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1 INTRODUCTION

According to Crystal (2000: 3), “over the last huedll years, English has come to be
spoken by more people in more places than everdiefimdeed, the estimated number
of people speaking English in the world in the begig of the 21 century was about
1.5 billion and the number of people in frequenttact with the language even higher
(Crystal 2003: 67-69). According to rough estimatEsglish is spoken as a first
language by 329 million people, as a second largylggd30 million and as a foreign
language around 750 million people (Crystal 2008:68). The numbers alone thus
speak for the power which the English language dmised in the world, and in
different countries, during the past decades. lditexh to the increasing number of
people learning English, the language has alsadpeeseveral domains as English has
become the language of media, international busjrmsitics, science and tourism, just

to name a few. Thus, English has indeed emerg#tedanguage of the world.

One of the major consequences of the changing ablEnglish has to do with the
increasing number of non-native speakers (NNSsEmglish, and as the numbers
presented above illustrate, today non-native speak&number native speakers (NSs).
Consequently, English is increasingly used asguénfranca, a tool for communication,
between peoplevho do not share a common language. Thus, nonenapeakers are
more likely to interact in English with other noative speakers than with native
speakers. Along with the changed power-relationsvéen the groups of English
speakers, the English as a lingua franca (ELF)agmtr also points to the change in the
ownership of the language (McKay 2002, Matsuda 2@83). Hence, English should
not be considered as a property of its native sgrsakvho get to decide and dictate how
English should be used, but instead belonginglterglish speakers. Thus, non-native
speakers or learners of English (i.e. users of EidSjnore need to conform to rules and
norms set by native speakers. In addition, as Emglé an international language or as a
lingua franca is no longer owned by its native &pesiand is therefore de-nationalized
and free of cultural influences, the learners oglish no longer need to internalize the

cultural values of its native speakers either (MgRA03a: 3).

The new understanding of English as a global laggueas consequently brought about

arguments requesting that the changed status disBrghould be reflected in English
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teaching too (e.g. McKay 2002, Seidlhofer 2004)wweer, the increased role of ELF
around the world has not yet reached English atasss as both teaching practices and
materials still heavily rely on native varietieshish is also the case in Finland. Even
though students are more likely to use Englishimgua franca situations, English
language teaching (ELT) practices still preparedetis for interaction with native
speakers, and the assumed goal of learning is heeae a native-like competence
(Ranta 2010: 160, McKay 2003a: 5-6). In additiamtural information provided during
English lessons focuses mainly on native variet@aphasis often on British and
American cultures. It is thus reasonable to questether the goals of current ELT
practices are appropriate considering the futuedseof the students as the contexts

where they will use English are most likely nonivet

Despite the ever growing significance, ELF is séllfairly new field of research.
Empirical studies on the linguistic nature of ELénhducted by Jenkins and Seidlhofer
in the beginning of the 2000 can be seen as thgewrs for the increase in research on
ELF (Jenkins et al. 2011). Much of the researchdwmeentrated on examining salient
features of ELF and the use of it in different domgCsizér and Kontra 2012: 2). In
terms of English teaching, even though the debatéh@ appropriate model for English
teaching has been ongoing, and arguments bothsigmd for an ELF based teaching
approach have been presented, relatively littleareh has so far been conducted on
ELF in English teaching. In addition, as noted hybBy and Saraceni (2006: 14), the
research and debate on the norms of English teggiarticularly fail to consider the
opinions of “the real consumers” of English, thatstudents and teachers, and their
voices, when it comes to discussing which modeEpglish should be used in the
classroom, are not being heard. More extensivearelBeon students’ attitudes to ELF
and ELF teaching thus needs to be conducted, th@eeheir attitudes and views on
English have been affected by the changed statii&nglish and consequently to be

able to provide them with appropriate teaching.

