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1 INTRODUCTION

It is often said that Finns view language studyywveositively, at least compared to
many other nations. This is at least partly trueoas national languages Finnish and
Swedish are not widely used, and therefore, stydwither languages is considered
important. This is evident in that languages areeatablished part of almost all
education in Finland. (POyhonen 2009: 145, 149 &sra 2006: 223) The importance
of English in international communication, workihig, and travel is indisputable, but
at the same time, it has become somewhat quest@mdiether this positive attitude
still extends to other foreign languages. The nunatbgupils studying other languages
than English and Swedish or Finnish in basic andeupsecondary education has
decreased substantially since the end of tHe@mtury (see e.g. Kumpulainen 2003,
2010).

As language choices have become more one-sidethnaktprojects such as the
Language FunfairKjelitivoli) have attempted to reverse this development (sge e
Tuokko et al. 2012). They have sought to develomuage teaching and encourage
pupils to choose optional languages. One recenhieg approach designed to meet the
latter goal has been language showers. They ayfupkhort-term classes that aim to
give children a taste of languages and provide tthém positive encounters with also
other languages than English that they hear ddiy, instance, on television.
Methodologically, language showers resemble languagmersion or Content and
Language Integrated Learning (CLIL), but on a seraficale (Mehisto, Frigols and
Marsh 2008). The underlying wish has been thatptiqgls who have participated in a
language shower will later begin to study the laggiat school. In other words, it
could be said that the goal has been to improvepthpls’ initial language learning
motivation. Motivation is one of the most importdacttors affecting success in foreign
language learning, but it is also often a preratgui®r initiating second language (L2)
studies (Dornyei 1998: 117).

Language showers on a large scale are such a nemoipienon in Finland that there is
very little research conducted on them (howevee Bkla 2012, Pynnénen 2012,
2013). Furthermore, Finnish motivation studies haseally concentrated on mapping
the motivation of learners already studying and (ke e.g. Julkunen 1998). In the



context of language showers, the present studhagiever, interested in children’s

initial motivation before they have started to stuhy optional languages. Here, this
initial motivation is referred to as language disifion. Language disposition deals with
the attitudes and beliefs pupils have about cettaiguages and how positively they are

disposed to study these languages.

The present study examines Finnish comprehensibeotcpupils’ willingness to
choose an additional language using the conceptk2ofnotivation and language
disposition. In other words, this study attempt$ind out if language showers have an
effect on pupils’ language disposition, more prelgiswhether participating in a French
language shower can facilitate the pupils’ readineschoose also other languages in
addition to English. On the one hand, | study mipiiotivation to study English which
has become a self-evident, and in many cases ceorgulchoice for the first foreign
language in Finnish schools. On the other hands 8tudy inspects the pupils’
disposition towards three other foreign languadpes are rather commonly offered as
free-choice languages, namely German, French, asdi&. These languages appear to
have been overshadowed by English since people seehink that it is enough to

know English.

Dornyei, Csizér and Németh’s (2006) extensive stuay.2 motivation and attitudes in
Hungary serves as a foundation for the presentysasdit examined school pupils’
disposition towards several languages in a contiere the importance of English and
other languages had been changing a great dealnimection with globalisation. The
data in the present study was collected with atopresaire and analysed quantitatively.
The respondents were 239 fifth, sixth, and sevgrdlders who had studied English as
the first foreign language. 43 % of them had tagart in a language shower before

participating in this study.

This study is organised in the following way. | Mbegin by providing information on
foreign language learning and teaching, the Fintasguage education programme and
pupils’ contacts with foreign languages in Finlaimd Chapter 2. The third chapter
introduces two national development projects treatehattempted to support versatile
language choices. In Chapter 4, | will describegleage showers in more detail and
portray the particular language shower that fumettbas the background for this study.

After clarifying this societal context of this stdl will move on to review the



theoretical background, i.e. the study on foreignguage learning motivation in
Chapter 5. In this chapter, | will also introdube term language disposition as a better
alternative for motivation in the context of thisidy. The research questions and the
methods of data gathering and analysis are pres@émi@etail in Chapter 6. The results
are examined in Chapter 7, whereas discussionase tfindings in the light of previous

results will follow in Chapter 8. Finally, Chapterconcludes the study.
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2 FOREIGN LANGUAGE LEARNING AND TEACHING IN

FINNISH BASIC EDUCATION
This chapter takes a look at how foreign languages studied in Finnish basic
education. The aim is to familiarize the readehwite foreign language programme in
Finnish schools, the trends in optional languagécation in basic education, and the

role languages have in Finnish schoolchildren’sleay life.

The foreign language programme in Finnish schoals &imed at diversity since the
comprehensive school system was established anthef the 1970s (Péyhonen 2009:
148, Tuokko, Takala & Koikkalainen 2011: 14). Tlduage programme consists of
two compulsory and from zero to two free-choiceglaages in comprehensive school.
Studying the A-level languages begins in primatyost (grades 1-6). The Al language
is a compulsory language that is most commonlytesiaon the third grade (at c. 9
years), but can be started on the first or the rmbqgrade. The A2 language is an
optional language starting either on the fourthher fifth grade. The B-level languages
are studied in secondary school (grades 7-9). Theld®guage is the second
compulsory language which pupils begin to studytenseventh grade (at c. 13 years).
It is normally the second national language, whisheither Swedish or Finnish

depending on the pupil’'s mother tongue. The Baiglactive language usually starting
on the eighth grade. (P6yhénen 2009: 155-156.YHaronords, it is possible to study
four different languages during the nine yearsahprehensive school, and all pupils

study at least two languages in addition to FinmisBwedish as a mother tongue.

Overall, foreign language education appears todsegdwell in Finland, yet there are
also many concerns. On the one hand, Finland alraeklieves the European Union’s
goal that all EU nationals should know at least &woopean languages in addition to
their mother tongue (Sajavaara 2006: 233). Besit@sns tend to view foreign
language education positively and value the oppdres languages offer for
international communication (Péyhénen 2009: 145).tkke other hand, language study
has become more and more one-sided after the 1980dying other languages than
English has decreased continuously in comprehessiveol, and a similar trend can be
seen in upper secondary schools. (Tuokko et all:2D).

English has been the most popular foreign languadénnish schools since the 1970s
(Tuokko et al. 2011: 14). Even though it is possibbt to study English at all in
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comprehensive school, English is widely considdmette the most important foreign
language for Finns. According to Statistics Finlg8811), 99 % of secondary school
pupils study it, mostly as an Al or A2 languagehds a strong position as the first
foreign language, and in 2009, a little over 90 $4tlord graders studied English
(Kumpulainen 2010: 55). On the other hand, Engishn practice a compulsory
language for a significant number of pupils because the only language offered as
the Al language in the majority of municipalitieBoghonen 2009: 159, Sajavaara
2006: 236).As English is usually the first compulsory languasiadied in schools,
studying other languages, such as German, FrendhRassian, is based on voluntary
language choices (Tuokko et al. 2011: 14). Howeitelhas become more and more
common to study only the minimum amount of langsagehich basically means
English and the second national language (Kangasstieal. 2011: 20). Next, | will
describe the decline of optional foreign languaiyeliss in Finnish basic education in

more detail.

2.1 Trends in optional language study in basic educatro

A major change in studying languages took plac&d® when the A2 languages were
introduced into the foreign language programmedytg an A2 language became very
popular soon after (see Figure 1). Especially tmber of pupils studying German
increased sharply (Sajavaara 2006: 234). The pofyulaf A2 languages reached its
peak in 1997 when approximately 40 % of pupils ddn A2 language (Tuokko et al.
2011: 17). However, this number has been on théngesince the beginning of the 21

century, and particularly German has been losm@asition. Tuokko et al. (2011: 14)
suspect that the new freedom of choice encouragpitspto choose A2 languages when
it first became possible. On the other hand, oresae for the decline could be that
studying two languages in primary school has tuim&do be too hard for the pupils, as
Pohjala (2004: 259) and Sajavaara (2006: 234) odeclin addition, language teaching
has been criticized for relying too much on thalierk with little connection to pupils’

interests and their language use outside the scloobéxt (see e.g. Luukka et al. 2008).
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Figure 1. Percentage of pupils studying certaiak®uages on the fifth grade 1994-2010
(Kumpulainen 2003, 2010, 2012; Kumpulainen & Sa866)

The drop in studying an optional B2 has been eveatgr as the total amount of pupils
studying B2 languages in the eighth and ninth ggdues gone down from 42.7 % in
1996 to 14.5 % in 2010 (Kumpulainen 2003, 2012 has remained the most
popular B2 language, but it has still lost groundnsgicantly (see Figure 2).
Furthermore, the number of pupils studying Frerela 82 language has been reduced
by half. According to Tuokko et al. (2011), this setbackpetly due to the early
popularity of A2 languages which was reflected dhIBnguage choices. In addition,
B2 language choices have been reduced as the anobusiective studies in the
distribution of lesson hours was reduced in the42@€neral core curriculum. Thus, it
has become more difficult to include an extra lagguinto the study programme, and
there is more competition between free-choice laggs and other common elective
subjects, such as music, arts, and physical educgBajavaara 2006: 237). On the
other hand, the number of pupils studying RussiamaaB2 language has doubled
between 2006 and 2010 (Kumpulainen 2012: 51),hetumbers are very small. The
increase in percentage has been the greatest amthgjuous category “other language”

which includes, for example, Spanish, Italian, dadanese.
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Figure 2. Percentage of pupils studying certaineBguages on the eighth and ninth grades
1994-2010 (Kumpulainen 2003, 2010, 2012; Kumpulai&e&aari 2006)

In addition to the reasons mentioned above, thgetésg interest in studying other
foreign languages than English is partly a restilpdlitical decisions (Tuokko et al.

2011: 14). At the same time as the A2 language waeduced into the language
programme in 1994, education providers were freechfthe obligation to offer free-

choice languages, i.e. A2 or B2 languages. In 1988, Basic Education Act was
changed so that large municipalities with a popahabf over 30,000 were no longer
obliged to offer English, Finnish/Swedish, Germa&tench, and Russian as long
language courses, i.e. starting in primary sch@alokko et al. 2011: 15.) Combined
with the worsening economic situation in municipa$i, this freedom has meant that
municipalities are not willing to offer a wide lamgge programme. Very few

municipalities offer anything else than Englishtlas first foreign language (Tuokko et
al. 2011: 15), and Sajavaara (2006: 234-235) pamatsthat the number of pupils
studying free-choice languages has gone down ascipalities have stopped offering

A2 languages. Another response to the economicpresas been that municipalities
demand a larger number of pupils to choose a spéaifguage in order for the teaching
to begin (Sajavaara 2006: 237).

The regression in optional language study descrddsalve is problematic as it has
meant privation of equality. Political decisionsdaaconomic changes have placed
pupils in different parts of the country in an unagposition (Tuokko et al. 2011: 15)
as, for instance, the possibility to begin optiol@@guage studies varies substantially.
This is in sharp contrast with the Finnish basiaaation’s objective to offer all pupils
equal opportunities (FNBE 2011: 6). From the pawfitview of equality, gender

differences are another significant problem in leage education: Boys choose less



14

free-choice languages than girls and also dropbAR2 and B2 language courses more
often than girls (Pohjala 2004: 259; Sajavaara 2068, 241-242).

One-sided language study poses problems also dosufiiciency of people’s language
skills in Finland. Some great changes, such agngithe European Union, international
trade and globalisation, and the development dinelogy and the media, have taken
place and influenced the role of different langsagethe Finnish society (Sajavaara
2006: 224-225, Tuokko et al. 2011: 12). Yet, thesdical and economic changes have
had a rather small effect on Finnish language tegcand learning in Tuokko et al.’s
opinion (2011: 12). Today, the knowledge of Englishnecessary for everyone. In
addition, the economic life needs workers with adggommand of Russian, Swedish,
German, and French. As Asian and South Americamtdes gain more significance,
there is also a growing need of language skill<Cmnese, Japanese, Spanish, and
Portuguese. (EK 2010, Tuokko et al. 2011: 12.)h&ttnoment, our school system does

not meet these needs.

On the other hand, one should bear in mind thgiuiage education has also taken many
steps forward during the past decades, as Poyh@@&9: 165) reminds. The number
of pupils starting their foreign language educatiefiore the third grade has increased,
teaching methods are more diverse than beforepatbdodologies integrating content
with language teaching, such as language immesi@LIL, have been introduced. In
addition, immigration has added to the Finnish lage skill reserve as well as
different kinds of exchange programmes that hawemme more common and increased
the participants’ language skills. (Péyhdnen 2Q85, Sajavaara 2006: 233.) To better
understand the popularity of English as the Al lemugp, the next subchapter offers
some insights into the role of English in FinlaBdme attention is also given to pupils’

contacts with other languages rather commonly effén schools.

2.2 English vs. other languages: foreign language cordts in Finland

Julkunen (1998: 84) says that language contact$aanitiarity with different languages
have a positive effect on both beginning languagdiss and the students’ persistence
in studying them. In addition, it seems reasonablassume, in line with a small study
by Kolehmainen, Kuosmanen and Pietarinen (201@t positive experiences with
languages in everyday life raise interest towaatigliage studies. There are relatively

few native speakers of foreign languages in Finlgh#l % of the population in 2012),
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even though their number has been increasing sapidiecent years (Statistics Finland
2013). Instead, internationalisation, globalisation advancements in technology have
made foreign languages a visible part of Finnistietp. In this chapter, | will examine
the role of English in Finnish society and contaetth foreign languages especially

among Finnish children and youth.

As Leppénen et al. (2011: 20) write, English ise“ttoreign language most desired,
needed, studied, and used by Finns”. In the worlifeg knowledge of English is
considered a basic professional skill that is etggerom most workers (EK 2010). It is
considered a self-evident language for internati@eanmunication, and has replaced
Swedish as the language of communication in Nootioperation to some extent
(Taavitsainen & Pahta 2003). In some situationgliEn is used as the language of
communication even among Finnish speakers, foamts, in content and language
integrated learning (CLIL) classrooms (Leppénen i&ut 2007). The role of English
is prominent also in research and higher educatiomarked by the fact that a
considerable number of dissertations are these wagten in English (Taavitsainen &
Pahta 2003). Yet, the use of English is not restlido these fields, but instead, many
Finns use English in their everyday life in additim their mother tongue (P6yhdnen
2009: 147).

The media as well as information and communicatémmnologies are in a key role in
introducing languages into Finns’ everyday life gpéanen & Nikula 2007: 367).

Julkunen (1998: 73, 85) asserts that the mediaglaye in shaping language choices:
they create impressions of how useful and necessfieyent languages are. Traditional
media, television and cinema in particular, bringefgn languages into Finnish homes
as TV programmes and movies are not dubbed in $hndilthough there are regularly
programmes in the other large European language<£tmlish is the foreign language
that dominates the Finnish media. According tost garvey on the English language in
Finland, the most common ways to encounter EnglishEnglish-language music (also
many Finnish artists sing in English) and TV prognaes (Leppéanen et al. 2011: 125).

The role of English is particularly considerableywuth culture. Sajavaara (2006: 242)
points out that English is such a popular langusgeng the young thanks to the media
and the youth culture which provide plenty of inputhe language. This English input

is present on the Internet (blogs, fan fiction,ilmmlgames, virtual communities etc.), in
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electronic games, youth culture magazines, anaicehobbies and lifestyles such as
skateboarding, gaming and hip hop cultures (Lepp@nblikula 2007, Péyhénen 2009,

Taavitsainen & Pahta 2003). Leppanen et al. (20ibi¢ that the youngest age group
(15-24-year-olds) stood part from the other respatglin the national survey on the
English language in Finland: English has a morenmment role in their everyday life

than in the lives of older generations. Youngempoesients encounter English more
often especially in their free time, whereas olgeople mainly use it in their work. The
youngest respondents also shared the most poaitiede towards the use of English
in Finnish society, and were of the opinion thaergbody should know English.

English may still be a foreign language for manynisi, but for the young generations, it
is an everyday language and a normal part of teirFor the youngest respondents,
English is such an important language that in soases it is even part of their identity.

(Leppanen et al. 2011.)

If we take a look at even younger Finns, HyytiZ8d8) MA thesis shows that fourth,
fifth, and sixth graders are already active uséi&rglish. In her study, she found out
that the most common form of contact with the Estglanguage was listening to music
in English, which two of every three pupils did amlaily basis. AImost as many pupils
watched English-language TV programmes (with Fimrggbtitles) every day, and all
the respondents did this every now and then. litiaddone third of the pupils told that
they use English daily while playing computer garaed surfing on the Internet. The
results also show that many pupils practise Endbstiun in their free time or speak it

occasionally even with their Finnish-speaking fden(Hyytia 2008.)

In comparison, contacts with German, French, andsRuon appear to be rather
infrequent and limited among pupils. Vaisanen (2004-78, 114-115, 153-154)
studied the language contacts of ninth gradersystgdserman, French, or Russian as
an A-language. Half of the ninth graders studyiregr@an, French, or Russian said that
they never speak the target language outside tigudae classroom. The pupils read
books or newspapers and watched TV programmednos fn their respective target
language once or twice a year on average, butttidests of German slightly more
often. Approximately half of the students of Gernard French and an even greater
portion of those studying Russian reported thay thever visit Internet sites in their
target language. All in all, Vaisanen’s finding902) illustrate that, in contrast with
English, students need to seek contacts with tfeeégn languages actively if they
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want to use the language outside the languageratanss However, at least the results
concerning using the Internet in the target language probably outdated since the
survey was conducted over 10 years ago. Yet, nement studies show that the Finnish
youth use the media mostly in Finnish and Englsge(e.g. Luukka et al. 2008).

