthe future, conducted either in
Finnish or English. In addition, the task requirgt students to employ their
language skills for problem-solving of sorts, asytihad to think of alternative ways
to communicate and use English to achieve a goas, indeed, important that a
teacher makes teaching as transparent as possibiates the aims at hand. Thus, a

student can understand why it is useful to do thags they are expected to.
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Moreover, the findings regarding instructions aogport are compatible with those
of McDonough and Chaikitmongkol (2007), who fourmhtt even university-level

students in Thailand needed time to adapt to taskd learning, as well as
continuous teacher feedback in order to be sure ttiey understood directions
correctly and appreciated how performing a task reésvant to the general aims of
the course in question. Thus, the amount of suppwéeded cannot be

underestimated.

Summary of discussion on student opinions of thledad of authenticity

In conclusion, it seems that authentic materialthenpresent study or the authentic
nature of the task were not automatically expeedras appealing or motivating, and
instead, an already motivated student may havedfdbhem the most interesting,
which is also why such a student may have gainedjtbatest benefit from them. It
is plausible that students who are intrinsicallytiveded are more open to new
approaches to language learning and are more awd#ne benefits they may bring.
This also means that a student who has higher ataiirv would probably spend
more time preparing for the tasks and would mdstyi perform better. Moreover, it
is difficult to estimate if the task reached th&enest of those students who were less
motivated to study English, but those who expedtegerform worse than they
eventually did quite likely find the task motivaginFinally, even if Finnish learners
may need extensive teacher encouragement in ardieliyt engage communicatively
in a task and become confident speakers, TBL oilewlogical level should not be
foreign to Finnish learners. Thus, tasks can beregfglish learners in Finland if
teacher support is offered and the cultural difiees are taken into account, but this
requires practitioners who understand TBL and aoenmounicatively skilled

themselves.

6.2 Student Opinions of the Task as a Way of GainghOral Communicative
Skills

Moving on to discuss the second research questeweral issues relating to gaining
oral communicative skills were raised in the studéata However, as the two

research questions are greatly intertwined, sonaérfgs, such as the need for more
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support, have already been dealt with at lengthaaadnly briefly discussed in this
section from the perspective of oral communicaskédls. The findings could be
divided into main categories, which were emotiomsl danguage attitudes, self-
assessment, and the suitability of the task foctmiag speaking and further into

sub-categories of positive, neutral and/or ambivadéd negative opinions.

Stage three, i.e. the job interview, seemed to tieaght-provoking experience for
the students. The nature of these thoughts appetoed degree, to depend on
preconceived notions on the part of the studentshait it was like to speak English
and what their English skills were. In general,stnavho had a positive stance on
speaking English performed well in their own viewsaddition, positive outcomes
were also experienced by students who discoveradtiiey performed better than
they had expected. Thus, their perceptions of teémas as English speakers
improved or became more accurate, as the authsittiation allowed them to
truthfully test their skills. Howevers the chance to rely on Finnish did not exist,
some students found that they were not able tooparfas well as they had
anticipated. Differences in student opinions wexpeeted based on the students’
backgrounds, as the pre-task questionnaires shdhastdthere was considerable
variety among the students e.g. in terms of trangekibroad and having contact with

the English language.

In retrospect, the students can be considered ¥e had the necessary language
skills to participate in stage three based on ewsrycompleting the task, and
advanced oral skills indeed did not seem to be exepguisite. However, when
critically considering the present study, it seeatsmuch was relied on the students’
ability to understand what the task was supposeffés them and thus, for them to
understand why it was beneficial to fully partidipan it. This became apparent as
one student expressed disappointment in not beshgdathe sample questions she
had practiced at home and another in not beingvatioto take her homework with
her to the interview. This suggests a misunderstgnegarding the pedagogical aim
of the task. Block’s (2000) case study on adult E€drners in Spain found that the
two interviewees possessed a great deal of metagpgttal awareness and were
able to analyse their language learning experierinethe present study, there were

some student participants who were very articulatee there were others who
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were not as capable of understanding the motivdiginnd the task. It is plausible
that adults are better equipped for abstract thokiand moreover, Block’s

participants were studying English voluntarily (guetying a language school for it).
Thus, they may have also had more motivation taesoplate on their learning. This
finding should be taken into account when planrang executing any tasks in the
future, as young learners’ difficulties in understeng pedagogical aims should not

be overlooked.

The findings of the present study also suggest Hmahe students rated their
performance at stage three rather critically, whiobuld imply a sense of
perfectionism, as it is difficult to know the stamds the students had set for
themselves. For this reason the interviewers wskedto fill in feedback forms of
the students, i.e. so that it could be establishéte students’ self-assessment were
even somewhat accurate. In general, the studefassdssments were lower
compared to the assessments that the intervieveses f@r themHowever, as the
interviewers merely commented on the student’sitgbiio take part in the
conversation with no detailed instructions or asseEnt grids, these observations
were not processed further. As Finns are oftemadito be modest, this may be one
of the reasons behind the self-assessments thdgddn be negativeln fact, Finns
tend to compare themselves to native speakersashgit assessing themselves as
speakers of a foreign language (Sajavaara and hehtb997: 278). The issue of low
student self-assessment is echoed by Meng and C{a8id), who studied the
opinions of Chinese engineering students regarditgsk-based English course. It
was found that, initially, the students expressasdsalisfaction at their own
performance as well as that of their peers, b@trlas the course progressed, their
opinions of themselves improved. Moreover, in thd ée students favoured two-
way group tasks, which demanded more of them Istgally and cognitively than
one-way tasks, and it seems that either studenfidemte or skills, or both,
improved with practice. Thus, if the group of stotdein the present study engaged in
TBL for an extended period of time, they might tliys allow more mistakes for
themselves, and secondly, start to favour tasks #ra@ demanding after

understanding their benefits and becoming more comncatively skilled.

Several participants in the present study repdradg nervous about the interview,
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which suggests that they were worried about therfgpmance at stage three and
clearly aimed reasonably high. On the contrary kbeitz and Hedgcock (1998,
1999, as cited in Lefkowitz and Hedgcock 2002: 2&k)nd that American high
school students intentionally underperformed iimterof L2 phonetics for at least
three reasons. Firstly, they did not want to stantdfrom the rest of the class, i.e. to
save face, and secondly, they did not want to meke proficient students feel
inferior. The first two points illustrate the sociaature of classroom discourse.
Thirdly, they were not taking the subject of stugyriously, even if they did worry
about teacher approval. While pronunciation wadalty only one issue worrying
the students in the present study, it is sugges$iaddue to the authenticity of the
interview and the fact that it was conducted witHfoeeigner, performing well
became the only socially acceptable option in tositext, as there were no peers or
teachers around. Oppositely, typical classroonviéies may not motivate learners
to put in maximal effort in terms of oral producticEven Lefkowitz and Hedgcock
(2002: 240) advocate adding authenticity into teagho diminish the feeling of
distance between the language and its actual usm®geh it is posited that the

authenticity affected student concerns regardirtgudu

Continuing with output, it is important to keeprnmnd that with English as a target
language, there is no single native language mimdielok up to. However, Finnish
learners are mostly acquainted with American antisBrEnglishes in school, not to
mention the effects of the media. This argumerguigported by Seppéala’s (2010)
Master’s, thesis, which was a case study on Finmishice EFL teachers’
conventions of using English. She found that séwdrdne teacher participants in her
study stated favouring either a British or an Armma&ni model of language, and no
other favoured model emerged. Furthermore, a teactgeppéld’s study (2010: 79)
stated that some students perceive non-native sgalccents as laughable. Thus, it
is reasonable to claim that stage three was udefuthe students in terms of
becoming aware of different types of English andylbeaeven more tolerant of
different varieties. In fact, not one participamtthe present study stated considering
the near-native speakers’ speech as inferior inveany, it was only mentioned that
they could be at times more difficult to understakbreover, stage three gave the
students a realistic image of English as a lingaada spoken also between non-

native speakers. It is only in real life that thegksh of one’s interlocutor is
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sometimes difficult to understand to a varying ekteand the fact that all the
interviewer participants had different accents,tabated to the authenticity of the
task. If the learners in the present study realiged it is permissible to speak
English with an accent, they might have become nummefident language-users

themselves.