Thus, in order to receive information on studepitssition on the debate on the model
of English teaching, the present study aims at @xam Finnish upper secondary
school students’ attitudes to both ELF and teaclithdr. More precisely, regarding
attitudes to ELF, the study approaches the issama three angles and aims to explore
students’ personal learning goals, their attitutteslifferent varieties of English and
their attitudes to the characteristic uses of BhRerms of teaching ELF, the goal is to

find out if the students would be willing to andnsader it more useful to include
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elements of ELF into English teaching. The studymainly quantitative and a
questionnaire is used to collect the data. Howewpen-ended questions are added to

the questionnaire to receive a more versatile intdiglee students’ attitudes.

The present study is divided into nine chapterdlofming the introduction, chapter 2
outlines the issues related to global English.ddit#on, the concept of ELF is defined
and described in detail and previous studies otufes of ELF language use are
presented. As the present study is situated ifritmgish context, chapter 3 discusses the
role of English in Finland. The chapter first prd@s a general overview of the status of
English in Finland but the emphasis of the chajsten education. Thus, the aim of the
chapter is to discuss the role of English in thenfsh education and the two important
documents, the Common European Framework of Referamd the National Core
Curriculum, affecting English teaching are presdntehapter 4 focuses on language
attitudes, particularly on different definitiongpmoaches, and methods used to study
language attitudes. Chapter 5 discusses issueedeia teaching ELF starting with
justifications on why ELF should be chosen as tloel@h of English followed by more
concrete models and suggestions on how ELF couldnberporated into English
teaching. In addition, previous research, relefantsetting up the present study, on
students’ attitudes to ELF and teaching ELF isodticed. In chapter 6, the research
guestions and the methodology used in the pregedy sare explained. Chapter 7
reports the results of the study. The results antéér discussed and analyzed in chapter
8. In addition, the chapter points out the possibigtations of the study and sets

directions for future research. Chapter 9 summaiize main findings of the study.

2 ENGLISH IN THE WORLD

This chapter provides an overview of the positibinglish in the world and describes
how the language has received its status as aldliguage and as a lingua franca of
the world. First, in chapter 2.1 Kachru’s populaodal of the spread of English is
discussed followed by a description of Modiano’gised model. Chapter 2.2 explains
more thoroughly both the historical and modern eaasbehind the spread of English
and its route to a global language. Finally, chapi® outlines the concept of ELF more

thoroughly.
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2.1 Speakers of English: Kachru’s and Modiano’s models

Kachru’s (1985: 12-17) model of three circles {gopular approach used to describe the
spread and the role of English in different cowstraround the world (see Figure 1).
The model comprises three concentric circtbs:inner circle the outer circle and the
expanding circleThe innermost circlghe inner circle,covers countries where English
is spoken as a native language, such as the USAadaa Australia and the United
Kingdom The inner circle speakers have acquired Englistmeis mother tongue, as a
first language (L1).The outer circleconsists of countries where, as a result of
colonialism, English has an official status andgspoken as a second language (L2).
Countries such as India and Singapore are exangflesiter circle countries. The
outermost circlethe expanding circleepresents the rest of the countries where English
is a foreign language (EFL) taught in school, asdimportance has been recognized

widely but where it has no official status.

Expanding Circle B

)//_.-' {f},;--"_\\ \._\

\H Eussia and //

T Viemam

Figure 1. The three circles of Engligladapted from Kachru 1985: 16)

Kachru (1985: 16) has additionally defined the mtiecle countries as norm providers,
since the changes and variation in language usegtgiace in the inner circle have
widely been codified and accepted as standard &geguse. Similarly, Chomsky (1965,
as quoted bWodiano 2009a: 88), has described native speakeigadekeepers” of the

English language due to their “innate intuition éarrect grammar, pronunciation, and
lexical use” thus implying that native speakers iareontrol of the use and possible

changes in the English language. The outer cirolentties, on the other hand, are
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categorized as norm-developers. Kachru (1985) dsgauter circle varieties of English

nativized and thus the varieties they use and #mgaton in their language use is
considered accepted to the extent that these roatidns in language use quickly
become stable forms of language. Consequently,eimanding circle countries are
considered norm followers, who obey the norms amekrset by the inner and the outer
circle countries. Furthermore, according to Chomg&lk65, cited in Modiano 2009a:

88), “when non-native speakers deviate from themsorepresented by the ‘ideal
speaker-hearer,” such structures are categoridafiped as performance errors”, which
again strengthens the notion of native speakensiimation of the norms and structure

of the language.