Considering the extensive use of English and tfregaent contacts with other foreign
languages, it is no wonder that English is peraka® the most useful foreign language
in Finland (Sajavaara 2006: 33). Thus, it is alsasonable that it is so much more
popular to study English than other foreign langisadlany researchers draw attention
to how English is in some regards becoming a setaimgliage in Finland instead of a
foreign language (see e.g. Leppanen & Nikula 2(B¥avaara 2006, Taavitsainen &
Pahta 2003). Leppanen and Nikula (2007: 368) preti&t the role of English will
become more and more important in the future, %sitiee importance of English has
grown in domains which are socially and culturabixtremely influential”. The
downside is that the prominent role of English seéoweaken people’s motivation to
strive for proficiency in any other foreign langeaPohjola 2004: 264). In addition,
people apparently feel that the opportunities tooenter other foreign languages in
everyday life are scarce, which seems to resullimminishing interest in FL studies
(Kangasvieri et al. 2011: 44).
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3 PROJECTS AIMING TO DIVERSIFY LANGUAGE TEACHING

The declining state of language education has besked in the public administration,
and there have been several development projentagto diversify language choices
within the past 15 years or so. The overall obyechas been to encourage the study of
other foreign languages in addition to Englishthis chapter, | will present the two
largest development projects that have attemptedhtmge the course of language
study, namely KIMMOKE, 1996-2001, and the Langu&gafair, 2009-2011. Most
attention is given to the aims and results reléddaasic education.

3.1 KIMMOKE

KIMMOKE (Kielenopetuksen monipuolistamis- ja kekittishanke), launched by the
Ministry of Education and the Finnish National Bdawsf Education, was a project
aspiring to diversify and develop language teachamgl learning in general and
vocational education. 275 schools and other edwwaltiinstitutions in 39 different
municipalities took part in the project. The gosdtated to basic education stated that
50 % of secondary school pupils should study afopal language, that there should
not be remarkable differences in language studyvdert the sexes, and that all
municipalities should, if feasible, offer the pdskiy to study an A2 language. There
were also quantitative goals for increasing the Inemof pupils studying certain foreign
languages, especially German, French, Spanish,Rarsgian. The qualitative goals
concentrated on improving the quality of languadecation, for instance by paying
attention to teaching methods, to the role of caltin language education, and to
improving oral communication skills. The participgt schools chose their own focal
points for the project and were arranged into themaetworks that got national
funding for organising meetings for the particimaas well as in-service training and
networking opportunities for teachers. (Nyman 2a@4t—273; OPH 2001: 9-10, 13.)

The KIMMOKE project did, in fact, increase the vaibty of language choices, but
statistics show that the results were short-livédokko et al. 2011: 15). At the
beginning of the project, studying free-choice laaages and especially A2 languages
increased significantly, but started to decreass evhile the project was on-going (see
Figures 1 and 2 above). Furthermore, the projettndit reach all of its objectives as
most of the quantitative goals proved to be toanaigtic. Studying an A2 language, for

example, was possible in two thirds of Finnish noipdlities and not in all of them in
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the academic year 2000-2001. It was especiallyicdiff to promote Russian; yet,

Russian and French were studied more commonly #sA® and B2 languages in the
KIMMOKE municipalities than in those outside of thgoject. Another bias that

remained was that the majority of pupils studyirtbeo languages than English and
Finnish were still girls. (Nyman 2004: 275-276; OPB01: 20-24.)

According to Tuokko et al. (2011: 15), it is diffit to analyse the reasons behind
KIMMOKE's failure. One possible cause is that thbjemtives were not defined
specifically enough as the municipalities could at® their own themes for
development. Thus, it is possible that these theditesiot support the project’s main
purpose. In addition, Tuokko et al. (2011: 15) sasphat the project lacked adequate
funding. The project also coincided with economiclpems in municipalities. Nyman
(2004: 279) points out that even though most edutalt institutions took part in
KIMMOKE willingly, there were also some that parfiated because of the economic
benefits, because it gave a good image of thetutistn, or because the municipality

wanted them to become involved in the project.

3.2 The Language Funfair

Despite the efforts made to diversify language obmi it is evident that language
choices became rather more one-sided than versiatileg the 2000’s (Tuokko et al.
2011: 16). This led to a new national project tas launched in 2009 as part of a
larger educational development project: Perusopgtasemmaksi, Better Basic
Education [my translation] (ibid. 9, 16). The paftthe project focusing on language
education is called Kielitivoli. In this study, Higvoli will be referred to as the
Language Funfair, its direct English translatiomigiDally, the name Language Funfair
denoted a publicity campaign that was meant to aappcal activities and networking
at schools, but the name got a wider meaning aodnbe to stand for the whole project
(ibid. 9). In this study, the term Language Funfaifers to all the activities related to
the development of language education as parteoB#iter Basic Education project. As
the Language Funfair project provides the broadatext for this study, | will discuss it
in more detail than KIMMOKE.

The Language Funfair was a three-year project whwsa objectives were to diversify
the selection of foreign languages offered to pupl well as the language choices

made by the pupils, and to improve the qualityasfguage teaching. More precisely,
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the goal was that more pupils would have an oppdstuo study also other languages
than English and already in primary school, if fieks 102 providers of basic education
took part in the project, and 53 of them were imedl from the very beginning (later
referred to as the first phase municipalities). sehancluded mostly cities and
municipalities but also, for instance, teachemiraj schools. In addition to the national
objectives, the participating education providerade their own plans of action and
chose their own focus points. These included, fangle, raising interest towards
language study, encouraging pupils to choose anoAZ B2 language, ensuring
continuity of language choices from primary schowmlsecondary school and from
secondary school to upper secondary school, reguainimum group sizes in order to
form more language groups, and developing distdeaming. These various focus
points were chosen so that they met the individegds of the participating education

providers as well as supported the project’s natigoals. (Tuokko et al. 2012.)

In order to help the participants reach these obgsx, the Finnish National Board of
Education supported education providers in diveirsif their language programme, and
provided them with possibilities to develop the lgyaf language teaching. In practice,
the support meant, for example, that the FinnistioNal Board of Education directed
government subsidies into the project from 2002G&1. Funds were allocated for the
participating providers of education. In additianéxtra funding, extensive in-service
training was directed especially for teachers afgleages “uncommonly” taught in

Finland such as German, French, and Russian. Nidtwgopetween the participants was
also supported by taking advantage of Internefgiais and by arranging meetings for
the project coordinators. To get the pupils’ aitamt media exposure was bought in
some of the media common among children and yoargysthus, there were several
national actions facilitating Language Funfair @tigs in municipalities. (Tuokko et al.

2011: 9, 24, 26-27.)

As the earlier development projects failed to ablang-lasting results, the Language
Funfair sought to develop and encourage actionshbth succeeded in diversifying
language choices and could be continued even thigefinancial support by the state
ended. Language Funfair activities targeted all ithportant decision makers who
influence language choices: providers of educatreators, language teachers, and
pupils as well as their parents. Compared to tlexipus development projects and
KIMMOKE in particular, the strengths of the LangeaGunfair were that there was
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substantially more funding allocated to educatioovlers, and that attention was also
paid to the pupils and their guardians in the fafmthe publicity campaign. (Tuokko et
al. 2011: 5, 15, 29.)

A follow-up report shows that the project did noamage to increase the number of
pupils studying other foreign languages than EhghisFinnish as the Al language, and
the amount stayed at 3—3.5 % of pupilBoday, other Al languages are studied only in
the largest municipalities in Finland, and eventhese, mostly in schools with an
emphasis on language education. (Tuokko et al.:209-250, 115.) Apparently English
is considered such an important language thatekisemely difficult to replace as the

first foreign language.

Municipalities’ goals in regard to the A2 languatjfered quite a bit. Some wished to
secure A2 studies at the current level, some aitoegstart teaching A2 languages,
while others wanted to begin A2 teaching earlier {oe fourth grade instead of the
fifth) or to establish more A2 language groupscéhals. When the project started, A2
studies were already much more common in the folsase Language Funfair
municipalities than in other municipalities. Thesas an increase in the number of
pupils beginning A2 language studies in 2009 comwbao 2008 in the first phase
municipalities, but during the subsequent year, ribenber dropped a little. It did,

however, stay higher in 2010 than in 2008. Tuokkale suspect that the economic
recession has probably caused this decrease. Tinbenuof pupils studying an A2

language (mostly French and German) increasedtla from 2009 to 2010 in the

second phase Language Funfair municipalities a$, wat this even holds true to

municipalities outside the project. (Tuokko et2012: 51-52, 115.)

B2 languages, on the other hand, were more comnstutifed in municipalities outside
of the project, although this difference was ratreall. In contrast to A2 languages, B2
languages are offered in virtually every municifyalDuring the Funfair, there was a
minor increase in the number of pupils studying 2 Bnguage in the project
municipalities. It appears that the opportunitystady an A2 language has a negative
impact on choosing B2 languages even in large npalites and schools. (Tuokko et

! In Swedish-speaking schools, Finnish is usuallydied as the Al language and English as the A2
language (Kangasvieri et al. 2011:; 8-9).
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al. 2012: 52, 116-117.)

It remains to be seen whether the positive resabitained will last longer than with
previous development projects. The limited fundipgriod bears the risk that the
Funfair activities will stop at the same time assoon after the government subsidies
especially asffering optional language studies depends on theicipalities’ financial
resources. The on-going recession aggravates thatish. On the other hand, the
project coordinators in municipalities are optinusiccording to the follow-up report.
They estimate that the number of pupils choosinggA@ B2 languages will continue to
rise in the Funfair municipalities (Tuokko et al120 119). In some municipalities, the
activities have been organised with an eye on éulamguage choices, and thus it may

take a longer time for the results to show.

As keys to success the project participants idedtif for instance, government
subsidies, an effective publicity campaign, différaypes of language showers,
commitment to the project on all levels, and introdg long-distance teaching
technology. On the other hand, issues that hindededation providers from reaching
the project goals were recognised as well. Exampfethese drawbacks were weak
commitment to the project, lack of time, technigedblems with long-distance teaching
equipment, and negative attitudes among teachetshaadmasters. (Tuokko et al.
2012: 6, 137.)

According to the project participants, a major comgnt for success was the publicity
work done to share information about language studiore effectively and diversely.
Plenty of new material such as brochures, DVDs, latefnet sites were designed, and
local newspapers also showed interest in the prof@rganising opportunities for the
pupils and their parents to familiarize themselh new languages was the first thing
done in basically all municipalities. This meanffetient types of events, for instance
language theme days or weeks in schools, languageess for pupils, and crash
courses in languages for parents. Language shdwees in fact, been one of the most
common Language Funfair activities in the partitig municipalities. (Tuokko et al.
2012: 137; Tuokko et al. 2011: 30-33.)

This chapter has offered an overview of the twgdat projects that have encouraged
versatile language study in Finland, their methaxd outcomes. Next, | will move on

to define and describe language showers as a wayswinterest in language studies.
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4 LANGUAGE SHOWERS

One of the major challenges in the developmenteptsjillustrated in the previous

chapter has been the question of how to get pup#sested in foreign languages and
how to motivate them to study languages. As Poyhd@2©09: 161) highlights, the

current language education practices clearly doadetince versatile language study.
Consequently, there has been a need to discover meve encouraging methods to
inspire curiosity towards foreign languages amohiddeen. This was also one of the
three focus areas in the Language Funfair proggtDornyei (2001a: 51-53) argues,
powerful learning experiences and showing pupils kajoyable language learning can
be are one way to generate their initial motivatiddany Language Funfair

municipalities have attempted to reach this goal doganising language showers,
playful short-term classes that aim to give pumldaste of languages. Language
showers also address the lack of contacts withr dtineign languages than English that

was discussed in chapter 2.2.

4.1 Defining and describing language showers

Language showers are a rather new concept andgeractFinnish foreign language
education. Nikula and Marsh (1997: 24) state thataim of language showers is to
familiarize pupils with a foreign language and itse. A more recent definition by
Mehisto et al. (2008: 13) asserts that the objecitssto make pupils “aware of the
existence of different languages” and to “develgpoaitive attitude towards language
learning”. They also say that language showersaamay of helping pupils to be better
prepared for studying languages. The amount of tisexl to meet these goals varies,
but is generally very limited. It can be, for insta, one lesson or less in a week (Nikula
and Marsh 1997: 24) or from 30 to 60 minutes pgr(ddehisto et al. 2008: 13). In the
Language Funfair municipalities, they have also nbeganised as occasional,
individual events (see Tuokko et al. 2012). In otiwerds, language showers are not
seen as actual language teaching, but insteadresaas of raising interest towards the
language, and providing pupils with positive expedes as language users (Nikula and
Marsh 1997: 25). Mela (2012) stresses that the mygsdrtant aspect is that the children

enjoy themselves and have fun in language showers.

Both Nikula and Marsh (1997) and Mehisto et al.0@0position language showers in
the framework of Content and Language Integrateatriag (CLIL), even though the
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objective is not to teach any specific non-languagetent to the pupils (Nikula and
Marsh 1997: 25). Mehisto et al. (2008: 12-13) placguage showers at the beginning
of a CLIL continuum ranging from short-term, lowensity exposure to a foreign
language to high-intensity, long-term language pognes such as immersion.
Language showers differ significantly from tradi# language teaching since the
teacher uses (almost) only the foreign language (Rikula and Marsh 1997: 25).
However, since there is no official methodology ftanguage showers, the
implementation depends on the teacher. AccordingBd&dund’s (2012) definition,
language showers are a bilingual method that coestioth the first language (L1) and
a second language (L2). In any case, language shawe essentially communicative
from the very beginning in spite of the pupils’ ited command of the FL (Nikula and
Marsh 1997: 25). Learning takes place through repetand routines, and activities
consist of games and songs utilizing plenty of aisugestures and movement, and the
objects at hand such as clothing and furniture (sehet al. 2008: 13-14). Formal
aspects of language learning such as spelling amthrgar are less important as the
focus is on spoken language (Nikula and Marsh 12%]: This methodology relates

language showers closely to CLIL.

The various ways in which language showers have loeganised in the Language
Funfair municipalities reflect their diversity aglvas the lack of unity that concerns the
term. It should also be noted that they have bedledcby many other names too, and
language shower is used here as an umbrella teémurigl (2012) states that any
multilingual person can give language showers, ianfdct, native speakers of foreign
languages, class teachers, language teachersnistedehers, and international trainees
have been involved in organising the showers irptiogect municipalities. It seems that
language showers have mostly been targeted at gyrisehool pupils, but also at
preschool and kindergarten children as well asmsareThe length has varied from
individual lessons to continuous activities requgrevery week or every term. What all
language showers share is the common goal to esgeyupils to study languages in
an active and playful manner that provides pupits wositive experiences of language
learning. (Tuokko et al. 2012: 35-36, 92-93, 97)-98.

4.2 Research on language showers

Language showers are not a completely new phenameithough they have only
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recently become popular in Finland thanks to theguage Funfair. All in all, very little
has been written about them thus far, and reseateked to them in Finland is also
taking its first steps. A few master’'s theses hdumyever, been written on the topic,

and next | will summarize their results.

In Mela’s (2012) case study, six-year-old childteok part in 20 hours of language
showering in Swedish. Mela wanted to find out houchn Swedish six children learned
in the language shower, what their parents thowdidut it, and how the student
teachers working as language shower teachers erped it. Mela herself was one of
these teachers. The children acquired a small wbaabof individual words and fixed

phrases but not, for instance, any syntax. Thenegadelt that it had been difficult to
use much Swedish when the children had no commaitdlut the children’s parents

were pleased with the language shower. (Mela 2071-278.)

Pynnénen (2012, 2013) employed the methods ofractisearch when she planned and
organised a German language shower for first amonsk graders and an English
language shower for preschool children. As her,ddta used children’s drawings and
interviews based on these in both studies. Shesnbe most children enjoyed the
language showers and that children preferred éiesvivhere they had an active role
and could move around. Based on Pynnénen’s findingseems that when language
showers are a positive experience for the childiieey express an interest in learning
the language also later on. (Pynnénen 2012, 20Ad¢ther the showers actually
increase the number of pupils choosing optional eledtive FL studies remains an

open question.

The present study did not involve organising lamgushowers. Instead, the study took
place in a municipality where language showers baen organised as part of the
Language Funfair. Thus, the French language shdwections as a background

variable in this study that focuses on the pupgdaguage disposition and the effects of
the language shower on this disposition. Now thadve introduced language showers
in general, | will turn to the specific context whemy study took place. The next
subchapter will present the Language Funfair ptojecthe target municipality and

describe how language showers were carried out.ther
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4.3 The Language Funfair and language showers in the tget
municipality

The Language Funfair project was launched in thgetamunicipality in the autumn of
2009. The project has involved a wide variety ofivattes ranging from language
showers to a musical dealing with internationalitl.the activities share the same goal:
to promote foreign languages so that pupils wibbase them as electives in secondary
school. Language showers have been organised magefor pre-school children and
first and second graders and in French for fiftd aixth graders. These activities have
also been extended to kindergartens, and in oodeedure the continuity of the showers
in the future, kindergarten teachers have beemddain using songs and games in
foreign languages. At higher grades, local entreguwes have visited classes telling
what kind of language skills they expect from tHature employees. Ex-students have
also visited schools sharing their experiences vidteign languages. The single
greatest effort has probably been a school musiealing with themes such as
internationality, foreign cultures, and facing floeeign and the unfamiliar. There have
also been plans of encouraging language study Wwgrdeng pupils who have chosen
languages for example by taking them on a tripotoes destination related to the target
language. (Autio 2010.)

Even though the Language Funfair is an interesfirgect involving a variety of

activities and tasks, this study focuses on onlg oh its parts, namely the French
language showering of fifth and sixth graders ia thunicipality in question. These
showers were organised with the intention thatptingils would gain a positive attitude
towards language studies, and hopefully be mordéinedt to choose an optional
language in secondary school (B2). The realizatbérthese language showers is

presented below.

There were two teachers in each language shower.dDthem was a native French
teacher from the Lycée franco-finlandais d'Helsifftkie Franco-Finnish school in
Helsinki). She spoke very little Finnish, which neatie situation unusual for the pupils,
compared to their normal English lessons thataught by native Finnish teachers with
high level of command in English. It is likely thdte teacher was the only French
person most of the pupils had ever met. A Finngslther who participated in some of
the showers reported that the pupils found theasdo very exciting. Mutual

understanding was ensured by using plenty of mstuyestures, facial expressions, and
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repetition. (Riihinen 2011a.)