It is, nevertheless, clear that the use of foraigerviewers at stage three had an
impact on the communication. This became appassnthe data suggested that less
proficient students might have preferred workinghwnterlocutors with whom they
shared their first language. Furthermore, it seethatl some students thought that
they would have performed better if they had begerviewed by a peer rather than
a foreign adult, which is probably due to the fdwt the difficulty of interaction
tasks is affected by the language skills of therlotutors (Nunan 1991: 47). The
student opinions of rather working with peers thameigners seem to convey a wish
to put in minimal effort to be understood, but thegy also tell of a possible lack of
self-confidence. Moreover, some students may ne¢ ieeen aware of how talking
to a foreigner was supposed to be different or fi@akfor them. Thus, they may
have not put in the effort that was assumed thégratise would, and the use of
foreigners, in these cases, may have not provebet@as beneficial in terms of

communicative skills as the initial aim of the tas&s.

From a teacher’s point of view, it may often be sidered a benefit that parts of
language lessons can be conducted in the leammaxtsier tongue. This may be the
case especially when teaching grammar, while itrnsirely possible to teach
grammar in a non-native language as well. Howesw@mmon mother tongue may
also create difficulties in terms of authenticityammmunication: A study by Tsui
(1996, as cited in Carless 2008: 333) found thangdBong students of English
considered communicating through the target langusitange when they shared a
mother tongue. Furthermore, it has been claimetlttiea problem with learning a
language in a classroom arises from the studemtsttanteacher sharing a mother
tongue and, thus, the use of the target languagdl &tmes not being necessary
(Swain and Lapkin 1995: 372). This was also esthbli in the present study, as the
participants stated that they easily relied on iBimmwhen there was a breakdown in

communication. While language switching may be mwred as a normal part of
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discourse for people competent in more than ongulage, it does not, however,
dismiss the fact that because of the possibilitgwatch languages constantly, the
typical language classroom does not offer a genumieed for using the target
language. This is not a concern merely raised byittdings of the present study but
also Littlewood (2007), according to whom languagetching was something that
Asian language teachers worried about.

Nevertheless, several students in the present stepgrted noticing a positive
difference between “normal” classroom communicateond that entailed in the
present study, in other words, applying new wayspadducing language was
recognised as beneficial for language developnientever, it still seems to be up to
the teacher to actively promote the use of Englisting oral activities. In addition,

it would be advisable to conduct as many oral &ty as possible in class, while
leaving written output to be produced at home,tadents advance in exercises at a
very different rate. In this way, it would be pddsito maximise the amount of time
reserved for speaking and minimise the time spentvaiting for every learner to

finish what they are doing.

Summary of discussion on student opinions of tek & a way of gaining oral

communicative skills

In conclusion, an extensive range of student opsiwas gathered in the present
study regarding the second research question. abant in stage three was an
emotional and thought-provoking process, and in ithean, it seemed that the
students received a realistic image of themselgesoenmunicators, which for some
was a pleasant surprise and for others, a negatigelt appears that when engaging
in TBL, it should be explained to the learners whyevelops them as language
speakers to refrain from using the mother tonguemash as possible during
language instruction. However, it is natural thedirhers experience communicating
in the target language with each other as beinggefgbarticularly when there is a
breakdown in communication and they could be usiregr mother tongue to get
their meaning across more effectively. In this essp foreign visitors to the
classroom are of a great use, if often not verpleiawhich is why it is up to the

teacher to create authentic communication by getmexample themselves as well
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as by clearly stating the pedagogical aims at hand.

7 CONCLUSION

The findings and their implications of the presstudy have now been discussed in
the context of previous research conducted inigid.fNext, the study is concluded
with an examination of both the reliability and twalidity of the findings.
Furthermore, the strengths and the weaknesse® girésent study are pointed out,

and finally, suggestions for further research made.

The present study applied the approach of a casly.sAs with any other method,
some limitations for case studies can be found f(Ro®8: 47-57). Firstly, the results
of a case study cannot be generalised. Secondbrest in “abnormal” cases may
distort the conception of “normality”. Thirdly, pstems may occur regarding
subjectivity and objectivity. Fourthly, the datatlygred may dictate the research
more than any theoretical approach. Fifthly, theeey be difficulty in protecting the
subjects’ anonymity. However, as case studies d@ino at generalisation (Merriam
1998: 208, as cited in Duff 2008: 48), it is unlike¢hat “abnormal” cases would
distort the understanding of “normality”. In relati to the problem of subjectivity in
case studies, all research is, in one way or anajneded by the choices a researcher
makes and the preconceptions they have (Duff 2883. In fact, the claim of
subjectivity is justified to some extent, as caselg research is close to the case and
the data because the researchers themselvesthetrasearch instrument. Moreover,
the present study was interested in obtaining opmiof a task designed by us, and
this respect, claims of subjectivity are underssdnbel However, also the negative
opinions regarding the task have been includedth®rother hand, subjectivity may
be considered even desirable as it helps a resraiwhunderstand the phenomena
(Stake 1995: 45). Nevertheless, the limitationcade studies were acknowledged
from the beginning and the importance of not owahgating the significance of any

theoretical implications has been taken into actouthe present study.

When a study is conducted with a limited numbepaifticipants, the question of
anonymity may present challenges. However, etlpigatiples are the same for case

study research as for any other type or researciff @08: 59). Furthermore, it is



97

the researcher’s responsibility to protect that dhds, sometimes it may be
necessary even to change or withhold informati@t thight jeopardise the privacy
of the subjects. In the present study, the follgnvateps were taken to provide the
participants their anonymity. Firstly, when repogtithe results of the study, all
students were referred to with the pronctie,as the majority of the students taking
part were female. Secondly, the students wereat@tny stage of the study, referred
to by their names. However, the questionnairesthdents filled in did contain their
names so that it was possible for us to use th@ da a part of the interviews.
Thirdly, when adding the parental consent formhis twritten report (see Appendix
1), personal information regarding the people d®&dschool involved was censored.
Furthermore, the task experiment was carried otht 24 students, of which only 13
returned the consent form, in other words, 11 stteddid not return the form with
either their parents’ consent or refusal. Thesesimgs11 forms had to be interpreted
as refusals, and as agreed with the course teablese students participated in the
task as part of school work and were not intervibwEhus, 46% of the original
sample size was lost, and had there been morenstpddicipants, their anonymity
would have been increased as well as the findinglsgbly more robust. Regarding
the voluntary interviewers, as it was revealed thath genders were represented
equally by two people and that they were takingt par a Master's Degree
Programme at the University of Jyvaskyld, and ie @ase also nationality, their
anonymity was not as well protected. Nevertheless,their opinions were not
analysed and they were consenting adults who kriexv nature of the study,

anonymity is not as crucial as for the studentipi@dnts.