Despite the popularity of Kachru’'s model, the aggio is problematic in relation to
how English is used nowadays. Kachru’s model of gsheead of English is heavily
based on geographical and historical events (Jer#®@9a: 17). As Bruthiaux (2003:
172) simplifies, the concept of the inner circlencerns countries where English
speaking populations have existed for a long tiviegreas the outer circle countries can
be located in areas influenced by the colonial sulhus, the model divides the
speakers of English into the circles based on gaatical location, and assumes that the
entire population of a certain country fits int@thame category ignoring the variation
both in the use and competence of English (LeppanerNikula 2008: 15). The model
therefore neglects to consider the actual languagepetence of the speakers as also
noted by Modiano (2009a: 89). However, as the statiEnglish in several countries is
changing, the categorization of English speakerdesoming increasingly difficult
(Taavitsainen and Pahta 2003: 4). The lines betwdeand L2 speakers are in most
cases fuzzy and it is difficult to determine whichtegory a person belongs to.
Similarly, the division between L2 speakers and Epkakers has become even more
unclear, since many English speakers or learnetharexpanding circle are, in fact,
fluent English speakers or use English on a rechdars (Taavitsainen and Pahta 2003:
4).

Modiano (2009a: 88-91) has further criticized Kactirmodel for its incapability of
describing the development of English as an intewnal language (EIL, similar to
ELF, discussed more in chapter 2.3). He criticik@shru’s model for it places the
native speakers in a central position and givesiti@ession that they are innately
privileged users of English. Consequently, accaydim Modiano (2009a: 89), one of

the weaknesses of the Kachruvian model is thaegfatts to consider the language
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competence of the speakers and relies on birthrighthe case of ELF, as Modiano
(2009a: 89-90) mentions, native speakers’ langs#dls and competence may, in fact,
be lacking compared with non-native speakers’, \Wwave more experience in coming
up with creative and effective ways of using Ergliwhen communicating with

speakers from different linguistic and cultural kgrounds. In other words, when it
comes to cross-cultural communication, non-natpeakers of English may be more

competent and effective users of English.

In an attempt to better describe the developmenttlas functions of English, Modiano
(1999a) developed a centripetal model which reprtsséhree centripetal circles of
English as an International Language. Instead tefgoaizing speakers of English based
on geography or nativeness, Modiano’s model of &hcentrates on communicative

abilities and competence of English speakers, @& €&i2 illustrates.

Learnars

“international

Peopla who
do not know
English

Figure 2. The centripetal circles of international Englisdgpted from Modiano, 1999a: 25)

The innermost circle of Modiano’s (1999a: 25-26)dmloconsists of speakers who are
proficient users of EIL, whether they are nativenon-native speakers of English. In
fact, as the model does not rely on nativenessgrgeby or birthright, all native
speakers of English are not automatically inclugtethis circle. Modiano (2009a: 89-
90) emphasizes code-switching and the speaker$ityath adapt their English to
different communicative situations, and thus nasypeakers with strong dialects and
little experience in communicating with people frafifferent linguistic and cultural
backgrounds might not be proficient users of Elh. dther words, proficient EIL
speakers are able to communicate understandalhteémational contexts. Moreover,
whereas Kachru’s model emphasizes the dominanceatfe speakers, Modiano

(1999a: 25) maintains that proficient speakers d¢if, Encluding also non-native
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speakers, should be in control of defining and tigpirg the language “as a tool in
cross-cultural communication”. The second circleh® model includes speakers who
have “achieved varying degrees of proficiency inasiety far removed from EIL to
require code-switching when communicating inteoraily” (Modiano 1999a: 26).
These varieties include, for example, regionaleditd or Creole languages. The third
circle covers learners of English and speakers withw proficiency in English. The
outermost circle represents people who do not kEmglish. Opposite to Kachru’s
model, the movement in Modiano’s model is inwaglace it can be assumed that as
the need for cross-cultural communication in todayfobal world increases, for most
English speakers the goal is to obtain a profigiena variety which is comprehensible
and also used by the majority of other English sightodiano 1999a: 26). Thus, users
of English in the outermost circle move to the ngxtle and ultimately aim to reach the

innermost circle.