The shower started with an introduction where dehers and the pupils learned each
other's names and practiced saying ‘my name is.d’‘ahe is a girl’ or ‘he is a boy’ in
French. Next, the pupils where shown photos antlifgs from different locations, and
they were supposed to guess, which pictures wera ffrance. There were famous
places such as the Eiffel tower in the photos. rAilar activity was used to introduce
simple phrases such as ‘hello’, ‘thanks’ and ‘go@bThese were given in several
languages and the pupils guessed which expressieres in French. Afterwards, the
pupils were taught to pronounce the French phraeleurs and numbers were taught
through different games. Overall, the teacher wsedriety of games and quizzes and
took advantage of pictures, gestures, and movemeotder to enhance the learning
experience. The most demanding activity was a uestd dialogue that all the pupils
performed in pairs. The language shower ended avitgral buffet with French food, for
instance baguettes and blue cheese, and the aulldo order their food in French.
(Rithinen 2011b.)

These first chapters have aimed to familiarize rédreder with the societal setting in
which this study took place. The Finnish languaggching system was presented as
well as the language study trends that show howdlgeof English is becoming more
and more dominating while the popularity of studyiather foreign languages has
declined. Projects aiming at diversifying languatmices were also portrayed, and
finally, the language showers were defined andgntesl as a new method for getting
pupils excited about languages. In the next chaptarll move on to describe the

theoretical background of this study.
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5 MOTIVATION AND LANGUAGE DISPOSITION

Motivation plays a role both in making the decistonbegin language learning and in
sustaining language studies (Dornyei 1998). Aceydo Dornyei (1998: 117), it even
influences achievement in language learning. Theysof second language learning
motivation was established by Gardner and Lamid&1Z) in the 1970s, and it has ever
since been the target of a wide array of resealththis chapter, | will discuss
motivation and introduce two prominent motivatiorthkeories, namely the socio-
educational model of second language acquisiti@hthe L2 motivational self system.
In chapters 5.2nd 0, | will present results from previous motivaal studies. Finally, |
will consider why motivation may not be the mostaie term to describe the target of

this study and why | prefer to talk about langudggposition in this context.

In everyday language, basically everyone understamidat | mean if | describe a
student as being motivated. However, motivationgrased to be an extremely difficult
term to define, and research literature underlithess complexity of motivation as a
concept (see e.g. Dornyei & Ushioda 2011, Gard6&0® Dornyei (2001b: 1) goes as
far as to say that “Strictly speakiniipere is no such thing as ‘motivatioGnWhat he
means is that “motivation is an abstract, hypotattconcept” researchers use when
they attempt to explain reasons behind people’saaebr. For this reason, it is not
surprising that motivation has been a source offndebate among scholars, and it has
been defined and theorized in various ways (Dor&ydshioda 2011: 3, Gardner 2010:
8).

Doérnyei and Ushioda (2011: 3—4) assert that althamgtivation researchers agree on
only few things, most of them acknowledge that naiton deals with “thelirection
and magnitudeof human behaviour”. In other words, motivatioredhy and research
concerns “thehoiceof a particular action; theffort expended on it and theersistence
with it. In other words, motivation explairnghy people decide to do somethirgpw
hard they are going to pursue it ahdw longthey are willing to sustain the activity”
(Dornyei 2001b: 7, see also Dérnyei & Ushioda 204,1Brophy 2010: 5). The reasons,
for instance needs or desires, behind these chaindsactions are called motives
(Brophy 2010: 3).

While a number of theories have attempted to ansiweavhy, how hard andhow long

of motivation, Ddrnyei claims that none has accasmgd this goal (2001b: 7). As
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Dornyei and Ushioda (2011: 4) say, “motivation the® intend to explain nothing less
than why humans think and behave as they do”.,lttherefore, unlikely that an
exhaustive theory of motivation or a complete deson of all the possible motives
could ever be written. It is necessary for the aedger to choose a focus of study. Thus,
motivation has been researched from several poihtsew including issues such as
how conscious or unconscious motivational proceasgswhat kinds of roles cognition
and affect play in motivation, how the social comtempacts motivation, and how
motivation develops through different stages (fareninformation, see e.g. Dérnyei &
Ushioda 2011). At the beginning of the®2dentury, motivational psychology has been
interested in mental processes, such as attitutttaliefs, and their effect on actions
(Doérnyei 2001b: 8). Even this cognitive approacmpdases a vast number of different
subtheories (Dornyei 2001b: 9).

According to Ddrnyei (2001b: 6), the reason for ¢ineergence of such a wide variety of
theories is that motivation psychology is concemth identifying the causes, that is,
the antecedent®f action. Yet, the number of possible motivesvusrwhelming, which
has led researchers to search for “a relativelylamanber of key variables to explain a
significant proportion of the variance in peoplatgion” (Dérnyei & Ushioda 2011: 8).
In other words, researchers have attempted to ecithecnumber of possible antecedents
and detect those motives that have more signifiedinan others (Dornyei 2001b: 9). It
should, thus, be noted that although the field ofivation research is full of alternative
or competing theories, the differences are maialgeld on the researchers’ selection of
antecedents (Dornyei & Ushioda 2011: 9). Consedyethiese competing reductionist
models may all seem sensible since they look aivatain from different perspectives.
However, Dornyei and Ushioda (2011: 9) complairt tha different theories generally
disregard one another and treat motivation in igmlagnoring the competing activities

and goals in our day-to-day lives.

Gardner (2010) has attempted to define motivatiphgbing characteristics a motivated

individual displays:

“Motivated individuals express effort in attainintige goal, they show persistence, and
they attend to the tasks necessary to achieve gloais. They have a strong desire to
attain their goal, and they enjoy the activitiesassary to achieve their goal. They are
aroused in seeking their goals, they have expeemmadout their successes and failures,
and when they are achieving some degree of sutvegslemonstrate self-efficacy; they

are self-confident about their achievements. Fmétley have reasons for their behavior”

(Gardner 2010: 8)
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Gardner’s (2010: 9) definition emphasizes that waiton has to do with not only
cognition and behaviour, but also affect. In thegeding description he requires that
the learner finds learning interesting and enjogaklhich bears a close connection to
intrinsic motivation. Learners are intrinsically tvated when they feel that the
learning itself is rewarding. In contrast, if statkeare extrinsically motivated, they are
after an external reward such as a good grade ot teaavoid some undesirable
consequence. (Brophy 2010: 7, 152-153; Ddrnyei &itida 2011: 23.) However,
Gardner’'s description of a motivated individual magt be applicable in formal
learning contexts. Brophy (2010: 10) emphasizeg thainsic motivation is an
unrealistic goal in classroom settings where, amotiger reasons, attendance is
compulsory, students are not free to choose thaiviges, and their performance is
usually graded.

Even though intrinsic motivation might be difficuti achieve in a school context, it is
believed that motivation has a great impact onniegr results (Dornyei 2001b: 2).
Brophy (2010: 12) argues that it is possible fadshts to be motivated to learn even if
they find certain activities or lessons boring annteresting.Furthermore, when it
comes to language learning which is a long-terniviigtthat may last years, it is
unrealistic to assume that the learner would featiing equally enjoyable all the time
(Dornyei & Ushioda 2011: 6). In addition to entrasn, Dornyei (2001b: 5) lists
commitment and persistence as major factors affgcthe outcome of language
learning. Moreover, motivation is not an on/off pbenenon; on the contrary, it can
grow gradually. Whether motivation is the causé¢her effect of learning has also been
disputed. It appears that the relationship is cgtliwhich means that high motivation
results in good learning outcomes that in turn dwp motivation. Similarly, low
motivation and/or poor achievement can form a wsi@ircle. (Dornyei & Ushioda
2011: 5-6.)

Researchers in the field of L2 motivation have adythat the motivation to learn a
foreign language differs from the motivation tortedor instance, history since learning
a language also entails acquiring aspects of treegio culture (see e.g. Gardner 2010).
Thus, L2 motivation research has developed as aewbat separate field from the
mainstream psychological study of motivation (Dd@ing Ushioda 2011: 39). The

Canadian social psychologists Robert Gardner andladéa Lambert (1972: 132)

reasoned that intellectual capacity and languadgeudp were not enough to explain
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success in foreign language learning. Instead, tmeyntained that the learners’
perceptions of and attitudes towards the targduland the speakers of the target
language as well as their general orientation tdeéanguage learning form the basis of
L2 motivation. Gardner and Lambert laid the fourmtag for motivation research in the
field of second and foreign language learning fecatles. Their theory still has not lost
its significance, but according to Dérnyei (2001d)lear change has taken place in the
past two decades as researchers have attempteectmeeptualize motivation from a

new, wider perspective taking into account charsges as globalisation.

Next, | will present the socio-educational modeketond language learning and some
of the critique this model has received in recegdryg. | will also take a look at previous
studies on L2 motivation and a newer model propdseddornyei: the L2 motivational

self system.

5.1 The socio-educational model of second language adsjtion

The socio-educational model of second language isiign was the basis of the
motivational research paradigm for decades. Thé&aedea of the model is that even
the basic components of a foreign language, faant® pronunciation and vocabulary,
carry elements of another culture and communitydGer 1985a: 6, Gardner 2010: 3).
Thus, in order to master a language students neeblet open to these cultural
adjustments that may finally even change aspediseaf identity (Gardner 2010: 2-3).
In a school context, this signifies that languag@ming motivation is influenced not
only by the students’ attitudes towards the leayrsituation but also towards the target
language group. Gardner underlines the importanicehis attitudinal basis for
sustaining motivation in the long process of laguéearning. (Gardner 1985a: 149,
Gardner 2010: 3.)

The best-known aspect of the socio-educational isdthe distinction between the
integrative and the instrumental orientations. They sometimes used synonymously
with motivation even though this has not been thgiral meaning (Gardner 2010: 10).
Gardner (1985a: 11) explains that an orientatiswans the question why an individual
has the goal to learn a certain language. In otfeeds, it represents the underlying
purpose or the ultimate goal of learning a languégpeintegrative orientation stresses a
wish to learn a language in order to gain betteess to the target language community

and culture, even to the extent that the learnsheg to integrate into that culture. An
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instrumental orientation, on the other hand, emigkaghe utilitarian value of language
learning, for instance, advancing one’s career anigg social status. (Gardner &

Lambert 1972: 3.) Another important concept in thedel is integrativeness that

represents the cultural component discussed alizaselner (2010: 9) defines it as “the
willingness or affective ability to take on chaexistics of another cultural group”. This

concept is comprised of the integrative orientatiattitudes towards L2 speakers and
community, and an interest in foreign languagesl ianthe key to mastering an L2,

according to Gardner (1985a: 6, 149).

Even though Gardner's model has been the mosteintilal L2 motivational theory, it
has also received much critique. The most dispatethent in Gardner's model is the
concept of integrativeness or integrative motivatith has been widely researched, but
Dornyei complains that it lacks an “obvious equevdl in any other theories in
mainstream motivational and educational psycholo@g@trnyei 2009: 23). The
different interpretations of integrativeness weneler debate in the 1980s: According to
the strong interpretation, integrativeness dentdedial identification and integration”,
whereas a weaker reading implied “sense of affiatand interest” (Ushioda &
Doérnyei 2009: 2). Ddornyei (2009: 23-24) points dhét in most FL learning
environments in a school context, there is seldasnpossibility for actual integration

with the target language community.

Gardner and his associates developed the modelingual settings in Canada, and it
has been suggested that integrativeness does wetahaimilar role in many other
settings. Dornyei et al. (2006: 12—-13) claim thatrdher and his associates have not
paid enough attention to instrumentality that hesrbstressed as an important factor by
researchers in other contexts. Yet, Gardner andoean(1972: 141) did note already in
the 1970s that the instrumental orientation prodidery good results, for instance, in
situations where members of a linguistic minorgarn the majority language. Thus,
they concluded that both integrative and instrurmlentientations are needed when one
wishes to become proficient in an L2 that is sigaifit nationally or internationally
(Gardner & Lambert 1972: 142). According to Noeisalke (2000: 60), integrativeness
does not appear to be as fundamental a part ovatiain as Gardner has claimed, and
motivation can be sustained by other orientatisnsh as travel, friendship, knowledge
and instrumental orientation (Clément & Kruideni&83 as quoted by Noels et al.
2000: 60). Gardner (2010: 11-12) points out thi¢int lists of orientations have been
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suggested in several studies. In his opinion, thiste do not usually present possible
orientations as the motives can be placed underirtegrative and instrumental
categories. This does not, however, undermineititekny that integrativeness appears
to be connected to certain cultural contexts. Nextill take a look at L2 motivation
research in Finland and the orientations and metiliat have played a role in Finnish

foreign language learning.

5.2 Research on language learning motivation in Finland

In Finland, language learning motivation has bezsearched mainly in the 1980s and
1990s (Kangasvieri et al. 2011: 30), although L4it®/7) studied L2 motivation here
already in the 1970s. The focus has been partlgulan the English language
(Kukkohovi 2011: 48). Recent research includesgs@mple, Kukkohovi’s dissertation
that contained a part on students’ motivation trrieltalian in a university language
centre and Kantelinen’s examination of the motmatio learn Swedish in vocational
education (Kukkohovi 2011: 48). In these studibs, respondents have obviously been

much older than in the present study.

A somewhat more similar research setting is foumdulkunen’s (1998) study from the
middle of the 1990s. He investigated the initial tivetion of 181 pupils who had
recently begun to study English, Swedish, Germaendéh, or Russian as the A2
language. He focused on the integrative, instrualemommunicative, and societal
aspects of motivation. The overall motivation waghlbst among the pupils of English,
and lowest among the learners of Swedish. Germaench, and Russian were
evaluated rather equally. Girls had stronger irdtge, instrumental, and
communicative orientations than boys. The most mam motives for studying an A2
language were instrumental in nature and incluttedexample, travelling and using the

language in communication, and work related reagdntkunen 1998: 54-57.)

Plenty of theses have been written about the mativdo learn foreign languages even
in recent years. They have covered a variety ofivational theories, languages and
learners from primary school pupils’ affective respes to English lessons to the
elderly learners’ motivation to study German in lad@ommunity colleges. Now | will
shortly summarize some findings that have relevdocéhe present study. Lehikoinen
and Leinonen (2010) studied motivating and demuttigafactors in relation to English

studies in primary, secondary and upper seconadrgads. They learned, for instance,
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that sixth-graders are motivated by learning newgdy by a nice language teacher and
lessons, and by the experience that learning Engligasy. Motivating factors outside
the school context included the media, travelliogntacts with English speakers,
working life, speaking English at home, and thefulsess and importance of English.
On the other hand, homework, examinations, ancéneeived uselessness of English

among other reasons demotivated them. (Lehikoinéei&onen 2010: 54.)

Rossi (2003) examined motivation among eighth anthrgraders who studied German
as the B2 language. According to her results, thdesits were mostly instrumentally
and communicatively motivated. The utility of Gemman working life, further
education, and travelling motivated them. Integeatnotivation, on the other hand, was
rather low especially among boys. (Rossi 2003: BRugkolainen (2012) found as well
that upper secondary school students’ orientatiosttidy English was clearly more
utilitarian than integrative when he surveyed thmiotivation, attitudes, and beliefs
concerning English, Swedish, German, French, Rassiad Spanish. In his study,
English was the most liked and Russian the le&sdlilanguage. Unsurprisingly,
English was also the most used foreign languaged®v, German, and French were
not very well-liked among the students even thotlygty were the most commonly
studied languages after English. Especially SwedishFrench were considered rather
useless. (Ruokolainen 2012.) Next, | will presdm hew directions of motivation
research, that is, the most extensive study on afvation to this date and the changes

it has brought to the theorization of motivation.

5.3 Towards a new theorization of L2 motivation

Recently, many researchers have seen a need iokretiotivation, since Gardner’'s

model (see Chapter 5.1) has not been designeatonmeodate the superdiversity of the
globalized world nor the role of English as a gldbagua franca (see e.g. Dornyei et al.
2006). The major question is what there is to irgginto if there is not a single but
many target language communities as in the camglish as a lingua franca (Dornyei
2009, Ushioda & Doérnyei 2009). On the other hand,oould ponder if the concept of
community could be understood in a wider sensegfample, as the global community
of English speakers, and if that could be the tan§etegration. However, Ushioda and
Dornyei (2009: 1) wonder what the consequenceshfeories of L2 motivation are if

people want to learn global English to acquire abgl identity. Does the value of
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English as a vehicle of international communicatexceed any interest in native
English speakers and their culture in the mindkeafners? Moreover, cultures are no
longer only country-specific as they can be shamelihe by different subgroups all
around the world. We could, for instance, assuna #innish youngsters may be
interested in studying English to gain access ¢oWrestern youth culture. Considering
these changes, it is no wonder that integrativavatidon has been losing its position in
L2 motivation research (Dornyei 2009: 24-25). Thfeats of globalisation on L2
motivation became evident in DArnyei et al.’s (208@idy which is presented next.

5.3.1 Dornyei’'s extensive study on L2 motivation and attudes

Dornyei and his associates conducted a large latigial study on L2 motivation in

Hungary. It involved 13.000 young teenagers, arel dhta were collected in three
phases in 1993, 1999, and 2004, which gave a chansee how changes in society
affect the motivation to study several target laagps. The five target languages
included in the survey were English, German, Rusdtaench, and Italian. (Dornyei et
al. 2006: vii.) Their study serves as the foundatmd model for the present study,
which is why | will introduce the motivational arattitudinal scales as well as the

results in detail.

In addition to integrative and instrumental aspettsotivation, the study included four
other motivational constituents that have been coniynexamined in previous studies.
These wereAttitudes towards the L2 speakers/commuyniiijlieu, Linguistic self-
confidence and Vitality of the L2 community Attitudes towards the L2
speakers/communitywas a key component in the socio-educational mael in this
study, it was linked to direct contact with the t@8mmunity, for example, meeting
people belonging to the communitylilieu stands for the immediate social influence of
significant others such as family members and dsenParents’ support is said to
increase pupils’ willingness to continue languatyely. However, motives related to the
school context, for instance teachers, are usudit with in connection with the
learning environment, not as part Milieu. These kinds of situation-specific motives
were left out of the study.inguistic self-confidencés related to whether or not the
learners believe they have the necessary abilitiemaster an L2Vitality of the L2
communitydenotes ethnolinguistic vitality that is assesdedexample, by measuring
the perceived status and wealth of the communityuiestion. (Dérnyei et al. 2006: xi,
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10, 13-16.)