The chosen method of data collection set someigtsirs for the study. Regarding
the conducting of the student interviews, someofacshould be noted. Firstly, it was
the first time either of the interviewers eithendacted or transcribed an interview
for research purposes. However, the interview gquestwere rehearsed to be asked
in such a manner that it was possible for the unt@rees to answer freely and closed
guestions were reserved mainly for clarificationetaboration requests. Moreover,
themes for the interviews were developed baseduatest opinions gained from the
post-task questionnaires. Secondly, the settingevtiee interviews took place was
ideal for the participants, as it did not requifioe from them to attend, but it did

lack in peacefulness and thus, some of the recgsdirere not of the best of quality.
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However, the location where the interviews weredemted was one with which the
participants were familiar, and thus, they probataly more comfortable sharing
their thoughts there, as suggested by Eskola asthwgiki (2001: 28), compared to
an unfamiliar, but quieter, environment. Hence hvitie resources available, it was
not possible to fulfill all the qualifications ofnaideal interview venue but the
participants’ availability was treated as a pripiit order to secure as much data as
possible. Thirdly, as the methodological choice tloe interviews was a focused
interview, not all the students were asked exatitysame questions, and thus, not
all the intended themes received enough exposuteeidata to allow us study them
as initially planned. However, the research questicould be satisfactorily
answered. Fourthly, regarding convenience sampéia@pplied in the present study,
Krippendorff (2004: 121) points out the followinfConvenience samples present
content analysts with the potential problem of hgwio undo or compensate for the
biases in such data, taking into account the imgestthat brought these texts into
being and into the analysts’ hands -- the ideaaof@ing entails choosing to include
or exclude data, with the intent of being fair b ossible data. Convenience
samples do not involve such choices and leave tamoewhether the texts that are
being analysed are representative of the phenothah#e analysts intend to infer”.
Indeed, the problems with the small sample sizeevpeeviously already discussed,
however, it was agreed that a convenience sampguséfied in the present study,
as the aim was not to make generalisations basedhendata. Finally, the
information collected with the questionnaires was used to a great extent, while it
could have been employed for also other purposas therely giving background
information for the task design and the interviewtwever, as resources were

limited, the decision was made not to processphis of the data further.

Inductive content analysis of the data was theooptihosen for the present study.
The range of possible methods to use was vastaatitferent approach may have
led to results with emphasis on different issuese ©f the challenges of content
analysis is that there may be many interesting @mema arising from the data
(Tuomi and Sarajarvi 2002: 94). It is not, howevpossible for a researcher to
explore all of them, and thus, decisions have tmbéde regarding which findings are
to be followed. This was, in fact, the case witk firesent study as well. Content

analysis, like any other method of analysis, hasnbfaced with criticism. For
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example, merely presenting results, but not drawmgications from them has been
mentioned in the literature (Tuomi and Sarajarv@20105). Moreover, Moilanen
and Raiha (2001: 54) point out that with contenalgsis, the risk of bringing in
codes from outside the data exists, although, tble of it happening can be
minimised by emphasising the importance of stayoyal to the dataHowever,
these limitations were known before embarking om &malysis, therefore, it was
possible to be careful of decisions and actionlémicing the study and its results.
Moreover, as advised by Gillham (2005: 7), the pneeptions of the researchers
have been considered, even though no hypothesidomnasilated. In addition, the
steps taken in the data collection and analysie Hmen thoroughly reported on,
which allows the reader to draw conclusions on Ywaetppropriate procedure was
followed and, thus, makes the analysis more raigparticularly when it has been
conducted by more than one person (Wiersma and2009: 246). Furthermore,
there is an extensive collection of appendiceslava which illustrate both the
analysis and the data collection, and the entingeaof opinions of each issue has

been portrayed, not merely the exceptions or paaily interesting extracts.

The concept of validity can be divided into two eds: internal and external validity
which are now discussed as reported in Wiersma Jamd (2009: 247). Internal
validity refers to how the research has been caedudhus, if the data has been
analysed consistently. External validity, howeuafers to how, for example, the
study can be replicated. In addition, the reseagplort must be conducted in a way
that it is comprehensible to other researchers. tédnms of validity, the
aforementioned factors have been fulfilled. Funtin@e, given the comprehensive
report of the task design and execution, repligatite study has been made possible
for any future research purposes. However, it rhastoted that the categories in the
analysis overlap to some extent, and, thus, sortnacx could in principle have been
placed in two different categories but were presgnb the most relevant context.
The same applies for the topics in the Discussanthe research questions were
intertwined. Moreover, as there are strict proceduno follow also in the case of
qualitative research and content analysis, and usecdhere were two people
conducting the study, it was paramount to synclsetiie approaches to the analysis.
This was successfully achieved by practicing thalymis. While it has to be

acknowledged that type of criticism previously memed might exist for a reason,
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one must consider each study practising contenysiadby its merits, not by the

general criticism in the literature.

The present study took into consideration the nesibdity of upper secondary
schools to prepare students for life and providariwith the capacities needed in
the areas they choose to further themselves ihastto be acknowledged that in
today’s world many people face an international, glish-speaking work
environment, which, should already be accounted iforschool, and as the
requirements regarding language competence arggicigaalong with the world,
language pedagogy should be able to ready leafoeithe demands encountered
outside the classroom. The present study providéehble in-depth information of a
little-researched area, particularly in Finland,iehl) nevertheless, is significantly
current. The results are interesting for both reteas and teachers alike, and
moreover, the experimental nature of the presetysnay open the field for similar

studies to be conducted already on graduate stimsleit

The findings illustrated how a particular group stidents viewed the aspects of
authenticity, gaining oral communication skills wsll as task(s) as part language
learning, which will be of help in the process a$k design, as the students pointed
out successful and less successful choices madedieg the task in the present
study. Indeed, while the results are not, and weteaimed to be, generalisable, they
suggest that TBL isiot an approach that does, for some fundamental reasdn
work with Finnish upper secondary school studeritke present study also
illustrated how authentic materials may be usega$ of teaching and learning,
which may inspire practitioners to explore thesparspunities. Furthermore, it was
shown that the task could be conducted as partofrial” language instruction
without the need for an exclusively task-basedabyls. Moreover, the results
suggested that students of different competenceldewere, in fact, capable of
working with authentic materials, which may alse@mrage a number of teachers to
explore the options available. In addition, theywag nature of authenticity was
exploited, as the students both read and productldertic materials, as well

engaged in authentic communication, during one saskience.

The results of the present study indicated th&tstaeem to be applicable withis
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group of students in gaining oral communicative skijgpvided that all students
become accustomed to the method. Future researsteded to determine whether
this applies to a greater number of students. Maeat would be interesting to
examine the students in the present study furthdrcmmpile extensive profiles of
them as language users and compare that dataiteidves of the task. Alternatively
a replication of the present study with differeattripants could be conducted, but
with an extended the focus onto the connectionsvd®t learner opinions and
learner characteristics. In addition, we suggest tinore research into TBL in
Finland would be welcome, as the field is yet tdudly explored. The compatibility
of the Finnish language learning culture and tastisld be a useful area of interest,
as it has been argued (Swan 2005) and shown (Bsir26@8) that TBL does not suit
all environments. Moreover, most TBL research sohas been conducted with
gualitative methodology, and if quantitative inf@non was available, more
generalisable results could be achieved. Previessarch has also focused on adults,
instead of adolescent or younger learners. This beaglue to practical reasons, as
adult participants may be easier to find. Hencierint age groups employing task-
based methodology should be covered more widelg. griesent study did not take
into account the teacher’s views, because the éesuconducted the first two stages
rather independently, and we organised stage t&ték.exploring teacher opinions
of TBL in practice would be an interesting topigpecially since teachers easily
misunderstand the essence of communicative teadag TBL, which prevents
them from engaging in it, as stated by Littlewo@0(7). While extensive studies
have already been conducted on authentic matetialuld also be beneficial to
study the use of authentic material further bothmfrthe points of view of learners
and practitioners in a Finnish context in particuinally, we suggest that the topic
of L2 communicative competence in terms of Finnisarners would be widely
covered in the future research, as there is angesl of information on how to
effectively teach spoken language skills to Finresdrners, particularly as learning

is culturally dependent.
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APPENDIX 1: PARENTAL CONSENT FORM

Hyva ENA3-kurssilaisen huoltaja,

Olemme kaksi englannin kielen p&&aineopiskelijagaskylan yliopistosta. Talla
hetkella tyéstdmme pro gradu —tutkielmaamme, josgamme lukio-opiskelijoiden
nakemyksia erilaisista kielenopiskelutavoista sg&kelijan omasta kielitaidosta.