Modiano’s model is not without problems. First, dankins (2009a: 21) points out,
defining international English and who is a praditi speaker of international English is
difficult. She continues that since a definitiordatescription of EIL (or ELF) does not
yet exist, drawing the line between proficient Elheakers and those with insufficient
skills is challenging. Similarly categorizing diate and accents according to Modiano’s
model is problematic. As Jenkins (2009a: 21) pomis$, categorizing accents into
internationally comprehensible and incomprehensibled drawing the line between

strong and not-strong dialects is difficult.

Hence, the two popular models discussed above diffeeing views on describing the
spread and use of English in the world. As theyhblave their advantages and
disadvantages the aim of the present study ismohoose either of the models as the
main point of reference. Although ideologically tipeesent study corresponds to
Modiano’s ideas, Kachru’s model and terminology stit used and referred to since
they perhaps better convey the attitudes peoplenatie towards English speakers and
how people still categorize countries in relatiorEinglish use. In addition, since most
studies and articles used in the present study agig categorize the spread of English
according to Kachru’s terminology, it is logicaluee the same terms. As we have now
discussed the spread of English, next a brief hestboverview on how the English

language and its use has spread and continuesstadspround the world is presented.
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2.2 The development of English into a global language

The expansion of the English language during th&t pacades has been rapid. As
Crystal (2003) puts it, in the 1950s the futurehef English language was still uncertain
and gaining the status as a world language waslyrenegue possibility. However, in
the beginning of the 21century English had reached an undeniable statuthe
world’s lingua franca. There are several histormadl geographical reasons behind the
spread and emergence of global English (Crystal3200n understanding the
phenomenon of world English it is reasonable teflyipiece together the key steps in

its origins.

Despite the drastic expansion that has occurrddeidast decades, the initial stages of
global English can be placed as far as the fiftitwg, when the language first arrived
to England and gradually replaced the existing i€éd#tnguages (Crystal 2003: 30).
Nevertheless, the spread of English at that timg, wecording to Brutt-Griffler (2002:
113), comparable to any other language that spesgidnally. The main factors which
then triggered the vast expansion of the languageresulted in English becoming a
true global language were the colonial policies thie British Empire, the
industrialization of Britain and the leading econonposition of the United States
(Crystal 2003: 59).

The expansion of the British Empire and the colbpdicies implemented, therefore,
meant that the English language for the first tispeead outside the borders of the
country. However, the most significant outcome bé tlanguage migration was,
according to Brutt-Griffler (2002: 114), the esiabment of new English-speaking

nations, such as the United States, Canada andafast

Industrial revolution initially began in the Uniteingdom, and in the 8century
Britain was the leading industrial giant. Howevédre dominance between the United
Kingdom and the United States changed rather quiakl the United States became
the leading industrial power by the end of th& téntury (Crystal 2003: 80-81). As the
development and the invention of new technologie& place both in Britain and in the
United States, the importance of knowing Englisewgrsimultaneously. In order to
understand the terminology and to be able to conicaten and learn more about the
new developments, skills in English were neededKdjc2002: 16). Thus, access to

new technology required knowledge of the language.
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To summarize the course of English into a worldwlialeguage, Crystal (2003: 120)
notes that English
...has repeatedly found itself in the right placehat right time. In the
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries English wadathguage of the
leading colonial nation — Britain. In the eightdenand nineteenth
centuries it was the language of the leader ofintastrial revolution —

also Britain. In the late nineteenth century anel ¢arly twentieth it was
the language of the leading economic power — th& US

The historic, geographic and economic events |lgathrnthe expansion of the English
language in the previous centuries gave the lareg@agtrong position in the world.