On top of the above-mentioned motivational conetits, emphasis was added to
contact with the L2 community through cultural pwots, and this constituent was
called Cultural interest It was added since foreign languages are leasnscaool
subjects in Hungary and even though there is ndyniidle direct contact with L2
speakers, the learners may be familiar with suchcl®ural products as for instance
films, TV shows and music. Dornyei et al. beliehattthese products are involved in
forming learners’ attitudes towards the L2 cult@aed community. The study also
employed two criterion measures that seek to deterthe direction and magnitude of
motivated behaviour. These involved asking how meftbrt the students were willing
to put into their language studidaténded effolt and what languages they planned to
study in the futurelanguage choige (Dérnyei et al. 2006: 9-10, 15, 51.)

The findings show that English was highly endorsedill the included scales. German
is a traditional lingua franca in the area, andas the second most popular language in
the survey, but its ratings were on a decline.némeand Italian were rated clearly lower
than English and German. Yet, they were appraisatewhat equally to the surprise of
the researchers who considered French to be a Wanlflage as opposed to Italian.
Russian got very low ratings on all scales showiisidgack of popularity. This order of
the languages was evident in all the variabledudicg Language choicandIntended
effort, and remained the same between 1993 and 2004.Jdowbkere was a general
decline in scores especially @éttitudes towards the L2 speakers/commur@iyltural
interest andintegrativenesgwith Russian as an exception as the ratings wemng low

to begin with). This held true ofinstrumentality too, excluding the English
Instrumentalityscore that remained above 4.7 on a five-pointeséah the other hand,
there were no major changes in tkdieu and theLinguistic self-confidencscores.
According to the researchers this signifies thaglege studies are generally supported
in Hungary. (DoOrnyei et al. 2006: 42, 48, 51.)

Dornyei et al. (2006: 55) took into account alssmeomodifying factors, for example
gender differences and what L2s the pupils werdystg at the time the survey was
conducted. In accordance with many other studiege (8.9. Julkunen 1998: 56,
Williams, Burden & Lanvers 2002), they found thatggtended to give notably higher
scores on most scales than boys (Ddrnyei et al6:286). Yet, theLanguage choice
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scores show that boys are more interested in stgdgerman and Russian than girls,
whereas girls valued French and Italian more. 18918nd 2004, boys outscored girls
also with regard to English, but Dérnyei et al. @80 56) predict that this gender
difference will disappear as English will become thost favoured language choice for
all students. This kind of development has alssmbesed in Finnish pupils’ attitudes
towards English (Sajavaara 2006: 242). An intengstinding is that the boys’ scores
fall behind when it comes to the other criterionaswee,Intended effort According to
Dornyei et al. (2006: 59) this suggests that “altjio the initial language preferences
might be affected by a certain amount of gendeiatian, once the language choice has

been made, girls show more commitment than boyerdégss of what the actual L2 is”.

With regard to the effects of L2 study, it was méel that active engagement in L2
study influences learners’ attitudes and motivapositively. This applied generally to
all attitudinal/motivational variables related teetparticular L2 as well as scores on the
two criterion measures. (Dornyei et al. 2006: 68} These findings clearly contradict
Gardner and Lambert’s (1972: 143) early conclusgiat learning experiences are not
likely to affect students’ attitudes significantly.

The results indicate that English is still highlydersed by Hungarian learners whereas
interest in other languages is on the decline,thisdgap is widening. Dérnyei et al. had
suspected that German, as the Central Europeanalifiggnca and a language of
economic power and tourism in Hungary, would mamigs position in spite of the
growing importance of English. In reality, this waet the case, and Dérnyei et al.
conclude that in the minds of Hungarian languagenkers, there is only one global
language, namely English. The other foreign langaag the survey are categorized as
non-world languages, and the general interest wsvatudying them is declining.
(Dornyei et al. 2006: 49-52, 53-54.) Similar terades have also been observed on the
European level in the analysis of Eurobarometevesudata between 1995 and 2005:
English is perceived more and more useful wherearsn@n and French have been the
biggest losers (Pietilainen 2011).

Based on their findings, Dornyei et al. (2006: 89hclude that studying Global English
is decreasingly a motivated decision made by aestiudnd increasingly a self-evident
part of education. Moreover, they also speculaa¢ personal motivation is becoming a

more and more important factor in studying othegleages. Taguchi, Magid and Papi
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(2009) repeated Dornyei et al.’s (2006) surveyhiree very different foreign language
learning contexts (Iran, Japan, and China) anddaimilar patterns, which indicates
that Dornyei et al.’s findings are not only speciio Hungary. All in all, the global role
of English seems to be changing motivational past@icross the world.

5.3.2 The L2 Motivational Self System

The longitudinal Hungarian study described abovweegase to a new theorization of
second/foreign language learning motivation (Dorrgteal. 2006, Ushioda & Dérnyei
2009). Dornyei and his associates have proposeddelntalled the motivational self
system which is related to the psychological naiohself and identity. According to
the theory, our motivation is influenced by “futwgelf-guides”, that is, our conceptions
of what kind of a person we would like to be, andatvwe ought to do to further or

avoid certain outcomes. (Ddrnyei 2009.)

The model consists of three dimensioihdeal L2 Self Ought-to L2 Selfand L2
Learning ExperienceAccording to Dornyei (2009: 29), thdeal L2 selfis “the L2-
specific facet of one’s ‘ideal self”. It is relatdo our hopes and desires as far as they
concern an L2. In other words, we are motivatete&on a language if our ideal self
knows that language, as it is assumed that peafilstrive to become more and more
like their ideal self. Th®ught-to L2 Selfconcerns the attributes that one believes one
ought topossess” (Dornyei 2009: 29). They are related tedwand responsibilities and
avoiding unwanted results such as punishments. tiind dimension,L2 Learning
Experience is not related to the future self-guides, buttead to situated motives
shaped by the immediate learning environment,dheher, other students, and learning
experiences, among other things (Ddrnyei 2009, giret al. 2006). Dérnyei (20009:
29) points out that this dimension is necessarynais only self images but also

successful experiences in language learning caargenmotivation.

The motivational self system builds on previousagsh and aims to reconceptualise
foreign language learning motivation by lookingirgtegrativeness and instrumentality
from a new point of view. Dornyei (2009: 27) statleat “if our ideal self is associated
with the mastery of an L2 - - we can be describe®Gardner’'s (1985) terminology as
having an integrative disposition”. The theory atsakes a distinction between intrinsic
and extrinsic instrumental motives. Internalisedtimmental motives are part of the

ideal L2 self as they are related to the persorwaeld like to become. They can deal
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with, for example, developing skills that are nekte be successful in one’s choice of
career. More external instrumental motives, sucstadying a language in order to pass
an exam, are part of the ought self. This distorctan also be characterised in terms of
promoting desirable outcomes (ideal self) and premg undesirable consequences
(ought self). (Dornyei 2009, Dornyei et al. 2006.)

In the field of psychology, Zentner and Renaud {@0@ave studied adolescents’ ideal
selves. They found that the ideal self reachestivelastability towards the end

adolescence. Based on their findings, Dornyei (2@8) suspects that the self theory
may not be appropriate for carrying out researclymmger children, as they have not
yet formed a stable ideal self. For this reasdmve not utilized the self theory in the
present study that targets eleven- to thirteen-géts. For a study on Finnish upper
secondary school students’ motivational L2 selsee Toivakka's (2010) master’s

thesis.

5.4 Language disposition

The present study and the questionnaire used (kapt€ 6.3 and Appendix 1) rely
heavily on the traditions of motivation researchtle field of second and foreign
language learning. However, motivation might nothee most suitable term to describe
the target of this study. According to Gardner (2010), “If one is motivated, he/she
has reasons (motives) for engaging in the releaativities, persists in the activities,
attends to the tasks, shows desire to achievedak gnjoys the activities, etc.”. Most
motivation research in this field has naturallyg&ted learners of a certain L2, and thus,
the focus is on the aspects pointed out by Gardndddrnyei and Ushioda’s (2011: 4)
words, they concentrate on the effort spent onctinity as well as the perseverance in

continuing with it.

Yet in the present study, the participants hadistuébrmally only English out of the
four languages involved in the survey: English, rGé&m, French, and Russian. This
means that, while the results might portray theilpumotivation to study English, I
also asked them to evaluate languages and L2 comesuthey were not necessarily
familiar with. Therefore, their answers might begkly based on attitudes, beliefs and
impressions. Had they studied the languages intigneshe results could have been
quite different. Furthermore, the questionnaireultsslack a link to behaviour or

behavioural intentions usually connected to moibratDornyei and Ushioda (2011: 5)



40

make a distinction between different stages of waditbn, especially between the
motivation to engage in an action and the motivatm sustain the activity. Hence, this
study can be said to describe the pupils’ dispmsitowards choosing certain languages,
i.e. at the initial phase of motivation.

For the above reasons, | opt to use the tanguage dispositioinstead of motivation.
According to the Longman Dictionary of Contemporagnglish (2009: 488), a
disposition is “a tendency or willingness to behava particular way”. Thus, language
disposition is defined here as describing how ngjlor inclined the participants are (or

are not) to pursue language study.

The present study differs from the most previougdists in Finland as it included
several languages and moreover, the respondentsthdied only one of the four
languages that were targeted in the survey. Intiaddithe respondents were younger
than in most studies (see Chapter 5.2). The stumliethe motivation to learn other
languages have logically targeted older learnemsesfifth and sixth graders rather
seldom study other foreign languages than Engliekd days. Furthermore, the present
study also stands out with its focus on a langusigewer and its effects on the
respondents’ language disposition. The objectivin@fstudy is to examine what kind of
disposition the pupils show towards foreign langsagnd foreign language study. The
research questions, the context of the presenty sisdwell as the methodology are
presented in the following chapter.
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6 THE PRESENT STUDY

The goal of the present study is to examine whiadl kif a disposition schoolchildren
express towards English and three other foreigguages and towards learning them.
Furthermore, it aims to find out whether participgtin a language shower has had an
effect on the pupils’ language disposition and rtheillingness to study also other
languages than English. The target group of thdystonsists of fifth, sixth, and
seventh graders in a small municipality in Cenfiialand. 43 % of the respondents had

taken part in a French language shower.

Motivation and especially attitudes have traditipnbeen considered rather permanent
or stable (Dérnyei 2003: 8-9). Yet, this study &séd on the assumption that language
disposition can be changed at least to some extetite Language Funfair project, it is
presumed that language study can be diversifiethffloyming pupils and parents of the
possibilities and benefits of studying languagesval as offering the pupils positive
learning experiences (Tuokko et al. 2012). Langusigewers have been used as a
method to attain these goals. Thus, the main hgswhs that language showers can

affect pupils’ language disposition.
The research questions are the following:

1. What kind of language disposition do the pupils resp towards English,
German, French and Russian in their answers te@stignnaire?

2. How do the language dispositions differ betweengifweip that participated in a
language shower and the group that did not?

| seek to answer these questions by the means mqfeationnaire that is analysed
quantitatively. In the following subchapters, | Mifst portray the research setting and
the data gathering procedures. | will also dis¢hespros and cons of questionnaires as
a tool for collecting data. Then, | will present mgrsion of the language disposition

questionnaire, and finally, go through the methassd for analysing the data.

6.1 The research context

This study took place in a small municipality oflisle over 10,000 inhabitants in
Central Finland. It was chosen as the target &f shidy since language showers were
arranged in the municipality as part of their Laage Funfair project. There are nine
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primary schools (grades 1-6) and one secondary obcfgrades 7-9) in the
municipality. The secondary school and one of themgry schools are located in the
town centre. The rest of the primary schools arallsmillage schools. In the central
school, there are two classes of both fifth anthsgxaders. All the village schools have
combined classes so that the first and the secoadkrs form one class, the third and
the fourth graders another, and the fifth and tix¢hsgraders a third class. In the
smallest schools, the third, fourth, fifth, andtkigraders are all in one class.

The language programme in the municipality inclutes optional foreign language
choices in addition to two compulsory languages.pdibils begin to study English on
the third grade and Swedish on the seventh graldereTis a possibility to choose
German as an A2 language beginning on the fouglggrin the secondary schoal, it is
possible to choose German, French, or RussianBés language on the eighth grade.
Thus, the language programme is rather versatitsidering the municipality’s small
size, but the A2 language choice poses some prgbléirere have not been enough
pupils choosing the A2 to form a language groupeweral years. It is probable that the
village school pupils have not been interestedhaosing an A2 language, since the
lessons are held in the central school and thardiss between schools are long. Thus,
there has not been A2 language teaching in the cipatity while the participants of
this study have gone to school. (Autio 2010.)

In order to encourage pupils to choose a B2 languay the seventh grade (studies
begin on the eighth grade), a language shower e@mdfr was arranged for the sixth
graders in the municipality in November 2010. Sitlvere were combined classes of
fifth and sixth graders in most of the schoolspatwst fifth graders in the municipality
took part in the language shower. Thus, the manmof study consisted of pupils who
had taken part in the language shower (the LS groilps meant the sixth graders in
the centre primary school and the fifth and sixthdgrs in the seven village schools.
The shower activities were not organised in onlagd school for reasons unknown to
the researcher. Seventh grade pupils were alsadedlin the sample as a control group
that had not participated in any language showeis mon-LS group was rather varied
as it included four classes of seventh graders,diasses of fifth graders in the centre
school, one combined class of fifth and sixth graden a village school) and all the
other fifth and sixth graders who did not attene lBinguage shower even though their

class did. The study was targeted at all the pupitkis age group so that the subgroups
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formed would be large enough for statistical anedydornyei 2003: 74). At the time of
the data gathering, the pupils were aged 11-14.

6.2 Data gathering procedures

The data for this study was collected in Februd&¥12using a questionnaire. The data
gathering started with contacting all the schobEadmasters to get their consent for the
study and enhance a favourable attitude towardsstindy as suggested by Dornyei
(2003: 85). Next, | emailed the headmasters foimas Wwere to be sent home with the
pupils to inform their parents about the study (8ppendix 2). It was the schools and
the teachers’ responsibility to send out and collee permission forms. The teachers
controlled that only the pupils with the parentehsent filled in the questionnaire. In
order to maintain total confidentiality, the teahdid not return the permits to me, as

the questionnaires were analysed anonymously.

At this point, the questionnaire administration ltade done in two different ways. It
was neither necessary nor possible for me to thgitvillage schools personally. The
guestionnaires were, therefore, sent by post teitiet combined classes that had fifth
and sixth grade pupils with some instructions Fa teachers who were in charge of the
administration. The teachers filled in a form agkimow many pupils there were in their
class and how many of them took part in the stadgddition to reporting if the pupils
had any problems with the questionnaire (AppendixR&turn envelopes and stamps

were attached too.

| administered the questionnaire myself in the @mrimary school and the secondary
school. In these schools, there were two classéstbf fifth graders and sixth graders.
There were also special education classes in gws®Is, but they were excluded from
this study. There were five classes of seventhegganh the secondary school, and four
classes out of these five were chosen based onenmnce sampling (see Ddornyei
2003: 72): | conducted the study in those claskas ltappened to have an English

lesson on the day | visited the school.

The questionnaire was delivered to 282 pupils, aA8 questionnaire sheets were
returned to the researcher. That is, 37 pupils wéher absent when the questionnaire
was filled in, did not get the parental permissionwere not willing to participate in the

study. The response rate was 87 %. Out of the @dfned questionnaire sheets, 6 had
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to be disqualified (for reasons, see chapter @.Bus, the final sample included 239

respondents.

6.3 Questionnaire as a method for data collection

As Gall, Gall and Borg (2007: 228) and Ddrnyei (200) mention, questionnaires are a
widely used data gathering method in educationdlsatond language research. They
can be used to obtain data about facts, actiond, mhaviour, but also about
phenomena that cannot be observed such as valtiésdes, beliefs, opinions, and
experiences (Gall et al. 2007: 228; Hirsjarvi, Rend Sajavaara 2008: 192). The
popularity of questionnaires is easily explainediy fact that it is somewhat effortless
to gather a large set of data in a reasonably shmoet (Dornyei 2003, Hirsjarvi et al.
2008). They can be used to collect data from a amastunt of people, and it is possible
to ask plenty of questions (Hirsjarvi et al. 20080, Valli 2001: 101). Furthermore,
Dornyei (2003: 10) emphasizes the flexibility ofegtionnaires stating that “they can be
used successfully with a variety of people in deatgrof situations targeting a variety of
topics”. If the questionnaire has been designecfaolly, the data can be quickly
converted into a form that can be readily processgigd a computer (Dérnyei 2003: 9;
Hirsjarvi et al. 2008: 190). The reliability of tmesponses is increased by the fact that
the questions are presented to each respondein¢ iexactly same form, and thus, the
data obtained is readily comparable. (Valli 200Q1)1 Hirsjarvi et al. (2008: 190) also
point out that planning the research schedule atithating expenses is straightforward
when using a questionnaire. Thus, efficiency hademguestionnaires one of the most

frequently used data gathering methods in thigl {iPlornyei 2003: 1, 9).

Yet, questionnaires also pose many problems andbdeks. Dérnyei (2003: 10)
stresses that if the questionnaire has not beestrooted well, the reliability and
validity of the data suffer. Hirsjarvi et al. (200B90) underline too that creating a good
guestionnaire demands great effort and knowledgeutalgjuestionnaire design. In
addition, they warn that interpreting the resultgynbe troublesome and that the data
can be considered as superficial (Hirsjarvi et a008: 190), meaning that
“questionnaires cannot probe deeply into respomstidmtliefs, attitudes, and inner
experience” as Gall et al. (2007: 228) say. Thiglue to the fact that readymade
response alternatives might not correspond togBpandents’ opinions or experiences,

the questions have to be very simple so that eweylvill understand them, and that
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people are usually not ready to invest much timanswering a questionnaire (Dornyei
2003: 10). One noteworthy problem with questioresis a low response rate which is
characteristic of postal and Internet questionsai(Blirsjarvi et al. 2008: 191).
However, this can be avoided by distributing theesjionnaire in an institutional
setting, for example in school (Hirsjarvi et al080191; Valli 2001: 101), as was done

in this study.