Lahestymme Teita, koska huollettavanne on ilmadittaut X-koulun viidennessé
jaksossa toteutettavalle ENA3-kursille, jonka ogetta toimii X. Olemme sopineet
kurssin opettajan kanssa aineiston kerdamisesté dgsessia.

Tulemme kerdamaan aineistoa opiskelijoilta kysehdkkeiden ja mahdollisesti
pienimuotoisen haastattelun kautta. Tutkimuksemrmaen&lta on oleellista kerata
taustatietoja opiskelijasta englannin kielen k&tta. Kaikki kerddmamme
materiaali tullaan kasittelemaan nimettomasti jaocttoman luottamuksellisesti ja
sitd kaytetddn vain tutkimuksemme tarkoituksiin.

Pyyddmme Teidan ilmoittavan meill@7.2.2010 menness&uostumuksestanne

tutkimukseen osallistumiseen palauttamalla allavante lapun tai sahkopostitse.
Viestista tulisi kayda ilmi huollettavan nimen ks& suostumuksenne antaminen tai
tutkimukseen osallistumisen kieltaminen.

Jos Teilla on kysymyksia tutkimustamme koskien,aanme mielellamme lisétietoja.

Jyvaskylassa 8.2.2010.

Ystavallisin terveisin,

Salla Marttila Outi Viskari
salla.p.marttila@jyu.fi outi.viskari@jyu. fi
XXX-XXX XXXX XXX-XXX XXXX

Ympyroikaa valintaanne vastaava vaihtoehto.

Annan / en anna suostumustani (opiskelijan nimi)
osallistumiseen pro gradu —tutkielman aineisto@émtiseen osana ENA3-kurssia
kevaalla 2010.

Paikka ja aika

Allekirjoitus ja nimenselvennys
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APPENDIX 2: PRE-TASK QUESTIONNAIRE

KYSELY

Kiitos, ettd osallistut tutkielmamme tekemiseennas#ité englannin kurssia. Olemme kiinnostuneet
kuulemaan opiskelijoiden ndkemyksid englannin kietgpiskelusta, joten mielipiteesi on meille
tarked! Kaikki antamasi vastaukset tullaan kasgtteélan luottamuksellisesti ja nimettémina eivatka ne
tule vaikuttamaan kurssiarvosanaasi.

Aluksi haluaisimme tietdda hieman taustatietoja si@uenglanninkayttdjana. Vastaa alla oleviin
kysymyksiin jokokirjoittamalla vastaus annettuun tilaan tai ympyrilla sinuun sopiva vaihtoehto

Nimi Sukupuainen / mies Ika:

Viimeisen englannin kurssin arvosana rikiei

Mita muita kielia puhut?

Oletko vieraillut englanninkielisissé maissa? KYL/ El

Jos vastasit kylla, luettele maat ja vierailujerstad.

Oletko muuten matkaillessasi kayttanyt englantia? KYLLA / El

Jos vastasit kylla, kerro missa maissa.

Kuinka monta tuntia paivassa keskimaarin katslgvisiosta englanninkielisia ohjelmi@

0 1 2 3 enemman
Kuinka monta tuntia paivasséa keskimaarin kuunehgtianninkielistd musiikkia?

0 1 2 3 enemman
Kuinka monta tuntia kaytat paivassa pelaamatiglanninkielisia tietokonepelej&

0 1 2 3 enemman
Kuinka monta tuntia paivassa kaygitglantia Internetiss&

0 1 2 3 enemman
Kuinka useinluet sanomalehtid, aikakausilehtia tai kirj@gaglanniksi?

paivittain 2-3 krt /viikko joka toinen viikko kuukesittain  muu:

Tunnetko ihmisia, joidedidinkieli on englanti? KYLLA / El

Jos valitsit ei, sinun ei tarvitse vastata seur&aai ja b -kysymyksiin.
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a) Kuinka usein keskim&arin olet yhteydessa heidassaarenglanniksi kirjoittaen (esim.
séhkdposti, chat, kirjeet, tekstiviesti)?

paivittain 2-3 krt /viikko joka toinenikko kuukausittain muu;

b) Kuinka usein keskim&arin keskustelet heidan kamssaglanniksi puhuen(esim.

kasvotusten, Skype, puhelin)?

paivittain 2-3 krt /viikko joka toinenikko kuukausittain muu;

Tunnetko ihmisi&, joidedidinkieli on jokin muu kuin suomi tai englanti? KYLLA / El
Jos valitsit ei, sinun ei tarvitse vastata seur&aei ja b -kysymyksiin.
a) Kuinka usein keskim&arin olet yhteydessa heidassaarenglanniksi kirjoittaen (esim.

séhkdposti, chat, kirjeet, tekstiviesti)?

paivittain 2-3 krt /viikko joka toinenikko kuukausittain muu;

b) Kuinka usein keskim&arin keskustelet heidan kamssaglanniksi puhuen(esim.

kasvotusten, Skype, puhelin)?

paivittain 2-3 krt /viikko  joka toinen Wiko kuukausittain muu:

Vastaa alla oleviin vaittamiigmpyréimalla sinun mielipidettési vastaava vaihtoehto. Muist&

vaittamiin ei ole oikeita tai vaaria vastauksiaastaathan siis rehellisesti oman mielipiteesi mokaa

1) Pidéan englannin opiskelusta. KYLLA / El
2) Pidan englannin puhumisesta. KYLLA / El
3) Puhun englantia aina, kun siihen tarjoutuu méisdios. KYLLA / El
4) Minua jannittdd/hermostuttaa englannin puhumigrgglannin

tuntien ulkopuolella. KYLLA / El
5) Minua jannittdd/hermostuttaa puhua englantidaemin tunneilla. KYLLA / El

6) Mielestani pelkastaan englannin oppitunneillgygen harjoitusten avulla

olen oppinut puhumaan englantia niin, ettd uskdrigsgini erilaisissa tilanteissa

luokkahuoneen ulkopuolella englantia kayttamalla. KYLLA / El

7) Mielestani suullisten pariharjoitusten tekemiertaa minua kehittymaan

englannin puhujana. KYLLA / El

8) Kun teen suullisia pari- tai ryhmaharjoituksigiannin tunnilla, puhun ainoastaan englantia.
KYLLA/ El

9) Kun teemme tunnilla pariharjoituksia, kytanroagasta omista asioista juttelemiseen suomeksi

englanninkielisenpariharjoituksen teon sijasta. KYLLA / El

10)Keskustelutilanne, jossa minun tulee vapaasttaa englantia suullisesti hermostuttaa minua.