However, those events do not explain why the laggsill continues to spread around
the world, and most importantly, why it has gaimestatus as a world language. Crystal
(2003: 86-120) mentions several sociocultural reasghich fuel the current spread of
the language. First, several international orgditima, such as the League of Nations
and the European Union, have given English a spext@in their proceedings. In some
organizations English is an official language andome it works as a lingua franca.
Some international organizations even operate mnknglish. Second, English is the
main language for media. English dominates the ntgjof movies, pop music and

broadcastings to name but a few examples. Thirdrigio industry is one factor

strengthening the position of English and the UhiBates is the leader in earning and
spending in the industry. In addition, since theredepments in transportation have
enabled people to travel to foreign countries, ednfor a common lingua franca has
increased. Fourth, communication, particularly gtedc, is characterized by its use of
English. It is estimated that nearly 80% of allretb electronic information is in

English. Finally, in education a strong emphasigiven to English in several countries
and it is taught as a first foreign language. Iditgah, in higher education English is

often used as a medium of instruction.

Despite the geographical, historical and sociocaltwueasons behind the spread of
English, a language can only achieve “a genuinédpaj status when it develops a
special role that is recognized in every countr@tystal 2003: 3). The special role
means that the language is used either as a miathgue, given an official status or
chosen as the primary foreign language taughthodas. Currently English is taught in
over 100 countries as the preferred first foreignguage (Crystal 2003: 5). Another
significant aspect of a global language mentione@tystal is that it is used more than

any other language in the world. In the case ofliEndhis statement is certainly true
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since at the beginning of the ®2tentury around 1.5 billion people spoke English

leaving Chinese at the second place with 1.1 biipeakers (Crystal 2003: 6).

Brutt-Griffler (2002: 110) has additionally idenéfl features which accompany the
development of a global, international, languadé#acroacquisition”, as she calls it, is
one of the central features of an internationayl@mge and it indicates that a global
language does not spread via speaker migrationinstead by people in different
countries acquiring, learning the language. Speakgration was obviously the reason
behind the initial spread of English, as also ndigdMcKay (2003b: 32). However, at
present, English spreads by people with a low pieficy in English acquiring it in
countries where the language does not have anabffimtus. Smitlf1976, as quoted by
McKay 2002: 12), who was the first to bring up ttefinition of an international
language, has further described the characterigties international language. Firstly,
an international language is not dependent on aityre and therefore the learners of
an international language do not need to intereali®e culture of its native speakers.
Secondly, an international language becomes “desmalized” and is no longer owned
by its native speakers. Thirdly, teaching of a gldanguage should aim at enhancing
students’ abilities to communicate their cultured adeas to speakers of different

languages.
2.3 English as a Lingua Franca

The status of English as a global language is ¢émident. The development of English
into a worldwide language has accordingly attractexlattention of many researchers
particularly during the past few decades. Consetfyyethe terminology used to
describe the spread of English and its changireyant use around the world has varied
according to different scholars. Perhaps the mostngon terms used to describe the
unique functions which English serves today areliElh@s a Lingua Franca (ELF) and
English as an International Language (EIL). Otleems used are, for example, World
English, and Global English. The different termgyvalightly in their definitions,
however, in many cases they are used as synonyiinsand ELF, in particular, have

been used rather interchangeably (Jenkins 2009a.)

EIL was first defined by Smith who described intgranal language as a language used
in communication between people who do not shasamae mother tongue (McKay
2002: 11). Sharifian (2009: 2) emphasizes that iEIbot or does not refer to a single
variety of English and as Seidlhofer (2004: 210nfsout, it is misleading to use the
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abbreviation international English for EIL sincesitggests that there is in fact a single
codified variety. Sharifian continues that the agpicof EIL includes all varieties of
English and refers to their use in internationamomnication. McKay (2002: 5)
redefined EIL to include interactions both in loeald global environments whereas the

earlier definitions tended to focus only on intdio@al use.