Some limitations questionnaires have are relatedespondents. Misunderstanding
guestions is a problem reported frequently in neseanethodology literature (see e.g.
Doérnyei 2003: 10-13, Gall et al. 2007: 228, Hirgjaet al. 2008: 190). Moreover, it
varies how carefully and earnestly the respondamssver the questions (Hirsjarvi et al.
2008: 190). Dornyei (2003: 10-12) states that #spondents can be unreliable because
they remember something incorrectly, forget to noensomething, deviate from truth
intentionally to give the socially desirable ansveerunconsciously because of self-
deception. Dérnyei (2003: 13) also asserts thapleetend to agree with statements and
questions if they are not sure about their answiee &cquiescence bidsand to
overgeneralise their overall positive/negative iegsion of a topic to cover also all the
details related to it (thkalo effect. According to Dornyei (2003: 12), the resultajgh
present “what the respondemegport to feel or believe, rather than what thastually

feel or believe”.

The problems mentioned above can be reduced witlhwaigten instructions, a well-
designed questionnaire sheet, and pilot testingr(yz 2003, Valli 2001). One possible
solution is to use established questionnaireshihae been widely tested and used, and

thus shown to produce reliable results (Dornyeile2006: 27).

Another extremely popular data gathering methodducational research is interviews
(Gall et al. 2007: 228). The main reason behind ihitheir flexibility: it is possible to

adapt to new situations even in the middle of @arulew. The interviewees have an
active role as they can express their views fre®lye important advantage is that the
researcher is able to rephrase questions if negessk clarifying questions or ask the
interviewees to give reasons for their answersll(&aal. 2007: 228, Hirsjarvi et al.

2008: 199-200.) On the other hand, interviews ategnoblem free either. They take up
a great deal of time, and the interviewer shouldramed for the task. In addition, the

reliability of the respondents poses similar praidein interviews as it does in
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guestionnaire research. (Hirsjarvi et al. 2008:.201

Questionnaire was chosen as the data collectidrument since it enables collecting a
rather large set of data as the goal of the stadptain a comprehensive picture of the
pupils’ language disposition in the target munittgaHirsjarvi et al. (2008: 201) are
doubtful about the usefulness of interviews that lass than a half an hour, and it
would have been difficult to conduct longer intews with pupils in a school setting.
Hirsjarvi et al. (2008: 200) also report that iniews are particularly suited for topics
that have not been researched extensively, whemngitt be difficult to come up with
response alternatives beforehand. This can hamllgaid about motivational research
that is the base of this study. Thus, questionnase deemed to be a more suitable

method for the purposes of this study.

It would have also been possible to mix these nuthio order to increase the validity
of the study (Hirsjarvi et al. 2008: 228). Conduagtgroup or individual interviews after
preliminary analysis of the questionnaire resulés part of the research plan for some
time as the interviews could have given informatiloat could have helped to interpret
the results. However, it was decided that the figdiof a fairly extensive questionnaire

study were so substantial that interviews were cessary.

6.4 Designing the questionnaire

The guestionnaire | designed for this study wagtas two previous and widely tested
guestionnaires: the Language Disposition Questioanesed by Ddornyei et al. (2006)
and one part of the Attitude/Motivation Test Bagt¢AMTB) by Gardner (1985a, b).
The Language Disposition Questionnaire was deveélafready in the 1990’s (Dornyei
et al. 2006: 27), and thus, it does not represenhewest ideas in motivational research
(see Chapter 5.3.2). Yet, both the Language DispasQuestionnaire and the AMTB
build on extensive research and have been shoprothuce reliable results (Dornyei et
al. 2006, Gardner 1985b). The Language Disposiflaestionnaire was chosen as the
basis of the research instrument since the fordégnguage learning contexts are
somewhat similar in Hungary and Finland. More siiedly, languages are learned as
school subjects and there is normally little diregchtact with native speakers of these
languages (Dornyei et al. 2006: 9-10). Furthermibre questionnaire was not created to
measure (only) existing motivation to a language ibstead the disposition towards

several languages that all the respondents hav&umtied.
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These two questionnaires were modified to suitpghgoses and the context of this
study. First of all, the items were translated fre&mglish to Finnish. Some questions
and statements in the Language Disposition Quesion (DOrnyei et al. 2006) were
considered unsuitable for the target group of stigly as the respondents were some
years younger than in the original study. Moreogeme items used in Hungary were
not suitable or necessary in the Finnish contend, they were replaced with new ones
in order to keep the multi-item scales long enowghestions about the level of parents’
language skills were excluded since they had notiged any significant results in the
study by Dérnyei et al. (2006). Instead, a simgjaestion was added to the background

section.

The original questionnaire included questions egldb both five target languages and
six target language communities (Britain and theAWere treated separately). In my
version, the questions were worded so that theerdration was on the language all the
time instead of the L2 communities. This approads whosen as all the languages
(English, German, French, and Russian) are spokeseveral countries or even in
various parts of the world. This made L2 commumitgomewhat problematic concept
for this study. As a result, one motivational disienm used by Doérnyei et al. (2006),
namely Vitality of the L2 communifywas deleted completely. Furthermore, this scale
proved to be problematic in the pilot testing, #mel original scale consisted of only two
items, which makes it too short and unreliable dtintem scale (Dérnyei 2003: 33—

34). Thus, deleting the scale seemed an appropniessure.

In order to avoid the most common problems withsjoenaires, much time and care
were put into the questionnaire design. To avoid fatigue-effect, i.e. that the
respondents become bored towards the end of th&tigueaire and start to answer
carelessly (Dornyei 2003: 14), the questionnaires wanstructed using a variety of
question types and scales. With the fatigue-efiscivell the as the respondents’ age in
mind, it was also important to limit the length thfe questionnaire to 4-6 pages.
Booklet format was adopted as it makes the questios look short and compact, and
turning pages is easy. The appearance is impaapupils are more motivated to fill
in a questionnaire that looks enticing and compaotugh. (Dérnyei 2003: 14, 18-19.)

The questionnaire included common scaling techsicgieeh as semantic differential

scales and Likert scales. Semantic differentialesceonsist of bipolar adjective pairs,
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and the respondents mark their answer on a comtirbeiween the bipolar adjectives
(e.g. good — bad). They are useful since the reBeamvoids writing statements and
they require very little reading from the respondefhe Likert scale, in turn, is the
most common question type in second/foreign langul@grning questionnaires. A
Likert scale consists of several statements agsacigith different aspects of the same
target (such as instrumentality). The respondemtiicate how much they agree or
disagree with a statement on a given scale, famele from one to five. The points on
each question are added up to form summative neiti-scales. Dornyei reports that

Likert scales can be used even with younger childi@érnyei 2003: 36-40.)

The motivational and attitudinal scales used inghestionnaire are mostly multi-item
scales, since they reduce the possibility of emoseanswers on single items (Dérnyei
2003: 33-34). Dérnyei (2003: 34-35) notifies thatif or more items should be used in
each multi-item scale. However, very short mubnit scales were chosen because of
the constraints created by the school settingtherowvords, the questionnaire was only
allowed to disturb normal teaching as little asgige, which meant that there was a
limited time the pupils could use on filling in thyiestionnaire. DOrnyei et al. (2006)
faced similar settings and state that to be abl@ke into account the complexity of
motivation as a structure and the time limitatiohe number of items have to be cut
down. Ddrnyei et al. (2006) used two to four itetmdorm each multi-item scale. The
scales used in this study include three or foungteach.

Open-ended questions were used sparingly, sinogeaing them is slow and coding
the answers reliably is challenging (Dérnyei 20@3; Hirsjarvi et al. 2008: 196).
‘Specific open questiohghat can be answered shortly (Dornyei 2003: 48)oaty used

in eliciting background information, and thus, tiigestionnaire contains only one truly
open-ended question concerning the reasons forivgatd study selected languages
(question 31, see Appendix 1). This question wésolgen-ended to make the pupils’
own voice visible and to prevent limiting their amss. Yet, these answers were also
treated as numerical data in the erdter this questionnaire design process, the
language disposition questionnaire was pilot testdéw procedure and its results are

described in the following subchapter.

6.4.1 Pilot testing

The importance of pilot testing a questionnaireasnmonly stressed in order to gain
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more reliable results (see e.g. Dornyei 2003: G4sjatvi et al. 2008: 199). Pretesting
gives an opportunity to see how well the formattiofy the questions works by
considering what kinds of questions and problenme pHot respondents have and
whether there is, for example, a great deal of imjgssnswers (Dornyei 2003: 64).
Before piloting the questionnaire with pupils, teered feedback from peer students,
my instructor, and also from some friends who aregpecialised in this field, as this

can be a helpful way to check that there is nogar@ornyei 2003: 66).

The questionnaire used in this study was pilotedamuary 2011. The pilot respondents
were 21 sixth graders from the capital region. Theg not attended any language
showers and some of them had a slightly differeangliage learning background as they
had been able to choose Swedish as an A2 lang&ag#ing pupils in a precisely
similar situation as the actual respondents wasnddeboth unnecessary and nearly
impossible. Similar settings would have been veffycdlt to find as language showers
have been carried out in a variety of different svap the Language Funfair
municipalities (see Tuokko et al. 2012). Thus, th&n reason for choosing the pilot
respondents was that they belonged to the sam@rage as the actual respondents.
This way it was possible to judge how well they erstiand the assignments and the

formulations of the questions, statements, anduogons.

The instructions and questions seemed to be cleargh as the pilot respondents had
only few questions. On the other hand, there weneespupils who had not answered
all the questions. Yet, it was concluded that tleedng of the instructions did not need
changing. Instead, there seemed to be a need tamose visual highlighting to

emphasize some of the instructions. | revised,ifigtance, the use of bigger font,
underlining, and bold-face to draw attention to iti@st important pieces of instructions,
which also proved to be an adequate measure aactbal respondents did not have

similar problems.

More significant changes were, however, made tontbévational scales. Firstly, the
ethnolinguistic vitality scale used by Dornyei et(2006) was deleted as it did not seem
to provide any significant information. Secondlyotmulti-item scales did not seem to
work, and for example, two items in thenguistic self-confidencescale actually
correlated negatively with the third item. It wassgected that this was due to the fact

that two of the items were related to the respotsgleonfidence in their ability to learn
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a foreign language, and the last one concernedisgethe foreign language. Another
scale that did not work properly whdlieu, which originally included statements about
“people around me”, “me”, and “my parents”. Appahgnthe pilot respondents and
their parents had sometimes conflicting views anithportance of language study, and
therefore the scale’s Cronbach’s alpha was too Tdws, the conflicting items in these

scales were replaced.

Thirdly, the pilot results gave reason to doubt tr&d-format in section Il invited some
pupils to answer the questions carelessly, i.enawit reading the questions carefully,
and answering with a fixed pattern (writing, foraexple, 5-2-4-1 on every row). With
the intention of solving this problem, two complgt@ew negatively worded items
were added to this section (questions 9 and 14Appendix 1). The idea was to make
sure that the respondents would have to be moedfutawhile reading and answering
the section. Furthermore, if somebody still usdicted pattern, it could be deduced that

their answers were unreliable and they should bgudilified.

The final change was cutting down the number ofjleges in section Il from five to
four. Originally, Spanish was also included in teiction as it is basically the only
foreign language increasing its popularity as atioopl subject in Finland. However,
this section seemed too time-consuming and labsriouthe pupils, and consequently,
Spanish was excluded as it is not offered as adne&e language in the target

municipality unlike German, French, and Russian.

6.4.2 The structure of the questionnaire

The final questionnaire (Appendix 1) included faactions that are presented in this
subchapter. The first section was comprised of séimdifferential scales targeting the
pupils’ reactions to the language learning contégt, their perceptions of studying
English at school and participating in the Freraigliage shower. The question dealing
with language shower was answered by only thosdspwho had taken part in it. The
ten bipolar adjective pairs in this semantic ddéfaral scale were chosen from the
AMTB and they targeted the perceived difficulty artdity of language lessons as well

as their general evaluation, i.e. how much pupils them generally (Gardner 1985b).

In section II, there were 17 questions concernhmg four target languages (English,

German, French, and Russian) or target languagenconties organised in a grid
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format. The questions were answered on a five-paiting scale. The questions dealt
with Integrativenesgquestions 4, 7, 12, 14hnstrumentality(5, 6, 8, 11)Attitudes
towards the L2 speakers/commun(@® 13, 15, 16), anQultural interest(18, 19, 20).
These categories were based on the modelling bgy2oet al. (2006) and discussed in
more detail in Chapter 5.3.15.2. This section atsduded one question about the
intended effort to study the four target langua@e® and a question mapping how

much the respondents watch TV programmes and firtteese languages (17).

The questions in Section Ill were not related tg apecific languages and targeted
Milieu (questions 22, 25, 26)inguistic self-confidenc€21, 23, 28), andnterest in
versatile language studg24, 27, 29). The first two motivational aspectsrevalso
derived from Dornyei et al. (2006), but the laseamas added by the researcher to see
whether the respondents think that speaking Engdistnough or if they see value in
knowing more than one foreign language. There vwméme questions answered on a
five-point Likert scale. There was additionally aegtion in this section asking what
languages the respondents were interested in swidyree languages in order of
importance) and an open-ended question enquirirgytathe reasons behind these

preferences.

The last section (IV) included eight factual quess about the respondents’
background and their language contacts in the piedtthoice and open-ended formats.
These were placed at the end of the questionnaiaedordance with Dornyei's (2003:

61) recommendation.

6.4.3 Reliability and validity

In the design of a questionnaire, the conceptelahility and validity are essential. An
instrument is considered reliable if the resulsvided are not random. In other words,
the results should be similar if the instrument wasd another time on the same target
group (Hirsjarvi et al. 2008: 226). The reliability a questionnaire can be ensured, for
instance, by using established questionnaireshitna® been proved to achieve reliable
results. Validity, on the other hand, refers to thpacity of the instrument to measure
the object of the study, i.e. what the instrumeaswreated to measure. It is possible,
for example, that the responses indicate that astmgue or a statement has been
understood differently than the researcher hasd@d. The researcher has to take this
into account in the analysis for the results tovdled. (Hirsjarvi et al. 2008: 226—-227.)
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Within the framework of quantitative research, noeth have been developed to test the
reliability of scales (Hirsjarvi et al. 2008: 22®allant (2005: 90) says that Cronbach’s
alpha coefficient is often used to check the irdeonsistency of multi-item scales,
that is, whether the individual items in the scadtually measure the same thing. For a
scale to be reliable, the value should ideally ter o7. Yet, short scales (less than ten
items) tend to give rather low Cronbach alpha \al{iRallant 2005: 90). In this study,
the values, however, turned out to be mostly vesgdg(Table 1). OnlyMilieu and
Linguistic self-confidenceeceived scores under .7 like they had in the ldtiag study

as well (Dornyei et al. 2006: 41). However, thehalpsalue for the.inguistic self-
confidencels fairly close to .7, which makes is reasonalgijable. Cronbach’s alpha

coefficients were calculated separately for allltmguages in section Il.

Table 1. The composition of the multi-item scaled the Cronbach Alpha coefficients for each
scale

Cronbach
Alpha
Language learning | Easiness English .878
context « easy - difficult Language 841
+ effortless - hard shower
» simple — complicated
Utility English .847
« useful - useless Language .865
* necessary - unnecessary shower
e important — unimportant
General evaluation English .885
» interesting -boring Language .905
e supportive - discouraging shower
* nice - awful
« pleasant — distressing

Integrativeness English .785
4. How much do you like these languages? German .787
7. How interested are you in the way people livthncountries French .810
where these languages are spoken? Russian .760
12. How much would you like to become similar te freople who
speak these languages?

14. How much do you hate these languages?

Instrumentality English .760
5. How much do you think knowing these languagesl#vbelp you | German .813
to become a more knowledgeable person? French .810
6. How important do you think these languages rataeé world these | Russian .823
days?

8. How much do you think knowing these languageslévbelp you
when travelling abroad in the future?

11. How much do you think knowing these languagesld/help your
future career?

Attitudes Towards L2 Speakers/Community English .810
13. How much would you like to meet foreigners vepeak these German .858
languages? French .856
15. How much would you like to travel to these doigs? Russian .830
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16. How much do you like the people who live in toeintries where
these languages are spoken?

Cultural Interest English .831
18. How much do you like TV programmes made in¢hasuntries? | German .758
19. How much do you like films made in these caes@ French .800
20. How much do you like the pop music of thesentaes? Russian 728

Milieu
22. People around me tend to think that it is adgithing to know 515

foreign languages.
25. No one cares if | study foreign languages @r no
26. My parents do not consider foreign languagemitant school
subjects.

Linguistic Self-Confidence
21. 1 am sure | will be able to learn a foreigndaage well. .652
23. | feel that all the others are better languageners than | am.
28. Learning a foreign language is a difficult tdakme.

Interest in versatile language study
24. 1 think it is enough to know English (and nbetforeign .796
languages).
27. 1 would really like to learn many foreign larages.
29. | am definitely not interested in foreign laages.

6.5 Analysis

This is a quantitative study, and the questionndata was analysed with the help of the
computer programme PASW Statistics 18 (formeriywkmas SPSS for Windows). The
responses were coded and fed into PASW. At thietpsix of the 245 questionnaire
sheets had to be disqualified. The most commomoreés excluding questionnaires
was that the pupil had not answered any backgrguedtions thus leaving the last page
of the questionnaire empty. Two respondents werudrd because they had used
values that were out of the given range when ansgeseveral questions, and one
because there were strong reasons to believe lieapupil had answered all the
questions in section Il according to the same patteithout even reading all the

questions.

Hirsjarvi et al. (2008: 217) state that no questaire sheet should be disqualified if the
respondent has failed to answer one question mibtierwise managed to fill in the
guestionnaire as hoped. This guideline was follqvead therefore, some missing cases
come up in the analysis of the responses. In axidit pupils leaving occasional boxes
empty, some answers had to be disqualified becausders were illegible or because
the pupil had not been able to choose just one em@g. writing 3—4 instead of either
three or four or ticking two boxes in the same ¢joe$. This is a common problem in
questionnaire studies (Dérnyei 2003: 10-11).