KYLLA / EI
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11) Mielestani englannin tunneilla harjoitellaarpeeksi suullista kielitaitoa. KYLLA / El

12) Mielestani tarvitsen lisda harjoitusta englarmihumiseen ennen kuin uskallan puhua englantia

muiden kuin luokkatovereiden ja opettajan kanssa KYLLA / El

13) En kayta englantia missddn muodossa englanniieh ulkopuolella. KYLLA /EI

14) Mielestani on tarkeaa, etta kaytan niin sutalllauin kirjallista englantia oppituntien ulkopulide
KYLLA / El

15)Luotan omaan englannin suulliseen kielitaitooni. KYLLA / El

16) Mielestani on téarkedmpaéa oppia englannin kigia kuin harjoitella englanniksi puhumista.

KYLLA / El
17) Mielestani englannin oppikirjat tarjoavat taegsi erilaisia tehtavia kielen opiskeluun.

KYLLA / El
18)Mielestani kielen oppitunneilla on hyva kayttagos oppikirjan ulkopuolista materiaalia.

KYLLA / El
19)Puhuminen englanniksi ei tuota minulle ongelmia. KYLLA / El
20)Mielestani on tarkedmpaa harjoitella englanti@ppilaskirjoituksia varten
kuin harjoitella englanniksi puhumista. KYLLAEA
21) Minulla on kokemusta ty6paikan hakemisesta. YLKA / El
22) Olen ollut tydpaikkahaastattelussa. KYLLELl/

23) Kerro omin sanoin, mika sinun mielestasi orapaapa oppipuhumaan englantia? Voit miettia
esimerkiksi, milla tavalla sina itse olet oppimuthumaan englantia (esim. luokkahuoneessa vai sen

ulkopuolella, puhumalla, kuuntelemalla, parihageten avulla, television avulla, ystavien kautta).

24) Milla tavoilla uskot nyt alkavan englannin ksirs ja sen tydmaailmaan liittyvan aihepiirin

kehittdvan sinua englannpuhujana?
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Lue viela alla olevat kuvaukset ja valitse niista siikdmielestasikuvaa parhaiten

tamanhetkistd suullista englanninkielentaitoasi Merkitse valitsemasi kuvaus

ympyroimalla sen edessa oleva numero.

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

Selviydyn kaikkein yksinkertaisimmista keskustelajgos puhekumppanini
on valmis toistamaan sanottavansa tai ilmaisema&mn doisin, puhumaan
tavallista hitaammin ja auttamaan minua muotoilemaan, mitd yritan
sanoa. Pystyn esittamaan yksinkertaisia kysymyjesizastaamaan sellaisiin
arkisia tarpeita tai hyvin tuttuja aiheita kasetaksa keskusteluissa.

Pystyn kommunikoimaan yksinkertaisissa ja rutiimmasissa tehtavissa,
jotka edellyttéavat yksinkertaista ja suoraa tiedohioa tutuista aiheista ja
toiminnoista. Selviydyn hyvin lyhyistd keskustetais mutta ymmarran
harvoin kylliksi pitaakseni keskustelua itse ylla.

Selviydyn useimmista tilanteista, joita syntyy erglinkielisilla alueilla
matkustettaessa. Pystyn osallistumaan valmistautam&eskusteluun
aiheista, jotka ovat tuttuja, itsedni kiinnostataajotka liittyvat arkielamaan,
esimerkiksi  perheeseen, harrastuksiin, tyohon, uosédkniseen ja
ajankohtaisiin asioihin.

Pystyn viestimdan niin sujuvasti ja spontaanistita e sdannoéllinen
yhteydenpito englanniksi on mahdollista ilman ekidmpikaan osapuoli
kokee sen hankalaksi. Pystyn osallistumaan akdstigutuista aihepiireista
kaytavaan keskusteluun, esittdmaan nakemyksigmigaustamaan niita.

Pystyn ilmaisemaan ajatuksiani sujuvasti ja spamnssailman ettd minun
juurikaan tarvitsee hakea ilmauksia. Osaan kayki#dta joustavasti ja
tehokkaasti sosiaalisiin tarkoituksiin. Osaan miulet@jatuksia ja mielipiteita
tasmallisesti ja littdd oman puheenvuoroni taisdivamuiden puhujien
puheenvuoroihin.

Pystyn ottamaan vaivatta osaa asioiden kasittgbyaikkiin keskusteluihin.
Tunnen hyvin kielelle tyypilliset sanonnat ja puletket ilmaukset. Pystyn
tuomaan esille ajatuksiani sujuvasti ja valittama@smallisesti hienojakin
merkitysvivahteita. Osaan peraantyd ja kiertdd rolliedt ongelmat niin
sujuvasti, ettd muut tuskin havaitsevat ollenkaagetmia.

KIITOS VASTAUKSISTASI!
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APPENDIX 3: TASK INSTRUCTIONS

APPLYING FOR A JOB

Your task is to apply for a job. Looking for a jabd writing job applications is something that
everyone has to do at some stage of their lives.ay already have applied for a job, or maybe
this is the first time you have to do so. In ange;ahere are some tips for you on how to get
started.

Before you can write an application for a jglou need to find a job to apply for Look for a
job that really interests you — if you already kneWvat you want to work as when you grow up,
why not look for a job advert that matches youradns! The job can be in any country, even in
Finland, but the job advert should be written ingish and likewise, you must write your
application in English.

Nowadays the best place for job hunting is probdbdy Internet. Below you will find some
examples of websites from which you can find jobeasts. These are only examples and if you
wish to look for a job in a country not listed hewe suggest you use a search engine, such as
Google, and you are sure to find a list of websitdbe country of your choice.

London www.justlondonjobs.co.uk

England www.1job.co.uk

Ireland www.jobs.ie

Canada www.bestjobsca.com/bt-jobs.htm

Scotland www.scottishjobs.com

USA www.jobsearchusa.org

Jobs on cruise ships Www.cruiseshipjob.com

Nanny jobs WWW.Nnannyjobs.co.uk

Jobs all over the world www.jobsabroad.com

Summer jobs www.summerjobs.comww.backdoorjobs.com

Once you have found a job ad that interests yaunéxt step is twrite an application for that
job. Good instructions and tips for writing a job a@pation can be found on UK Jobcentreplus’
“Job Kit — Practical help and advice when apphfiogjobs” booklet. You can find help writing a
cover letter on pages 20-24.

Job Kit
www.jobcentreplus.gov.uk/JCP/stellent/groups/jcplduents/sitestudio/dev_015519.pdf

You can also find some tips for cover letters oggsa85-86 of your textbooks. While writing
your cover letter, please pay attention to the udymd include all the necessary details that are
required. Please type your applicatiyncomputer, if possible.

When you apply for a job, you have to include yeW (Curriculum Vitae) with the cover letter.
Write your CV and hand it in along with your job application touy teacher. Again, you can
find help writing your CV from the Job Kit, and $imnd examples of CVs can be found there on
pages 27-30. You can also find an example of a 6¥ some tips on pages 87-89 of your
textbooks.

It does not matter if you do not have any work eiqree yet — for example, you can include the
school work experience that you have done in searyrgthool. You should also write down the
education that you have received so far, and whaiaye studying for at the moment. Make sure
that you include also your computer skills, languagills and hobbies in your CV, as these help
the employer build a better picture of you as a@ethan the work experience alone would.

Please hand in your cover letter and your CV to youteacher by Monday 22° March, 2010.
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APPENDIX 4: STAGE THREE EVALUATION FORM

Name of student

1. Overall, how did the student perform in the ivitiew? (Fluency, ability to engage
in conversation, appropriate language in the cdretx?)