ELF, on the other hand, is most simply defined a®itact language among people
who do not share the same first language (Jenkd@®& 143). On the website of
VOICE (the Vienna-Oxford International Corpus ofdlish) ELF is defined as “an
additionally acquired language system which serass a common means of
communication for speakers of different first laagas”. This definition of ELF does
not thus exclude native speakers since the termitiadally acquired”, as Jenkins et al.
(2011: 283) point out, implies that ELF must be iiddally acquired by native
speakers as well as non-native speakers. In otledsy native speakers are not
automatically proficient ELF speakers and they dlawe to learn how to communicate
with speakers from different linguistic and cultubackgrounds. A definition by Firth
(1996: 240), however, states that ELF is “a ‘contanguage’ between persons who
share neither a common native tongue nor a commatiofal) culture and for whom
English is the chosen foreign language of commuioica These two definitions of
ELF are thus somewhat contradicting and confusingesFirth’s definition of ELF
excludes native speakers of English from the egoatvhereas the one of VOICE’s
does not. However, according to Jenkins (2009a),leMen though in most cases, due
to the larger number of NNSs of English compared\&s, ELF interaction occurs
between NNSs, most scholars currently accept thader view on ELF, thus including
also NSs. It is important to note, however, that phesence of NSs does not imply that
interaction follows native standards and norms ibatead the interaction should be

based on mutual negotiation and accommodation i[@&2K09b: 201).

A significant factor which needs to be rememberdenvdiscussing ELF is that, same
as EIL, ELF is not a single variety of English, ahe& aim of ELF research is not to
produce and codify a monolithic single variety dfFE(Jenkins 2006a: 161). Jenkins
(2012: 490) brings up the element of “online vaitiglj in ELF communication which
means that the speakers of ELF from various backgt® actively accommodate their
language depending on the context. In additionkiden(2009b: 201) similarly notes
that ELF is affected by local variation. Thus, besi using language forms common for

all ELF speakers from different linguistic and cu#tl backgrounds, ELF speakers also
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use forms and features which are typical for thein local varieties of English (Jenkins
2009b: 201). Even though the research on ELF facosefinding systematically and
frequently used forms differing from English asative language (ENL), all speakers
of ELF are not assumed to acquire an identicalewaf ELF, but instead familiarize
themselves with these characteristic features wigioh important in international
communication (Jenkins 2006a: 161). Friedrich aratddda (2010: 21-22) conclude
that definitions on ELF should not suggest it baimgrely a variety of English. Instead
they argue that ELF should be seen as an “umbkesiia’ that includes all the functions

of English in all contexts and situations.

Thus, terminology on EIL and ELF is somewhat comfgsand source-dependent.
However, both of the terms ultimately aim at ddsog the same phenomenon and both
maintain that EIL or ELF does not refer to one ipatar variety or varieties of English
but rather adapts to the individual's needs, motbegue and context. In the present
study, the term ELF is chosen due to the fact tatent research tends to prefer the

term lingua franca, however, research on EIL is alsed as reference material.

What is the difference between ELF and EFL themfkids (2006b, 2009a) has defined
a set of characteristics which help to understaral differences between the two
concepts. EFL is seen to be a part of Modern Foreamguages according to which the
language is used to communicate mainly with naspeakers. The Modern Foreign
Language paradigm is highly norm-dependent andstaedards for language use are
naturally dictated by native speakers. Deviatiammfithe norms is thus seen as negative
and explained by fossilization and negative transfenterference of the speaker’s L1.
Code-mixing and -switching, for example, are coesad interference errors. ELF, on
the contrary, is a part of World Englishes and thius ‘English’ in ELF differs
significantly from the ‘English’ in EFL. Jenkins iher emphasizes (2006b: 140) that
ELF is not a foreign language the purpose of wh&ho communicate mainly with
native speakers. Instead, ELF adopts a so cdliiéerence perspectivaccording to
which deviation from NS norms is considered vaoiatiand not a deficit. Jenkins
(2006b: 140) notes that in the World Englishes giara “the metaphor becomes one of
evolution and contact”. Thus, code-mixing and -shirig are regarded as natural and

creative ways of language use reflecting, for eXanthe speakers’ bilingual identities.