Next, the data in PASW Statistics was double-chéckanually to confirm that it had
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been fed into the programme correctly. Then, the eéas also screened and cleaned
according to the instructions by Pallant (2005::468¢ frequencies of each variable
were checked to see that there were no valuesdeutse possible range. The following
step was to add together the scores of specificsit® make up multi-item scales based
on the motivational structure established by Ddormgteal. (2006). The negatively
worded items were reversed and recoded before latitay total scale scores. The
scores of the multi-item scales were divided byriheber of the individual scales so
that the values vary between one and five on eeale,swhich makes the results easier
to interpret. (Pallant 2005: 78, 81.) The negativeiorded item 9 in theéAttitudes
towards L2 speakers/communggale was left out of the analysis, because theing
had proved to be too difficult for the younger r@sgents. The item also affected the
scale’s Cronbach alpha negatively, which was aromapt reason for leaving it out of
the scale. The responses to the open-ended quextiomere screened for common
denominators and coded accordingly. In the analythis responses are treated as
guantitative, numerical data. Some quotations ftbenpupils’ responses are also used

as illustrative examples.

Finally, | had to choose the statistical technigomsst suitable for the data. This meant
a choice between classic or parametric and nomyerec tests. Parametric tests place
more demands on the data than nonparametric tesish is why they are not suitable

in all situations. The basic condition is that s#aenple has been randomly selected from
a population that is normally distributed (Metsammnen 2010: 257, see also Pallant
2005: 197-198). On the other hand, nonparametsits tere less powerful, and Pallant
(2005: 286) warns that they may “fail to detectatiénces between groups that actually
exist”. However, this problem can be avoided byhgdarge samples, since the larger
the sample, the more powerful any test is (Metsaonan 2010: 259). Metsdmuuronen

(2010: 254) points out that in human sciences &edtings are often such that

nonparametric tests provide more reliable results.

Likert scales that are commonly used in humandgesvell as in this study are basically
ordinal scales, and parametric tests require iatescales (Metsamuuronen 2010).
Nevertheless, Metsamuuronen (2010: 258) assertsLikart scales, when used as
multi-item scales, can be treated as interval scdlhis is a common practice in large
guestionnaire studies (Alanen 2011: 158), and xan®le, Dornyei et al. (2006) have
used parametric statistics to report the resulth@fHungarian study. Therefore, | have
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chosen to illustrate my results using means instathedians that are sometimes

preferred in connection with ordinal scales (Ala2éil: 158).

On the other hand, | have a reason to believe alathe data does not meet the
parametric assumption of normal distribution. Fostance, some items related to the
utility of English lessons or the instrumental atetion towards English are heavily
skewed towards the higher scores. Based on theofdimglish in the Finnish society

(see Chapter 2.2), | do not expect that the regsons all items would follow the

normal curve even within the larger population. 8&@uuronen (2010: 155) suggests
choosing nonparametric alternatives if there is @oybt of meeting the assumptions of

the parametric techniques.

Thus, | have chosen to use the nonparametric MahitRdy U Test (instead of

Independent samples t-test) and Kruskal-Wallis {estead of One-way between-
groups analysis of variance) when Likert scales ased, as recommended by
Metsdmuuronen (2010). These tests are based oracmgpanks of responses between
groups instead of means, and are, thus, free ofllison demands (Pallant 2005: 291,
294). The Mann-Whitney test is used to compare ¢gwaups, and the Kruskal-Wallis

test is used when the categorical variable has iihame two groups. To check whether

two categorical variables are related to each ptheave used the Chi-square test.

All these tests are used to explore whether theerebtions based on the data are
statistically significant or whether they can beplaxned by sampling error or
coincidence. The tests provide a p value, and whisnvalue is equal or less than .05,
the observed differences are generally considdegi$tecally significant (Pallant 2005).
In this study, | use the following levels of sigoénce: if .05 the results are
statistically almost significant (marked with a 1j;p<.01 the results are statistically

significant (**); and if p<.001 the results are statistically very significgiit).

Because multi-item scales get many values, | havebmed the values into broader
categories to keep the figures simple and read#ableost cases, the values from 1.00
to 1.49 have been rounded off to one, from 1.54@ 2o two, from 2.5 to 3.49 to three,
from 3.5 to 4.49 to four, and from 4.5 to 5.00 iteef When | have followed a different
procedure, | mention it in the Results section.sEheategories have been used for the

figures, but the statistics and test results asedan the original values.
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There are certain background variables that | hesegl as the basis of the analysis. In
line with the research questions, the most impotackground variable was whether
or not the pupils had participated in the Frenctgleage shower, and thus, | have tested
the data to see whether this affects their resgorSece previous studies show that
gender has a significant effect on L2 motivationhdve searched for differences
between the sexes too. Yet, these are not dealt witmuch detail, unlike the
differences between the LS and the non-LS groupss €hapter has introduced the
reader with the context and the methodology ofpitesent study. In the next chapter, |
will portray the results.



57

7 PUPILS’ LANGUAGE DISPOSITION

In this chapter, | will present the results of tlstudy. First, | will introduce the
respondents and their linguistic background. Néxtjll discuss their reaction to the
two learning contexts, i.e. their English lessomsl ahe language shower. This is
followed by an examination of, first, the languagecific scales, and second, the non-
language specific scales. Finally, | will look dtetcriterion measures, that is, the
Intended efforandLanguage choicas well as the pupils’ motives for their language

preferences.

7.1 The respondents and their language contacts

As mentioned in Chapter 6.1, the respondents weided! into two groups based on
the participation in the language shower. The grihiap had taken part in the language
shower is called the LS group, and it consiste@i0¥ pupils. In the control group, there
were 136 pupils who had not participated in anyglemge shower (non-LS group).
Unlike the control group, the LS group includedyofifth and sixth graders. A little
over half of the pupils in both groups were giffigr (precise numbers on gender and
class, please see Table 2). Thus, the distribudfogender was quite similar in both
groups. There was also one pupil in both groups eitianot report his or her gender. In
the LS group, one pupil had not answered the questout his or her class.

Table 2. The class and gender of the pupils inhand the non-LS groups

LS group? Non-LS group®
Class Boy Girl Total Boy Girl Total
5 18 23 41 17 21 38
6" 29 32 61 12 12 24
7 0 0 0 31 42 73
Total 47 55 102 60 75 135

a. one pupil did not mark his/her gender

All the pupils in both groups had studied Englisgginning from the third grade (as
their A1 language) in accordance with the muniaipal curriculum. It is assumed that
none of the participants had studied an A2 languagealo groups for optional foreign
languages had been formed for several years imin@cipality (Autio 2010). At the
time of the data gathering, the seventh gradersshatled Swedish as the compulsory
Bl language for approximately half a year. It wl@e@med that this would not have a
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significant impact on the research results sineegihestionnaire did not measure their

disposition towards Swedish.

46.9 % of the respondents reported that they hathéel some foreign language outside
the school context usually at home (either indepatig or with a family member), on a
holiday abroad, via the media, or with relativeagstion 36). The languages they had
learned most commonly were German (n=33), Spamsii?), and Swedish (n=16).
The popularity of German is probably partly dueatdGerman Club that had been
organised as an extracurricular activity at theosdary school for both primary and
secondary pupils. Ten respondents said that thdyattanded the club. Interestingly,
only eight respondents reported that that they Ieached English outside the school
context even though it is a very common languagéhen Finnish media and youth
culture (see Chapter 2.2). Although all the respoitsl had had at least some exposure
to foreign languages through the media, there wear differences in whether they
recognized or considered this as language leafisiegy also Aro 2009). Experiences of
informal FL learning seemed to be more common angirgjas 57.7 % of the girls, but
only 34.6 % of the boys answered this questiontpesy.

Question 34 about what languages are spoken inptipgs’ homes caused some
difficulties to the respondents due to unclear faitmg. The question was supposed to
elicit the pupil’s mother tongue(s), but some rexfents understood that it meant also
languages that someone in their family speaks, évefrequently. This problem did
not come up in pilot testing. 233 (97.5 %) pupdparted that Finnish is spoken in their
home. Six pupils did not mention Finnish at alleexthough they are likely to be native
Finnish speakers as they attend school in Finnistt were able to fill in the
guestionnaire in Finnish. Based on the answersetpupils lived in bilingual families,
and a few more had relatives who spoke other lagggighan Finnish. Yet, 41 pupils
named more than one language. Usually this othegulage was English which was
mentioned by 32 respondents. Swedish was listesklagn pupils, and other languages
by only one or two pupils. The respondents oftedicated that the use of other
languages than Finnish was only occasional, fotamt®, by writing Finnish

(sometimes English just for fin)

English was also the most commonly known foreigmgleage in the pupils’ families

(question 39). It was spoken by at least one famigmber in 98 % of the families.
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Knowledge of Swedish was also very common in tlepaoadents’ families due to its
position as the second national language and thmaisory B1 language, and 79.5 %
of the pupils reported that someone in their farsippaks Swedish. According to the
pupils’ knowledge, German was spoken in 36.8 %hef families, French in 17.6 %,
Russian in 14.2 %, Spanish in 6.7 %, and some dtneign language in 5 % of the

families.

7.2 Reactions to language teaching practices

The first section of the questionnaire focusedr@immediate learning environment, in
this case the English language classroom and tigridege shower. It consisted of two
semantic differential scales targeting conventioBaglish lessons and the language

shower respectively.

7.2.1 Evaluation of English lessons

Figure 3 summarises the respondents’ evaluatiokrgflish lessons based on three
multi-item scales: easiness, utility, and genevall@ation. On all scales, the responses
ranged from one to fivelhe mean of the easiness scale was slightly opdbiive side

at 3.31. The most common responses were threeoandwhich means that most pupils
found English lessons quite easy or not very easydifficult. Studying English was
mainly a neutral or a positive experience as theeg# evaluation score indicates with
the mean at 3.47. The utility of English lessons veded extremely highly with 80 % of
the respondents rating it positively. Thus, the meas also very high at 4.15.

100,0% _
Evaluation
of English
lessans
80,0% Ols
14
k]
- H:
60 ,0%
. ~t
40,0% Easiness
Mean: 3.31, SD:1.01
sefulness
20,0% Mean: 415 50:0.88
General evaluation
Mean: 3.47, 50D: 092
0,0%=
Easiness Utility General evaluation
(n=238) (n=237) (n=238)

Figure 3. Evaluation of English lessons
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English lessons were evaluated similarly in both t$ and the non-LS groups. The
Mann-Whitney U test showed that boys consideredi&imggessons easier than girls (U=
5882.000, Z=-1.964, p=.05), but girls thought thay were more useful than boys
(U=5790.000, Z=-2.051, p=.04). There were no dteiy significant differences in

the girls and the boys’ general evaluation of Esfglessons.

The Kruskal-Wallis test showed that the estimatésth® easiness, utility, and
pleasantness of English lessons were related taetondents’ success in English
studies, and that these differences were statigtibgghly significant (Appendix 4,
Table 1). Figure 4 illustrates clearly that the iupvho had the highest marks in
English thought that English lessons were easieremseful, and more pleasant than
those pupils who had lower grades. Whether goodegr&nhance a positive view of
English lessons or positive attitudes result indytEarning outcomes in unclear. Both
statements hold possibly true as discussed by [@oyJshioda (2011: 5-6). Yet, all
pupils evaluated the utility of English lessonsykighly, and there was no difference
between the two groups with low or average mark#i, the best pupils rated the utility
of their English lessons even higher. It shouldhbeed that the group with the lowest

marks was very small compared to the other twomgou

=00 Mark in English

Wssin=19
W7-8(n=125)
Og-10(n=81-82)

Mean

Eaziness LHility General evaluation

Figure 4. Evaluation of English lessons based emtbst recent mark in English

7.2.2 Evaluation of the language shower

The evaluation of the French language shower, nim, is presented ifrigure 5. Even
though there was variation from one to five in #asiness scores, almost half of the

answers fell into the neutral range from 2.5 t®3Hither the pupils found the language
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shower neither easy nor difficult, or it was ditficfor them to evaluate this aspect. It is
also possible that even though the pupils foundattévities easy, the fact that the
teacher used only French made the shower diffiatlthe same time (for more
information on the language shower, see Chapter 413 utility of the language
shower was rated rather neutrally with the meanesod 3.32, and received clearly
lower scores than the utility of English lessonke heneral evaluation of the language
shower was mainly positive as the most common respwvas four, and the mean was
3.61.

100,0% _
Ewvaluation of
language
shower
80,0% Os
014
[ <]
[ ]
60,0% T
Easiness
40,0%— Mean: 2.94, 50: 0.93
ILility
Mean: 3.32, 5D 0.9
20,0% General evaluation
Mean: 3.61, 5D:1.00

0,0%-

Easiness I_Hility General evaluation
(n=103) =103} (n=103)

Figure 5. Evaluation of the French language shower

Gender was not a modifying factor when it cameht pierceived utility or easiness of
the language shower, but it did affect the genevaluation. The girls’ (n=55) mean for
the general evaluation was 3.87 and the boys’ (ha#an was 3.30. According to the
Mann-Whitney U test, this difference was statishjcaignificant (U=835.000, Z=-
3.085, p=.002).

7.3 Language specific dimensions of language dispositio

This section presents the results of the motivatiamd attitudinal dimensions that are
related to the four target languages and targejulage communities. These include
Integrativeness Instrumentality Attitudes towards L2 speakers/communitgnd

Cultural interest First, | will concentrate on the three first mentd scales, and then
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on the differences between the groups. Cultura@rést is dealt with separately at the

end of this chapter.

Integrativenessn Figure 6 denotes an interest toward an L2 &edway of life in the

L2 country to the extent that a person wishes i similar to the speakers of the
L2 (Dornyei et al. 2006). Thimtegrativenes®f English was clearly the highest. Over
half of the respondents expressed a positive disposowards the English language,
its speakers, and their way of life, and the mdahe scale was 3.62. At the other end,
Russian and the Russian culture evoked more negatigluations and low levels of
Integrativenesswith a mean at 2.48. The pupilkitegrativenesdowards French and

German were divided very equally between those witmegative and a positive

disposition. The mean for French was 3.03 and fnn@n 2.97.
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Figure 6. Integrativeness

Gender affected the level bftegrativenessn all four target languages. Generally, girls
had a more integrative disposition than boys, winca familiar finding from previous
studies (see e.g. Julkunen 1998, Williams et aD22(®15). This difference was
statistically significant when it came to Englidi=5462.500, Z=-2.660, p=.008), and
statistically highly significant with regard to Gean (U=5137.000, Z=-3.290, p=.001),
French (U=4134.000, Z=-5.226, p=.000) and Rusgie{69.000, Z=-3.827, p=.000).

The scores on thinstrumentalityscale are presented Kigure 7. They indicate the
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target languages’ instrumental value related teeeraplans, travelling, becoming a

knowledgeable person, and the importance of thguiage in the world. The English

scores were heavily skewed to the upper end oktlaée, which was also marked by
Dornyei et al. (2006: 43). Basically all respondepérceived the instrumental value of
English very highly, and in fact, there were veewfresponses below four and the
smallest value on the scale was two. German amichrerere assesses rather neutrally
with means at 3.06 and 3.00 respectively. On ttades Russian was rated only slightly

lower than German and French, even though there mere very negative evaluations.
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20,0% Russian

Mean: 2.85 50:1.08

0,0%~

English German French Fussian
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Figure 7. Instrumentality

As was the case witlmtegrativenessinstrumentalityscores were also affected by the
respondents’ gender. Girls rated the target langgiagstrumentality somewhat higher
than boys. This applied to all four languages, thet difference in English scores was
statistically almost significant (U=5542.500, ZZ29, p=.013), in German significant
(U=5252.500, Z=-3.086, p=.002), and in French anddtan highly significant (French

U=4837.500, Z=-3.805, p=.000, Russian U=5036.0603502, p=.000).

Attitudes towards the L2 speakers and commusdgle deals with how keen the
respondents are on travelling to the target languwagintries and meeting people from
these countries. As Figure 8 shows, this scalevi@t the same pattern as the previous

scales. The attitudes towards English speakers thereost positive (mean 3.79), and
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the most negative towards Russian speakers (mdd). Zpproximately half of the
pupils had a negative attitude towards Russia angsi@ns. The attitudes towards
German and French speakers were rather equallybdigtd between positive, neutral

and negative evaluations. The means were 3.08 22d'&spectively.
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Figure 8. Attitudes towards L2 speakers/community

If we take a look at the girls’ and boys’ answewg, notice once again that the girls’
attitudes were clearly more positive than the bolysr instance, the girls’ mean score
for English was 4.03 and the corresponding scorengithe boys was 3.49. With
regard to all language communities, the differengese statistically highly significant

(Appendix 4, Table 2).

7.3.1 Comparison between the LS and the non-LS groups

The previous section presented the overall scores tle Integrativeness

Instrumentality and Attitudes towards L2 speakers/commursitales. This subchapter
moves on to examine the differences between tharidhe non-LS groups. As can be
seen in Figure 9, the group the LS group gave sdraewigher scores on almost all
scales except Russian’s instrumentality and theidés towards English speakers. Yet,
the Mann-Whitney U test tells that only some ofsthalifferences were statistically

significant, and those are the differences | walhcentrate on.
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Figure 9. Comparison of Integrativeness, Instruégptand Attitudes towards the L2
speakers/community between the LS and the non-a&pgr

First of all, the LS group had a more integrativspdsition towards both German
(U=5360.000, Z=-2.929, p=.003) and French (U=5000,527=-3.583, p=.000).
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Secondly, they had a stronger instrumental disjposibwards English (U=5795.000,
Z=-2.050, p=.040) and French (U=5357.500, Z=-2.851004). Thirdly, the LS group
had a more positive attitude towards the L2 spesakenxd communities of German
(U=5772.500, Z=-1.963, p=.050) and French (U=5388.%Z=-2.877, p=.004). Thus, it
seems that the French language shower has, inHfadt,a positive impact on these
aspects of the pupils’ language disposition towaFdsench. However, the other
differences in the scores were somewhat unexpetitace take a closer look at the
German scores that differed between the groupselydmegrativenessand Attitudes
towards L2 speakers/communitye notice that the difference was generated Iy th
boys’ disposition (Figure 10). The girls, on thénat hand, evaluated German rather
similarly in both groups. The boys’ more positivegbsition in the LS group could be
based either on a coincidence or on a backgroundbla that has not been controlled
here, or the French language shower has somehowgedrto awaken their interest
towards lesser taught languages in general, incdse German. In language attitude
studies, students often consider French a femiaimguage as opposed to German that
is said to be more masculine (Dornyei et al. 2@85:Williams et al. 2002).
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Figure 10. The effect of gender and language sh@reBGerman integrativeness and attitudes
towards German speakers and community

Figure 11 presents similar box plots of the impdaender and language shower on the
French scores on théntegrativeness Instrumentality and Attitudes towards L2
speakers/communitycales. It shows that boys had clearly a moretivegdisposition
towards these aspects related to the French larguad) culture. Yet, the participation

in the French language shower appears to have wagrboth the boys’ and the girls’
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disposition.
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Figure 11. The effect of gender and language showéirench integrativeness, instrumentality,
and attitudes towards French speakers and community

7.3.2 Cultural interest

The previous sections examined the respondemttgrative and instrumental
dispositions and themttitudes towards the L2 speakers and commuagywell as the
differences between the LS and the non-LS group&s SJubchapter discusses the last
language specific scale, nam@yltural interest It is presented separately as the scale
differed somewhat from the other language spest@les and because the number of

pupils who had rated the cultural products varigossantially.