2. What was good about the interview?

3. What could be improved upon?

4. Was it difficult to understand the student’s st If yes, please elaborate.
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APPENDIX 5: POST-TASK QUESTIONNAIRE

Nimi:

Vastaa alla oleviin kysymyksiin ympyréimaélla sinun mielipidettési vastaava vaihtoehto.
Kysymyksiin ei ole oikeita tai vaaria vastauksia eivatka vastauksesi vaikuta timan englannin
kurssin arvosanaasi.

1) Pidin englannin puhumisesta. KYLLA / EI

2) Minua jannittda/hermostuttaa englannin puhuminen englannin tuntien
ulkopuolella. KYLLA / EI

3) Minua jannittia/hermostuttaa puhua englantia englannin tunnilla. KYLLA / EI

4) Mielestani kurssilla tehty suullinen tyéhaastattelu lisasi luottamustani omaa
englannin suullista kielentaitoani kohtaan. KYLLA / EI

5) Mielestani tarvitsen lisdé harjoitusta englannin puhumisesta ennen kuin uskallan

puhua englantia muiden kuin luokkatovereiden ja opettajan kanssa. KYLLA / EI
Vastaa muutamaan kysymykseen siitd, miltd sinusta tuntui ENNEN tyodpaikkahaastattelua.

6) Ennen tyopaikkahaastattelua suhtautumiseni siihen oli
a) innostunut/positiivinen
b) samantekevi
C) epavarma/hermostunut
d) muu, mika?

7) Ennen keskusteluharjoitusta, arvioin ettd suoriudun siita (suoriutuminen
tarkoittaa tdssa sitd, ettd pystyit vastaamaan kysyttyihin kysymyksiin ilman
pitkid mietintdtaukoja)

a) hyvin

b) kohtalaisesti
¢) huonosti

d) enollenkaan

8) Koitko tunnilla ennen tyopaikkahaastattelua tehdyt harjoitukset (video, parin
kanssa harjoittelu) hyodyllisiksi tyopaikkahaastattelua ajatellen?

a) kylla
b) en

Vastaa muutamaan kysymykseen siitd, milti sinusta tuntui tydpaikkahaastattelun JALKEEN.

9) Tyopaikkahaastattelun jdlkeen, arvioin suoriutuneeni siitia (suoriutuminen
tarkoittaa tdssa sitd, etta pystyit vastaamaan kysyttyihin kysymyksiin ilman
pitkid mietintataukoja
a) hyvin
b) Kkohtalaisesti
¢) huonosti
d) enollenkaan

10) Ympyrdi jokainen alla oleva vaihtoehto, joka mielestasi kuvaa tehtya
tyohaastattelua.
vaikea hyodyllinen helppo
hyodyton pelottava kohtalaisen vaikea
kohtalaisen helppo  motivoiva lannistava

mukava epdmukava muu, mika?
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Alla on muutamia vaittdmia koskien tatd englannin kurssia. Lue vaittimat ja valitse sen jalkeen
vaihtoehto, joka kuvaa mielipidettasi.

11)

12)

13)

14)

15)

Talla englannin kurssilla tehtiin harjoituksia, joihin etsittiin materiaalia
oppikirjan ulkopuolelta, kuten tyopaikkailmoituksen kohdalla. Mielestani
oppikirjan ulkopuolisen materiaalin kaytto oli
a) hyodyllista - mielesténi oli hyva juttu, ettd tyopaikat etsittiin
itse
b) turhaa - olisin mieluummin tehnyt tehtavan kirjan materiaalin
pohjalta
c) samantekevaa - mielestini ei ole vilid mitd materiaalia
tunnilla kdytetdan

Talla englannin kurssilla tehtiin tyohaastattelu, jossa kédytettiin englantia
ihmisen kanssa, jonka kanssa ei voinut puhua ollenkaan suomea. Oman suullisen
englannin kielitaitoni kannalta harjoituksen teko oli

a) hyodyllista

b) hyodytonta

c) samantekevaa

Talla englannin kurssilla tehtiin tydnhakuun liittyva harjoituskokonaisuus, johon
liittyi tyopaikkailmoituksen etsiminen, tyépaikkahakemuksen ja ansioluettelon
kirjoittaminen seka tyopaikkahaastattelu. Mielesténi tima harjoituskokonaisuus
oli

a) hyddyllinen - erottui edukseen Kielten tuntien tehtavista

b) ok - mielestdni samanlainen kuin muut kieltentuntien tehtavat

c) turha - ei sopinut kielten opiskeluun

Talla englannin kurssilla tyopaikkahaastattelu jarjestettiin niin, etta se
muistuttaisi oikeaa tyopaikkahaastattelua. Mielestani tdma oli
a) hyva - muillakin kursseilla pitdisi tehda oikeaa elamaa
vastaavia harjoituksia
b) ei hyva eikd huono - harjoitus menetteli
) huono - mieluummin teen pariharjoituksia kirjan pohjalta

Uskotko enemman omaan kielitaitoosi ja kykyysi kayttda englantia
ulkomaalaisten ihmisten kanssa kurssilla tehdyn suullisen
tyopaikkahaastattelun jalkeen?

a) kylla

b) ei vaikuttanut positiivisesti eikd negatiivisesti

c) ei

Vastaa vield kysymykseen sinua haastatelleesta henkildsta ja hanen kanssaan
keskustelemisesta.

Kuka sinua haastatteli?

Haastattelijan puheen ymmartaminen oli

a)
b)
<)
d)

helppoa

kohtalaisen helppoa
vaikeaa
mahdotonta

Mitka asiat tekivat haastattelijan puheen ymmartadmisessa helppoa tai vaikeaa (dantdminen,
puhenopeus, vieraat sanat jne.)?
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Lue alla olevat kuvaukset ja valitse niista se, anmkielestasi kuvaa parhaiten
tamanhetkista SUULLISTA englannin kielentaitoasi Ympyr6i valitsemasi
kuvaus.

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

Selviydyn kaikkein yksinkertaisimmista keskustelajsos puhekumppanini
on valmis toistamaan sanottavansa tai ilmaisema&mn doisin, puhumaan
tavallista hitaammin ja auttamaan minua muotoilemaan, mitd yritan
sanoa. Pystyn esittamaan yksinkertaisia kysymyjesizastaamaan sellaisiin
arkisia tarpeita tai hyvin tuttuja aiheita kasistebsa keskusteluissa.

Pystyn kommunikoimaan yksinkertaisissa ja rutiimmasissa tehtavissa,
jotka edellyttavat yksinkertaista ja suoraa tiedohioa tutuista aiheista ja
toiminnoista. Selviydyn hyvin lyhyistd keskustetais mutta ymmarran
harvoin kylliksi pitddkseni keskustelua itse yll&.

Selviydyn useimmista tilanteista, joita syntyy erglinkielisilla alueilla
matkustettaessa. Pystyn osallistumaan valmistautam&eskusteluun
aiheista, jotka ovat tuttuja, itsedni kiinnostataajotka liittyvat arkielamaan,
esimerkiksi  perheeseen, harrastuksiin, tyohon, uosédkniseen ja
ajankohtaisiin asioihin.

Pystyn viestimdan niin sujuvasti ja spontaanistita e sdannoéllinen
yhteydenpito englanniksi on mahdollista ilman eki@mpikaan osapuoli
kokee sen hankalaksi. Pystyn osallistumaan akdstigutuista aihepiireista
kaytavaan keskusteluun, esittdmaan nakemyksigmigaustamaan niita.

Pystyn ilmaisemaan ajatuksiani sujuvasti ja spomnssailman ettd minun
juurikaan tarvitsee hakea ilmauksia. Osaan kayki#dta joustavasti ja
tehokkaasti sosiaalisiin tarkoituksiin. Osaan miulet@jatuksia ja mielipiteita
tasmallisesti ja littAd oman puheenvuoroni taisvamuiden puhujien
puheenvuoroihin.

Pystyn ottamaan vaivatta osaa asioiden kasittgpyaikkiin keskusteluihin.
Tunnen hyvin kielelle tyypilliset sanonnat ja pulatket ilmaukset. Pystyn
tuomaan esille ajatuksiani sujuvasti ja valittama@smallisesti hienojakin
merkitysvivahteita. Osaan perdantya ja kiertdd rokikdt ongelmat niin
sujuvasti, ettd muut tuskin havaitsevat ollenkaagetmia.

KIITOS VASTAUKSISTASI!
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APPENDIX 6: SCHEDULE OF THE THEME INTERVIEW

Pro gradu —tutkielma

Puolistrukturoitu teemahaastattelu

TEEMAT: tydskentelytavat, suullinen kielitaito, aattisuus

1. TYOSKENTELYTAVAT: TASK-BASED LEARNING, TYOHAASTATTELU
Milta koko prosessi tuntui?
Milta tuntui etsia itse kiinnostava "oikea” tyop&ik verrattuna kirjan
tyopaikkailmoituksiin?
Auttoivatko muut tehtavéat (paritehtava, video, kisy) suoriutumaan
tyohaastattelussa? Miten? Miksi ei?
Tekisitk6 mieluummin kirjan tehtavia? Miksi?
Haluaisitko ettd vastaavia harjoituskokonaisuuksenoja olisi usein,
silloin talldin vai ei koskaan? Miksi?
Mita mielta olet harjoituskokonaisuuden jarjestsl§i? Hairitsiko jokin
sinua haastattelun aikana? Luokkakaverit, opett@jestko ollut

parempi olla ihan kahdestaan haastattelijan kanssa?

2. SUULLINEN KIELITAITO: OMA ARVIO, KEHITYS, MOTIVAATIO,
ASENTEET
Kuinka keskustelu sujui?
Oliko ensimmainen kerta, kun puhuit englantia tasgtakaavassa
suomea osaamattoman henkilon kanssa? Miltd se?untu
Millaista oli puhua englanninkielisen ihmisen kamsegrrattuna
luokkakaveriin?
Mika oli erilaista kuin kuvittelit? Mika vaikeampéhelpompaa?
Millaista oli, kun ei voinut sanoa epaselvaa asia@meksi?
Millaista oli, kun joutui seka puhumaan ettéa kulernt@eaan ilman
miettimisaikaa?
Tekisitk6 mieluummin parin kanssa suullisia hagkgia? Miksi?
Miksi luulet, etta ennen haastattelua sinua pefuisi pelotti)? Mika

erityisesti?
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Muuttuiko oma kuvasi sinusta englannin kielen pahaj? Loysitko
uusia vahvuuksia? Luuletko, etté sait realistisevek itsestasi
englannin puhujana?

Tuntuuko englannin puhuminen sinusta nyt erilaggeKivemmalta,
helpommalta, kiinnostavammalta, epamukavammalta,

pelottavammalta?

3. AUTENTTISUUS: HYODYLLISYYS "OIKEASSA ELAMASSA”
Luuletko, ettd voit hydédyntad mydhemmin tata koketad Miten?
Pystyitkd samaan aikaan tietoisesti miettimaan sien haastattelussa
pitaa kayttaytya vai tuliko se luonnostaan?
Haluaisitko, ettd englannin tunneilla ja muissakiimeissa otettaisiin
enemman huomioon "tosielaman tarpeita™?
Olisitko valmistautunut eri tavalla/tydoskennellyt g&avalla, jos olisit
tiennyt, ettéd haastattelemaan tulee aikuisia ulladasia ihmisia?
Miten? Miksi?
Tekikd haastattelija, hanen puheensa, kulttuurienst tilanteen
helpoksi tai vaikeaksi? Miten?
Mita englannin kielen opiskelu sinulle tarkoittada on sinulle
tarkeinta? Vaikuttavatko tulevaisuuden suunnitelragisen, miten naet

nyt englannin opiskelun?
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APPENDIX 7: SAMPLE ILLUSTRATION OF ANALYSIS 1

Table 2. lllustration of the analysis on studennhams of authenticity and the task

ILLUSTRATION OF THE ANALYSIS - RESEARCH QUESTION 1

(S3, 12-13)

Extracts from the data Pre-categories Sub-categories Main
categories
(2) varsinkin sellanen joka tietaa et uselessness of the task negative
ei tuu ikina hakee englanniks opinion/ task
mihink&an tydhaastatteluun tai in general
sellaseen menemaan.. niin tavallagn
se on sellaselle ihan turha.. tehtava
(S9, 36-38)
(4) henkisesti hyodyllista mutta eibeneficial only in mental way neutral Opinions of
se varmaan mitenkddn kauheesti opinion/ task the task
opettanut englantii (S5, 61-62) in terms of
learning E.
(9) tdd oli aika hyvin jarjestetty well-organised positive
kylla kaikin puolin (S1, 122) opinion/ task
execution
(13) ne kaikki ty6t oli semmosia unrealistic negative
mihin ei oikeesti ees voinu hakee scenario, inauthenticity opinion/
niinku tan ikasena tai talla authenticity of
koulutuksella (S12, 7-8) material
(16) joo oli siind valinnan vaikeus|. amount of material ambivalent
etta sit |dytaa sellasen tyon.. muuten opinion/
se oli kylla kiva (S1, 39) authenticity of | Opinions of
material the
(19) paas puhumaan niinkd kieltda | opportunity to use language positive | authenticity
niinko ihan ulkomaalaiselle opinion/ of the task
ihmiselle ku --- ihan normaalissa authenticity of
elamassé niinku harva suomalaingn context
puhuu ulkomaalaiselle just niinku
tan ikdsena
(23) ei tAd mun mielesta silleen the task did not teach negative
opeta kauheesti mitdan (S5, 49) anything opinion/
authenticity in
terms of
learning &
the future Opinions of
(26) tulee testattua miten edes osapractice for real-life situation positive | authenticity
vastata mihinkdan kysymyksiin gi opinion/ in relation to
oikein ole ikind ollut edes authenticity in | the students’
tybhaastattelussa niin sekin hydty terms of future
ettd tietdd millasia ne oikeestaan jon the future




APPENDIX 8: SAMPLE ILLUSTRATION OF ANALYSIS 2

123

Table 3. lllustration of the analysis on the taskpart of acquiring oral skills

ILLUSTRATION OF THE ANALYSIS — RESEARCH QUESTION 2

Extracts from the data Pre-categories Sub-categories Main

categories

(28) mua aina jannittaa hirveesti tollaset Nervousness, negative opinion

tilanteet ylipaataan varsinkin kun pitaa anxiety feelings

puhua kielia ja sit jotenkin koulun

puolesta tuplasti arsyttavaa ja pelottavaa

(S3, 6-8) Emotional
experiences

(31) se nyt vaan oli silleen méa panikoin negative feeling ambivalent

sité niin paljon ei se sitten ollutkaan niin
kauhee siind mielessé positiivinen .. se

about task in
nli advance, positive

opinion/ feelings

ihan mukava kokemus sillein (S3, 184- after

185)

(33) oli hauska paéastéa puhumaan (S7, 11) enjoyofent | positive opinion/
talking feelings

(34) ohan se [englannin puhuminen]

troublesome activity
"in principle”

negative opinion
speaking English

silleen periaatteessa tosi tydlasta (S2, 64) in task /
attitude

(36) [englannin puhuminen non-natiivin nice task, but ambivalent

kanssa] on paljon mukavempaa kuitenkin  performance opinion/

pitaad keskittyd enemman mutta jos on pressure speaking English

aidinkielen&d englanti --- [silla] joka puhut in task/

niin sitten on jotenkin hirveet --- attitude to

suoriutumispaineet (S3, 96-99)

speakers of E.