In addition to theCultural interestscale, questionnaire item 17 mapped how much the
respondents watch TV programmes or films in the tatget languages. The results are
summarized in Figure 12. The lowest scomgs{ot really watch theranddo not watch
them at al) and the highest scorevdtch them quite a lobr very much have been

combined in the figure. Based on the figure, iteisdent that the pupils consumed
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English-language programmes and films regularlyyas reported also by Leppanen et
al. (2011) and Hyytia (2008). German, French, anddiain programmes and films, on
the other hand, were a rarity for the majority lo¢ fpupils. In fact, it seems that not
watching TV programmes in English required an exaleon. One pupil explained a

low score on this item by writingdo not watch TV at alhext to her answer. These

findings resemble Finnish youngsters’ contacts Viteign languages as they were
described in Chapter 2.2.

How often do you
see films / TV
programmes in

these languages?

Ccwite a lot § very much

B s=o-s0
Wit really §not at al

0,0% 20,0% 40,0% £0,0% 80,0% 100,0%

Figure 12. Familiarity with TV programmes and filinsthe target languages

The Cultural interestscale consisted of three items asking the respisdew much
they like TV programmes, movies, and music in tloarftarget languages. The
respondents also had the choice to answer withr@ inglicating that they are not
familiar with these cultural products. Basically #ie pupils knew English language
cultural products, and less than 2 % marked thay thre not familiar with them.
Cultural products in the other three languages wareh more unfamiliar to the pupils.
Depending on the question, 40-51 % of the pupp®ned that they do not know TV
programmes, movies or music in German, and 50-58e%¢ unfamiliar with them in
French. Russian cultural products were the strangethe respondents as 60-70 %
answered this question with a zero. It can be asduthat the pupils’ unfamiliarity
shows general disinterest towards cultural prodimc@German, French, and Russian. On
the other hand, one important explaining factathat they are not as readily available
as those in English, which was also noted in Chapt2 on the basis of Vaiséanen’'s
(2004) study.

Because of the high rate of zeros in the resporteesCultural interestmulti-item
scales were calculated differently from the otherdthitem scales to avoid missing
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responses. The zeros had to be excluded beforenipriime multi-item scales as they
are not part of the evaluative Likert scale. Siitosas rather common that there was
one type of cultural product the pupils were nanifear with even though they had

rated the other two (TV programmes/films/musicg thulti-item scales were calculated
by counting the mean of the ratings if at least tfdhe three cultural products had

been rated.

Figure 13presents the means of t@eltural interestscale on a scale from one to five in
the LS and the non-LS groups. Because of the ldnimember of valid responses, one
has to be careful in drawing conclusion based enfitiures for German, French, and
Russian. Yet, it can be reliably said that the [suphdorsed English cultural products
very highly. The products in all the other languagere rated with general dislike with
means below the neutral three. The rank order efladhguages was similar as in the
previous attitudinal and motivational scales. Ti8droup rated cultural products in all
languages slightly higher than the non-LS groups,dnly the difference in the French
scores was statistically significant (U=3,385.5;Z664, n=148, p=.008). Furthermore,
the boys’ evaluations of the cultural products eri@an, French and Russian were more
negative than the girls’. A Mann-Whitney U test sled that these differences were all
statistically significant or almost significant (pendix 4, Table 3). This did not apply
to English as both sexes liked cultural product&mglish quite much.

Cultural interest
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B German (n=175)
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4,00
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2,007
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Figure 13. Mean scores on Cultural interest secathé LS and non-LS groups
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7.4 Non-language specific dimensions of language disjiosn

In addition to the language specific scales exathineChapter 7.3, the questionnaire
included also three motivational scales that arerelated to any specific languages.
These werd.inguistic self-confidencéhat targeted the pupils’ belief of how well they
will manage learning a foreign languadéilieu that studied how supportive the people
close to the pupil are of foreign language learniagd finally Interest in versatile
language studyhat focused on how interested the pupils areroad FL studies and
whether they think knowing English is enough. Tégponses to these scales are mainly

based on the pupils’ experiences as learners didbng

The responses to the non-language specific scedesummarized in Figure 14. Most
answers on thé&inguistic self-confidencscale fell into the middle category, and the
mean was 3.22, which shows that the pupils wereganerally very confident of their
ability to learn foreign languages well. Yet, thavere a small number of both very
confident and very insecure language learners. Nlhieu scale, on the other hand,
leaned towards the higher values, which illustrabes most pupils’ milieu was quite
supportive of language learning. This was also etipd by the lack of small values.
According to the Mann-Whitney U test, boys andggate equally confident language
learners (U=6729.000, Z=-.108, p=.914), but girksrceive theirMilieu as more
encouraging of language studies than boys (U=49811=-3.435, p=.001). These two
scales were rated similarly in both the LS and itba-LS groups. Thdlilieu scale
received a low Cronbach’s alpha value, which weaklibe reliability of these results.
Yet, Dornyei et al. (2006: 58) observed too thatNhlieu was generally supportive of

language studies, but that the boys’ scores weverlthan the girls’.
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Figure 14. Linguistic self-confidence, Milieu, ahderest in versatile language study in the LS
and the non-LS groups

As opposed to theinguistic self-confidencandMilieu scales, Figure 18hows that the
LS and the non-LS groups differed in theiterest in versatile language study the
non-LS group, there were many pupils who had arakwisposition to foreign
language studies. The portion of pupils who weterested in studying many foreign
languages was larger in the LS group. The meath&LS group was 3.58, whereas for
the non-LS group it was 3.26. This difference wéatigtically almost significant
(U=5676.500, Z=-2.293, p=.022). Thus, it appeais tanguage showers can raise
interest towards versatile language study. Genlderiafluenced the responses on this
scale, and girls were more interested in studyiogeifin languages in general
(U=4920.000, Z=-3.731, p=.000).
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Figure 15. Interest in versatile language studh@LS and the non-LS groups



72

7.5 Criterion measures

The present study included two criterion measunas dealt with the direction and the
magnitude of motivated behaviour (Dérnyei et al02051). These were mapped by
asking how much effort the respondents would béngilto put into language learning

and which languages they would like to learn. Tésults are presented in the next

subchapters along with the reasons the pupils fpmvbeir language preferences.

7.5.1 Intended effort

The Intended effortscores are based on the answers to a single quegggm 10):
“How much effort are you prepared to expend infégg these languages?” (Dornyei et
al. 2006: 158). The responses are summarized uré-it6. The positive responses four
and five were combined in the figure, as was don@e negative answers one and two.
As could be expected, the majority of the respotslarere ready to work in order to
learn English. Surprisingly, 10 % of the pupils diot see the point in investing effort
into their English studies, and further 21 % weoaliful. Perhaps some of the pupils
feel that they already know so much English or featning English is so easy that
there is little need to expend much effort intoApproximately one third of the pupils
would be willing to expend effort into learning Gen and French, but nearly 40 %
were not interested in this prospect. Russian wase cagain the most unpopular
language as over half of the respondents were mepiaped to see the trouble to study

the language.

How much effort

English are you prepared
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German languages?
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. much
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Figure 16. Intended effort

Statistically, there were no significant differeada how much effort the pupils in the

LS and the non-LS groups were willing to put irgarning English or Russian. Yet, the
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LS group was more eager to study hard in ordee#éonl German (U=4992.500, Z=-
3.748, p=.000) and French (U=5254.000, Z=-3.3100@Y). However, gender had an
impact on théntended efforscores too: boys were less enthusiastic to setedhiele to
study any of these languages (Appendix 4, TableTh)s finding mirrors those of
Dornyei et al. (2006: 59).

7.5.2 Preferred language choices

The pupils were also asked to name three languidiggswould like to study in the

order of preference (item 30). However, three pulgft the question empty, 15 chose
only one language, and 17 chose two languages,hwhieans that only 204 pupils
chose all three languages that were asked forfdlleaving analyses include only these
204 respondents in order to avoid distorting theulte. The incomplete answers are

dealt with shortly at the end of this subchapter.

The most common first, second, and third choicegpaesented in Figure 17. All in all,

the respondents named 21 different languages: $fmgeerman, French, Swedish,
Spanish, Russian, Japanese, ltalian, Finnish, fleee, Estonian, Chinese, Korean,
Norwegian, Greek, Arabic, Thai, Latin, Polish, Tistk and (Finnish) sign language.
Yet, only those that were chosen by at least tgulgpare listed in Figure 17. English

was by far the most common first choice, even thonige other languages were also
chosen as the first language preference. Altogetigrpupils out of 204 chose English
as one of the top three languages they would bketiidy. German and French were
commonplace as the second or third language chaiwe, were chosen by over 80
pupils. Russian was less popular than Swedish aniSp, although Swedish was the
least common first choice among these three laregudlhe order of English, German,
French, and Russian followed principally the saradgon as in the motivational and

attitudinal scales in chapter 7.3.

Finnish is an interesting addition among the famelgnguages in Figure 17. The
question was meant to target foreign languages éwaungh the formulation did not
make this explicit. Most respondents have probaiay thought about Finnish in this
context. | presume that it would have been a camnallly more common choice, had it
been explicitly named in the question or as parthefinstruction. Although very few
pupils chose Finnish, it was more common as tret firan as the second or the third
choice, which reflects the importance of the mothengue. These respondents
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recognized that Finnish was the language they Kmest and had most use of, which is

how they motivated this choice.

Language
preference
(n=204)

[ Third choice
[ second choice
B First choice

f(n)

Only languages chosen by at least ten respondents are displayed.
Figure 17. Language preferences

Next, the language preferences were given scotkesving the example of Dérnyei et
al. (2006: 51). The first choice was given threefs the second choice two points, and
the last choice one point. Languages that had eeh lthosen by a pupil were coded
with a zero. The combined scores for the six mashroonly chosen languages are
presented inmable 3. Since the sample sizes were not equalachel scores do not
provide a good basis for comparison between thapgobut the mean scores can be

used for this purpose.

Table 3. The pupils’ language choice preferencelerLS and the non-LS groups

Score Mean score Mann-
Language Non-LS LS Non-LS LS Whitney

(n=113) (n=91) (n=113) (n=91) U
English 268 199 2.37 2.19 4677.5
German 95 72 .84 .79 4930.0
French 71 88 .63 .97 4337.5*
Swedish 57 49 .50 .54 4946.5
Spanish 46 50 41 .55 4818.5
Russian 48 22 42 .24 4594.0

* p<.05
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The mean scores showed many small differences anlahguage preference scores
between the LS and the non-LS groups (Table 3).eikample, German and Russian
appeared to be more popular in the non-LS grougyeds French and Spanish received
higher scores among those pupils who took parthénlanguage shower. However, the
Mann Whitney U Test showed that only the differemcéhe French scores reached
statistical significance, which suggests that tlenEh language shower did have a

positive effect on the respondents’ interest imgitng French.

English was the most common language preferenceaaf®ng those respondents who
chose only one or two languages (n=32). Nine pupilshis group did not choose

English at all, and their responses were divideivéen several languages, including
for instance German, French, Spanish, and JapaNesethat we have taken a look at
what languages the respondents wished to studytirhe to move on to examine their

motives for these language preferences.

7.5.3 Motives for language choice preferences

The pupils’ reasons for their language choiceshi pirevious question were mapped
with an open-ended question (31). Some respondents one motive that applied to all
the languages they had chosen, while others mesttiseparately several reasons for
each language they wanted to study. Nine pupitshes question blank as they had not
chosen any languages or did not give any reasanthéx choices. All in all, this
method provided me with over 500 reasons. Althotlgh is a quantitative study, |
employed data-driven thematic analysis (see e.graBan-Kauppinen & Puusniekka
2006) loosely to find categories in the data. After first reading, the 500 reasons were
placed into approximately 40 groups of motives,alihivere then, after a more detailed
analysis, combined into 12 broader categories. ddtegories here are based on the
researcher’'s subjective interpretation of what tbégpondents have meant with their
answers and how these could and should be grougesl.categories are presented
below.

1. Widely spoken / World-language The reasons in this category state that the
chosen language is spoken all over the world, deast widely in many places
and by many people. The language is regarded dsl ulsene wants to travel

abroad.
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2. Positive attitude towards a language and interesniit. The responses in this
category express a personal interest towards admsgand a wish to learn it.

3. Usefulness and/or importance of a languageThese reasons stress the
usefulness and the importance of a language ondlee of a language. This
category includes also a few mentions of the ingrar¢ of the language in
working life.

4. Interest in a country/culture. The respondents want to learn a language
because they like or are interested in the coumtrgrea where it is spoken. In
many cases, they have been to the country or wisilavel there.

5. Contacts with FL speakers The respondents who gave reasons belonging to
this category are interested in communicating wjieakers of other languages
in their mother tongue. They have usually familynmbers, relatives or friends
who have foreign roots or live in other countries.

6. Prior knowledge of a language The pupils want to learn a certain language
because they already know the language, studyahgublge, or have prior
experiences of learning it either in school or m#the school context.

7. Importance in Finland. Languages in this category are important in Fidla
because they are spoken here and/or in neighboudugtries. This category
was used solely to explain the wish to study SwedrsRussian.

8. Easiness.The respondents want to learn a language becaageeither know
from experience or assume that learning it is @east least not very difficult.

9. Characteristics of a languageThe reason for choosing a language is based on
a specific characteristic or use of that langudgeexample, on a specific kind
of alphabet (e.g. Cyrillic) or similarity with sonzher language.

10.General interest in language learning

11.0ther people’s influence Other people have recommended the language or
advocated its importance.

12.Uncertainty or slight reluctance to study a languag.

Figure 18 displays the frequencies of these matiYepositive attitude towards a
language and an interest inwas by far the most common reason justifying theice

of a language (n=195). This stresses the importafhdbe affective, intrinsic side of
motivation (DoOrnyei 2001la: 50-53, Gardner 2010)te®fthe language or what it

sounds like was described with a positive adjecivén the following Example 1.
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(1) Ranskaa olisi hauska oppia my®és, silla se ohntavan kuuloista.

(1) French would also be fun to learn becauseutds wonderful.

1. Widely used /world language

2. Positive attitude towards a language

3. Usefulness and f or importance

4 Interestin a country J culture

f. Contacts with FL speakers

. Prior knowledge

7. Importance in Finland

8. Easiness

9. Characteristics of a language

10. General interest in language learning
11. Other people’s influence

12, Uncertainty or reluctance

[ e I T I I R R I

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
i
0

100

—

Frequency (n)

Figure 18. The frequency of different motives fanduage preferences

As Figure 18 shows, 69 pupils explained their laggupreference with the language’s
importance or usefulnessisually without specifying why it is useful, inmpant or
necessaryRather young learners may not have the means taiexgpecifically why
they like a language or why it may be useful. A20Q9: 141-142) argues that they,
instead, often echo views and ideas that are meval the society or that they've heard
from their parents, for example. Unlike in Julkuise(l998: 57) study, career related
reasons did not stand out in the present studyadth a few pupils mentioned them. 53
respondents chose a language because it waglely used or a world language
(Example 2). This motive corresponds partly witke tmost common motive in

Julkunen’s (1998) study: travelling and communimati

(2) Koska englantia puhutaan monessa maassayarsetaan hyvin.

(2) Because English is spoken in many countriesitaisda] well-known [language].



78

Other common motives were arterest in a country/cultureandprior knowledgeof a
language. The latter motive commonly included ahvits continue studying a language

or to become better in it as in Example 3.

(3) Englantia osaan jo aika paljon mutta haluaigipia puhumaan sitd kunnolla.

(3) I already know quite a lot of English but | walike to learn to speak it properly.

The sixth most popular motive was callddcertainty or reluctanceStrictly speaking,

all the items in the category were not motiveseasons for language choices. The most
common answer in this category was “I do not kndwit some wrote that they did not
come up with any other languages or they chosaegulge because they were asked to
mention three languages even if they were notyeatérested in that many languages.
The responses were often worded negatively:

(4) Saksa ei ole lemppari kieli.

(4) German is not my favourite language.

A crosstabulation of the motive categories andpidicipation in the language shower
showed that there were no significant differencetsvben the LS and non-LS groups
(X#79.464, df=11, p=.579). All twelve motives had bemed by both groups to explain
their language choice preferences. The data isvalbtsuited for comparing the motives
used by the boys and the girls, but the girls veéearly more productive when it came
to explaining their language preferences: the gmientioned in all 357 motives,

whereas the boys listed 173 motives. In other wdrasgirls used 2.7 different motives

on average to explain their language choices, lamtbdys used only 1.6.

Figure 19 attempts to illustrate which categoridgere most commonly used to justify
to choice of English, French, and any other langsaghe four smallest categories have
been excluded from the figure as such few pupild treentioned them. The figure
shows that the choice of English was most commerplained by its usefulness and
importance, a positive attitude towards the Endlissiguage, and by its role as a world
language. Many respondents also expressed a wisbriiinue their English studies
(Prior knowledgé. Interest in the culture of English-speaking doies, on the other
hand, was a rather rare motive. Apparently, Engdirst and foremost seen as a world
language and not connected to any specific cowmttike other languages (Example 5).
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(5) Englannista on hy6tya missd maassa tahansanfaspa on hyotya Espanjassa tai Kanarialla.