(39) mun omasta mielesta mun pitéis
kehittdd puhumista ni niinku autto siina
etta sai sita rohkeutta puhua ja paas

puhumaan niinku henkilén kanssa joka on

niinku ulkomaalainen eika oo kukaan
tuttu.. silleen hyva (S2, 42-45)

beneficial to talk to
a foreigner

positive opinion/
speaking English
in task/
attitude to
foreigners

Attitudinal
experiences

(44) en ma sitten ihan niin hyvin puhu si

a own skills not

negative opinion

englantii ku tarvis ja kaikkii niitd sanoja i adequate for the of self /
sitte 16ydy (S4, 96-97) task task
(46) mun mielesta se ei numero tavallaarself-assessment of ambivalent

mun  keskustelujuttuihin  se ei

pid

paikkaansa... et se on enemmankin se et

a oral skills

opinion of self/
in general but

ma pystyn kirjottamaan ja ehka muistan discussed in

jotain sanoja ja tallasta (S9, 94-96) relation to the
task

(47) tda haastattelu ja sitte ne hakemustersense of success positive opinig

teot niin siind tuli semmonen etd of self/

osaanhan tatd paremminkin vaikka ($1, task

99-100)

Self-
assessment
of task

performance

n

and oral
skills
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APPENDIX 9: TRANSLATIONS OF EXTRACTS
(1) the questions asked in the job interview coléle been given to us in
advance in order to prepare for the job interviesdl we were given these papers
but | wasn’t asked more than one question fromelszsit was very difficult to
come up with answers or try to form them in Enghsithe same time (S8, 17-20)
(2) especially someone who knows that they willerdse applying for any job in
English or to go to an interview.. so for someadRe that it's a totally useless..
task (S9, 36-38)
(3) that it wouldn’t be done because...you need tarpaffort (S5, 57)
(4) mentally useful but it probably didn’t teacloaof English (S5, 61-62)
(5) well it depends on how they are carried out thig was rather good in the
way that it was easy to do and didn’t require mplamning and long-term work
but if it does require them then it's not good (S1382-174)

(6) they were very helpful as | paid attentionterh (S7, 20-21)

(7) 1 didn’t think of the video but now that | thkrabout it afterwards | can see
that | quite likely used the tips that were on¥igeo to my benefit (S10, 43-44)

(8) I didn’t write down anything | went through tlieings on my mind — it was
good that as.. if there hadn’t been anything likew to prepare so then | would
have been panicking a bit about what to tell almoygelf (S11, 74-77)

(9) this was organised quite well all around (S22)1

(10) it was actually quite well set up so it feal (S13, 77)
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(11) the course book.. it's always the same in thate is a text and there are
sentences to be looked up from the text so of eothis made a good change
(S2, 13-14)

(12) of course this should be done again as iurslg beneficial for everyone
(S11, 103-106)

(13) all the jobs were ones that someone of myagey education couldn’t

actually apply for (S12, 7-8)

(14) at first 1 didn't really want to look for th@b because it was quite

bothersome to find an advert that | was actuallg &bunderstand (S5, 4-7)

(15) this horrible feeling that | couldn’'t speak giish at all when they were
speaking so fast and fluently (S8, 35-36)

(16) yeah there were too many job adverts to chémse...to find a job.. but
otherwise it was nice (S1, 39)

(17) | probably would have prepared better in teirfrihe cv and written a bit
more about myself (S10, 62-63)

(18) because | had found the job myself | knew nadreut the job that | wanted
to apply for (S3, 45-46)

(19) got the chance to speak the language withreagioer as --- normally only

few Finns speak to foreigners at this age (S11397-

(20) had to think much harder for myselfich is a lot more beneficial because if

you do pair work and can’t think of a word right awyou easily ask what the
word is in Finnish (S11, 125-127)
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(21) and then [the interviewer] noticed that | weesitating and the interviewer
completed the question or asked it in a differeaywhat helped a lot (S10, 103-
105)

(22) | could think ahead a little about what waghgdo happen next and what to
say and | sort of had processed the situationadran my head (S3, 63-63)

(23) in my opinion, this didn’t teach much of anyi (S5, 49)

(24) things that are part of the National Currical(S5, 51)

(25) I hadn’t been to a real job interview likeslso now that | go to one | will

perhaps feel a bit more secure (S7, 41-42)

(26) it was a chance to test out how to answerdrye questions as | hadn’t
been to a job interview before so it too was a bene find out what they are
actually like (S3, 12-13)

(27) it was useful as when | go to a job intervieven if it is in Finnish it will
still be useful as they are the same anyway (S10, 76-77)

(28) in general | get always very nervous in thatt ®f situations especially
when | need to speak in languages and then bed&uaepart of school work it

is double as annoying and scary (S3, 6-8)

(29) it was very frustrating because in my headd lots of things to say but |
got a horrible blackout at the time and | could@member some basic words
(S8, 135-137)

(30) well that you had to speak in English to arsger (S13, 11-12)

(31) I just had panicked a lot in advance but ismwathat horrible after all so in

that sense it was a positive thing.. it was a eiqaerience (S3, 184-185)
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(32) it showed that | should or that there is alsvapmething new to learn so
maybe a bit depressing on the other hand it ugliityy mood a bit that | could do
something (S3, 165-166)

(33) it was fun to get the chance to speak (S7, 11)

(34) speaking English is basically quite burdens¢&® 64)

(35) it does not matter who is there (S12, 82)

(36) speaking English with a non-native is muchenieven if | have to
concentrate on it more but if the speaker’s fissiguage is English, then | have --

- performance pressure (S3, 96-99)

(37) these things where you get to talk with foneig probably bring more self-
confidence... and if you do well (S1, 114-115)

(38) because of the foreign exchange student aagoth search and having used
more English in general | have understood more ahd it has become more
natural to use English now that | have used it niSé& 82-85)

(39) in my opinion | should develop my speakindlsigo it helped as | got more
courage to speak and had the chance to speak \w#hsan who was a foreigner

and not someone | knew.. so good in that sense4¢525)

(40) I want to go to work abroad if | have the cteiso | know that it is useful
and as.. | study four other foreign languages sblike to talk a lot (S11, 97-99)

(41) I have considered studying English at unitgrso that's why I try a lot ---
| just try to study as much as | can but my onlomgty is to be able to talk
English like this (S6, 118-121)

(42) | know that | will always need English andsithe most popular and spoken
language that there is (S1, 88-89)
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(43) 1 am not going to go abroad or study Englisth lbam trying to learn the
basic skills (S13, 70-71)

(44) | don’t speak English as well as needed addrn’t know all the words |
need (S4, 96-97)

(45) well 'm not able to have a conversation ingksh... like in a natural way
(S9, 90)

(46) in my opinion my mark in English is not truthfin terms of spoken
language... it is more about being able to write esrdembering words and so
on (S9, 94-96)

(47) from the interview and then writing the apptions | got this feeling that |
can do this better than | expected (S1, 99-100)

(48) in the beginning | thought that | don’t haveoagh vocabulary so | thought
that it would affect the way | speak in that alé tbxplaining and so on would
make it worse... but now after the foreign exchatigeg and partly this as well
and the whole course.. | realise that it doesn’ttendf | have to explain things
and it doesn’t mattaf | don’t know the words --- (S10, 55-60)