(5) English is useful in any country. Spanish isfukin Spain or in the Canaries.

The example also shows that pupils in this age mman have somewhat unrealistic
views on how widely languages are spoken. Julky®@88: 57) noted the same thing
about pupil’ views on the usefulness of foreignglamges. The motives in the present
study differ somewhat from those that came up ihika@nen and Leinonen’s (2010:
54) study. Common motives include the easiness mjligh, travelling, and the
usefulness and importance of English. The mediasorg English in one’s free time

were not mentioned by the pupils in this study.

Language

Ciother
OFrench
M Engiish

1. Widely used / world language—

2. Posttive attitude towards a language=]

3. Usefulness and / or importance=]

4. Interest in a country / culture=]

N

5. Cortacts with FL speakers=

&. Prior knowledge]

3. Easiness
12. Uncertainty or reluctance—
1
0 20

Figure 19. The frequency of each motive used tda@xphe choice of English, French and other
languages
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Frequency (n)

An overwhelming majority of the pupils who choseech explained this with a
positive attitude towards the French language. Othetives were used seldom.
Positive attitude towards a language and an intenest was also the most used motive
to explain the choice of any other languages. Coetpdao English, these other
languages fared well also in the categofi@srest in a country/cultur@end Contacts

with FL speakersThus, it would seem that instrumental motives uhate the choice of
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English to some extent while other languages ateped for more integrative reasons.

This chapter has presented the respondents andlitigiistic background, language

specific non-language specific aspects of the laggudisposition, and examined the
pupils’ language choice preferences and their mastivihe results have also been
compared and contrasted with regard to genderrdiftees and between the LS and the
no-LS groups. In the next chapter, the results bélldiscussed in more detail and in

connection with previous studies.
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8 DISCUSSION

This chapter will give a closer look at the maierttes of the study. In addition, the
results are discussed in the light of previous istidFirst, | will consider the
respondents’ motivation to study English, and theisposition towards German,
French, and Russian. Subchapter 8.3 concentratédheomfluences of the language
shower on the participants’ language dispositiomalfy, | will ponder on the

limitations of the present study and suggest tofuc$uture research in subchapter 8.4.

8.1 Motivation to study English

According to Gardner’'s (2010: 10) definition, mation is closely connected to
engaging in an activity. As English was studiedatiythe respondents, it can be said
that the questionnaire measured not only theiradigion but also their motivation to
study English. English was the most highly ratedigieage on all language specific
scales. The standard deviation was the smalletitanEnglish scores as well, which
indicates that the respondents were more unanimabegir disposition towards English
than towards the other target languages in theegudulkunen (1998: 55) made similar
observations concerning English in his study on rigtivation to study several A2
languages. Moreover, English was almost a selfemtithnguage choice, preferred by
85 % of the pupils. These results are in line vidthrnyei et al.’s (2006) reflections on
the superior role of English in the minds of yowhgngarians. Based on the three scales
used to measure the reaction to the English lessansely easiness, utility, and general
evaluation, the majority of the pupils expressemhther positive attitude also towards

their usual learning environment.

As was discussed in Chapter 2.2, English is a eqadrt of the pupils’ everyday life.
English is known in basically all families, and raover, 32 pupils added that English is
actually spoken in their home at least infrequerlyarge majority of the respondents
watched English-language programmes and films omgiité much or very much, and
basically everybody was also familiar with Englishguage music. Furthermore, the
pupils liked these cultural products pretty muche3e results reflect the importance of
English in youth culture also noted by Leppéanen &hklla (2007) and Sajavaara
(2006) among others. Despite this regular exposuinglish-language media content,
only eight respondents mentioned that they hadnhéshrEnglish outside the school

context. As English is practically a compulsory@ahsubject, there is perhaps no need
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to expend any conscious effort on studying it ieftime. On the other hand, it could
also be that the pupils do not see their usagengfiigh in free time as language
learning, as Aro noted (2009: 141-142).

The importance of the instrumental orientation campein several sections of the
results. English lessons were considered clearlseraeeful than easy or pleasant, and
the Instrumentalityof English received the highest mean of all scatethe survey.
Moreover, many pupils justified the wish to congntheir English studies with
instrumental reasons such as its position as aapllbgua franca and its general
usefulness and importance. This suggests thatupispmotivation to study English is
very much instrumental in nature. Dornyei et aDQ@ 48) noted as well that even
though the scores on most scales declined duriegsthdy period, the English
instrumentality score remained particularly high.

Although the Englislintegrativenessvas rated higher than that of other languages, the
score was lower than on the other language spestfades. Previous motivational
studies have also noted that integrative oriematloes not tend to be as strong in
Finland as instrumental orientation (Julkunen 13@&ssi 2003, Ruokolainen 2012). As
was discussed in Chapter 5.1, the role of integgatiss in language learning motivation
is disputed. These results support Noels et 209Q) view that integrativeness is not
essential for L2 motivation in all contexts. In &duh to the high instrumental value
attached to English, integrativeness scores mdegrsoécause of the lack of a specific
target language community. Based on the motives pingls named for studying
English, it appears that the opportunity to comroata with people all over the world is
a more important aspect for learners than the appibty to get to know native speakers
of English as has been suspected by Ushioda anayBio§f2009). On the other hand,
the respondents seem to have an overly optimigé wn the utility of English. It is
not surprising, as the widespread use of EnglisthenFinnish media reinforces this

image, and they have learned that most peopleniarid know English.

Languages are usually seen as “girly” school stubjas girls study more free-choice
languages than boys (Sajavaara 2006: 240). Gsts@btain better learning results, but
these gender differences have been decreasingregdrd to English in recent years
(Pohjala 2004: 260). Dornyei et al. (2006: 56) adsedict that gender differences in the

motivation to study English will disappear becawaf$dats position as a global lingua
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franca.The present study, however, shows that there direnany differences in girls’
and boys’ motivation to study English. The girlgedh the language specific scales
higher than boys with the exception@dltural interest Furthermore, girls were willing
to put more effort into studying English. Yet, thadifferences were usually statistically
less significant than when it came to the otheedhiarget languages. Perhaps a little
surprisingly, both genders evaluated the pleasaatokREnglish lessons rather similarly.
Even though boys considered English lessons sontezaséer than girls, both genders
were equally confident in their ability to learrréggn languages.

All in all, the majority of the pupils were quite ativated to study English: they
generally enjoy their language lessons, like thegliEh language, regard English
speakers positively, and are willing to put efiioto their English studies. Although the
overall picture of the English motivation is vergsitive, there was much variation in
the scores, which indicates that a minority of fisgpondents are not motivated to study
English. Yet,instrumentalityforms an exception here, and it would seem thanev
those pupils who do not enjoy their English studjessp its utility. Next, | will move
on to look at the pupils’ disposition towards Gennlarench, and Russian.

8.2 Disposition towards other languages

The disposition towards German, French, and Rudsifowed a rather stable pattern
throughout the questionnaire. The overall evaluatiof the languages also coincide
rather well with thelntended effortscores. German and French were assessed rather
equally by the pupils. Approximately 30 % of thependents had a positive disposition
and another 30 % a negative disposition towards teit the rest were rather neutral in
their evaluations. Julkunen (1998: 55) noted alsat tGerman and French were
evaluated quite similarly in his study. The sitaatiwas different in Hungary where
German is a regional lingua franca and, therefeadied more highly than French
(Dornyei et al. 2006). Russian evoked negativarigslin half of the respondents of the
present study, even though its instrumental valas vated a little higher than other
scales. Ruokolainen (2012: 88) mentions too thaskn was the least liked language
in his study. The disposition towards Russian wasenpositive in Julkunen’s (1998)
study. This can be explained by the fact that tlesent study’s target municipality was
located much further away from the Russian bord@ntJoensuu where Julkunen

conducted his study. On the other hand, the dispogiowards Russian was even more
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negative in Hungary due to historical reasons (Péiret al. 2006: 4).

As was expected based on Vaisanen’'s (2004) stuagiamexposure anultural
interesttowards German, French and Russian were minintad. pupils were mostly
unfamiliar with cultural products in these langusgeatched them very little on TV
and rated them with general dislike. Gender affé¢he disposition towards German,
French, and Russian even more than the motivatiorstidy English. The girls
displayed a markedly more positive disposition dlamguage specific scales towards
all these languages, and were more willing to fiatrteinto learning them. Dérnyei et
al. (2006: 56-59), Julkunen (1998), and Williamslet(2002) found as well that girls
tend to be more motivated than boys. All in alegé results support Dornyei et al.’s
(2006: 50-51) categorization of English as the ambrld language in school pupils’

minds.

Although the respondents’ disposition towards Gerraad French was mostly quite
neutral, these languages were the second and il iost popular language
preferences after English. This reflects the redhtt they are still the most common
free-choice languages in comprehensive schools aasted out in Chapter 2.1.
Moreover, Ruokolainen (2012) found out that eveouth German and French were
commonly studied by his respondents, they werewwl-liked at least compared to

English.

The most common motive for choosing other languages English in the present
study wasPositive attitude towards a language and an inteiesit. It seems that
instrumental reasons have been in a more prominget in studies where the
respondents already study an L2 (see e.g. Julkd@88, Rossi 2003, Ruokolainen
2012). Perhaps an interest in a language is noeatmough for making a language
choice. It could also be that language teacherotmotivate students by directing their
attention to the usefulness of the target langudgj&unen (1998: 57-59) also observed
that primary school pupils’ views on the usefulnesslifferent languages may not be
completely realistic. Thus, the respondents ingresent study might not have a clear
picture of where these other languages might béuused where they are spoken,
which explains their reliance on a positive att@udwards these languages instead of
instrumental motives. This implies that languagevstrs are needed not only to offer

pupils positive encounters with other languagesalsd to expand their worldview.
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8.3 The language shower and language disposition

The results concerning the effects of the langustyggwver on the pupils’ language
disposition are promising. Participation in the rfate language shower increased the
pupils’ ratings of French on all the language speaccales. Moreover, the LS group
was ready to expend more effort into learning Fneand chose French more often as
one of the three languages they would most likgudy. Yet, the boys’ disposition still
remained more negative than the girls’ on mostescalhe girls’ disposition was higher
than the boys’ even among those girls who did aké tpart in the language shower.
This supports pupils’ generalisation of French dsminine language (Ddrnyei et al.
2006: 56, Williams et al. 2002: 520-521). On thesifpee side, participation in the
language shower appears to have improved the loigsosition too. Interestingly, the
LS group tended to value most aspects in all laggsia little higher than the non-LS
group even though this difference was not usuddlfigically significant except when it

came to French.

The easiness and the utility of the language shaweee both evaluated rather neutrally,
but the general evaluation was quite positive.dct,fthe pupils deemed the language
shower a little more pleasant than their normalliEhdessons. The girls enjoyed the
language shower more than the boys. Because Pymn@@d2, 2013) employed
different methodology in her studies, it is diffitto compare and contrast the results.
However, both studies have shown that language efsoare an enjoyable experience
for most children, and that after the shower, thédeen have expressed a positive
disposition to the language in question. On thelehihe language shower appears to
have fulfilled Dornyei's (2001a: 51-55) recommemalatof providing the pupils with a
powerful and positive learning experience that @ahnance their initial motivation.

Some results were more unexpected, as the langiyeer seems to have improved
the boys’ disposition towards some aspects of Gerifiategrativeness Attitudes

towards the L2 speakers/communitgtended effojt and English Ifstrumentality.

This study does not provide an explanation forehesults. Either the boys in the LS
group happened to be more positively disposed wsv&erman to begin with, or the
language shower managed to awaken their interegards foreign languages in
general. This interest could have been reflecteé asore positive attitude towards

German as its reputation is more “masculine” theat of the French language (Dornyei
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et al. 2006: 56).

Milieu and Linguistic self-confidencavere rated similarly in both groups. Thus, it
appears that they are shaped by the pupils’ expmgeas learners of English, not by a
brief encounter with another foreign language. As tmost common first foreign
language, English plays an important role in fognyoung language learners’ view of
themselves as language learners and of the landeageng process. However, the LS
group expressed more interest towards studying atker foreign languages than
English, which suggests that the participation iarguage shower might increase also
other language choices. On the other hand, langshgsvers are not going to
undermine the position of English as the most papulised, and useful foreign
language, which was discussed in Chapter 2.2. iSheéhown by the pupils’ language
preferences and their high disposition towards Ehg|

8.4 Limitations of the study and suggestions for futureesearch

In this chapter, | will look at the reliability anithe validity of the results and make
suggestions for future research. The language fepeesults were very consistent with
English scoring highest, Russian lowest, and Gerarah French between them. This
could indicate that these aspects of language sitspo closely connected with each
other. On the other hand, it is possible that theults suffer from the halo effect
(Dérnyei 2003: 13). In other words, the respondemisrall impression of a language
has affected their responses on all items on thgukge specific scales. The halo effect
is probably unavoidable when the responses aredbasettitudes and beliefs rather

than on actual experiences with the languages.

One aspect that endangers the reliability and #lielity of the present study’s results
was the use of very short multi-item scales (Ga#lle2007: 235). This was a question
of balancing between the complexity of motivatieed e.g. Dérnyei & Ushioda 2011:
197) and the length of the questionnaire (Dorny$3 18). Secondary school pupils
would be able to fill in a longer questionnaire3d minutes, but for the younger pupils
four pages was the maximum length for the quest@mansheet. Another potential
problem was the reliance on Ddrnyei et al.’'s (20fé®}ors in analysing the results.
However, the questionnaire was pilot tested, itleyga mostly previously tested items,
and the Cronbach’s alpha coefficients were mostgdg which should ensure the

validity and the reliability of the results (seg.eDérnyei 2003).
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Analysing the results revealed some problems withduestionnaire items. Having a
look at the answers, one can speculate that itidhwave been made clearer which
guestions deal with foreign languages and whicthvalll languages including the
mother tongue. This problem concerned the langeagee question and some of the
background questions. Yet, the latter were not usedackground variables in the
analysis because there was only little variatiothim responses. Thus, the problem did
not affect the overall results. In the languagei@@uestion, Finnish was chosen by
such a small number a pupils that there was nafiignt effect on the other results.
Another problem was that thdilieu scale’s Cronbach’s alpha was too low as it had
been in the study by Ddrnyei et al. (2006: 41).r€fme, | believe that this scale should
be revised or used only with caution in future s¢ad

Overall, | believe that the results give an acairaéw on how the pupils in the target
municipality are disposed towards English, Gernfamench, and Russian. However,
language disposition and language learning motimatire complex phenomena, and
this study merely scratches the surface. The presemy relied on a structural

guestionnaire and simple statistical techniquesh sas crosstabulation and Mann
Whitney U Test. The data would have allowed for enextensive examination and

more thorough analysis, but it was not possiblgdaleeper considering the scope of
this study. Future studies on the topic could eméztor analysis to see whether the
pupils’ motivational structure in Finland actuailysembles that of the Hungarian study
(Dornyei et al. 2006) and correlation analysis & $1ow the different aspects of
language disposition are related to each otheth&unore, relationships between the
disposition scores and other background varialilas participation in the language

shower and gender could be researched.

My results indicate that language showers can naiseest towards studying a certain
language, but there is need for a longitudinalaedeto see whether they actually have
an effect on language choices in schools. Furthexmas language showers are
organised in various ways (see chapter 4), it shbel studied whether these different
formats produce similar effects on children’s laage disposition. A larger study on the
topic would offer a chance to expand the testrsgtivo. If pupils’ language disposition

was tested both before and after a language shtiveeeffects could be measured more
reliably. In my study, the differences are baseaamtrasting two groups of pupils, and
there is a small chance that the LS group was evigimally more positively disposed
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towards French. In a larger study, the data colsdld lhe enriched with qualitative data
such as interviews or a qualitative analysis ofrtfwgives for language preferences. This
triangulation of data could provide deeper insigint® pupils’ language disposition.

The researcher could, for instance, choose pupilsawery positive, an average, and a
very negative disposition based on questionnaiselt® to gain an understanding of

what affects these different dispositions.
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9 CONCLUSION

The language education system in Finnish basicatiuncis at a point where English
and Swedish are studied by basically all pupilg, dptional language study in on the
decline. English is the self-evident choice an@mfthe only option as the first foreign
language. It is undeniably the most important fgmdanguage for young Finns, but the
narrowing language skill reserve has also causezhroancern. Different projects, and
new methods such as language showers, have attengpteverse this development.
The present study was a quantitative study aimigxXplore comprehensive school
pupils’ disposition towards four target languagemnely English, German, French, and
Russian. Furthermore, the study sought to establiséther participation in a language

shower would have an effect on the participantsgleage disposition.

The results show that the motivation to study Esiglivas generally very high and the
pupils emphasized the instrumental orientation (&sedner 1985a, 2010). The
disposition towards German and French was rathetrale whereas most respondents
had quite a negative disposition towards RussiannOst scales, girls outscored boys
and thus appear to appreciate languages more than(bee also Doérnyei et al. 2006,
Williams et al. 2002). Patrticipation in the Fredahguage shower had a positive effect
on both girls’ and boys’ disposition towards Frenthese pupils also expressed greater

interest in studying other foreign languages inittmidto English.

Despite the positive impact of the language shotheryesults do not tell us whether or
not these pupils will choose to study free-choiaegliages. Several other factors in
addition to language disposition impact languagaiads (Kangasvieri et al. 2011). It is
highly unlikely that the pupils showing a negatigisposition will choose optional

languages, yet, they might do so, for example, updeental pressure or if their view
on languages changes when they grow older. Likewasgery positive disposition

towards a language creates a good foundation faggukge studies, but these pupils
might be even more interested in other subjects #Hratefore, not choose optional
languages. All in all, language showers appeaeta promising method to raise interest
towards foreign languages and provide children watkperiences of also other
languages than English that is the prevalent forEigguage in Finnish youngsters’ life.
More research is needed to see if language showasrsactually advance diverse

language cho