A common misconception of ELF, however, is thasierror accepting and adopts an

“anything goes” ideology (Jenkins 2006b: 141) tigrsoring all the rules of language
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use. Even though ELF and EFL are two different ept& and should not be mistaken
to describe the same phenomenon, as discussed, &idvéas frequently been accused
of being a deficient and incomplete form of ENL walhi‘brings the ideal to the gutter”
(Jenkins 2009b: 203). The focus of ELF, howevenadsto disregard norms altogether
but to rather disregard the notion that the norhukl be dictated by native varieties
and speakers. On the contrary, ELF should be d#finyeits own speakers and by its
own rights (Seidlhofer 2004). Some of the “errors’ELF, in relation to ENL, should
be in fact considered as variants of ELF since am$e has shown that they are
frequently and systematically used by NNSs, and ttie not cause problems for
understanding (Jenkins 2006b: 141). Moreover, sithee main focus of ELF is on
communication and intelligibility, as Ranta (2004) points out, it is clear that in order
to achieve and maintain mutual understanding sarfess and common standards are

necessary for ELF as well.

A similarly false take on ELF would be to considieas an interlanguage or a learner
language, the ultimate goal of which is to reaamtive competence (Jenkins 2006b).
Deviation from ENL norms is therefore seen as doperance error or to result from
lack of knowledge. As Ranta (2009: 84) points argmmatical features of ELF in
most cases have been classified as learner edsorkins (2006b: 143), however, argues
that it is wrong to assume that ELF is an interlaage merely because it is not native-
like. Instead, since the sociolinguistic contextwhich ELF speakers use English are
different, in comparison with native speakers, camioation based on adapting one’s
speech and utilizing a set of communication stiateghould not be regarded as
interlanguage but rather of effective ELF use (enR00b: 142-143).

As we have now defined ELF on a conceptual leved, following chapter aims at
providing a more practical overview on the lingitdeatures of ELF. The next chapter
thus focuses only on the most influential studieshie field of ELF. In addition, the
findings of these studies on the linguistic chaeastics of ELF have been used as
reference points for the present study, particplarhen designing the questionnaire

items relating to typical features of ELF language.
231 Research on the linguistic nature of ELF

By the words of Mauranen (2009: 1), “the use of IEhgas a lingua franca has been
hotly debated but relatively little studied”. Manem (ibid.) continues that the increased

role of English used in international contexts ahd consequences following this
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change in language use surely would be entitladdeive more attention and research.
The interest in ELF and the research on it, acogrdo Mauranen (2009), took off
slowly. Some research on ELF was conducted in 8894 and 90s, however, the focus
was on describing how mutual understanding and essfal communication was
achieved in ELF interaction, despite the errors deficiency in relation to ENL
(Jenkins 2009a: 143). The turning point in reseasohELF can be placed at the
beginning of the 21 century and being triggered by the works of JesKR000) and
Seidlhofer (2001) which received a great deal tdrigst in the field (Mauranen 2009,
Jenkins et al. 2011: 282). In her groundbreakingepan 2001, Seidlhofer (2001: 133)
pointed to a “conceptual gap” between the masseeead ELF worldwide and the lack
of research on its use and description of its listiti features. She further argued that
the lack of research prevented the ELF speakelstoonsidered “language users in
their own right” and thus further increasing theveo of native varieties as educational
models (Seidlhofer 2001: 133). With the purposélioig the gap, Seidlhofer began the
compilation of an ELF corpus, the VOICE (Jenkingalet2011: 282). Later on another
ELF corpus project ELFA (English as a Lingua FramtaAcademic Settings) was
launched and the compilation of these two overiomilvord corpora has developed the
research in the field significantly and has madpossible to study ELF from a new
perspective and examine it at all linguistic leygksographical locations and in different
domains (Mauranen 2009: 2, Jenkins 2009a: 143YhByend of the first decade of the
21% century, the research on ELF took off dramaticadiyd since then several

publications have been made (Jenkins 2009a).

The linguistic levels of ELF have thus been the tnpmgpular and widely studied areas
in the field of ELF (Jenkins et al. 2011). The wsh has particularly focused on
pronunciation, lexis, lexicogrammar and pragmafigsnkins 2012: 486), and in the
following core studies, and thus relevant for thhespnt study, of each area will be

presented and discussed.

Jenkins’ (2000) study on ELF pronunciation was flst comprehensive research
examining the phonological features of ELF intamct(Seidlhofer 2004: 215-216).
The aim of the study was to determine to which mixteroblems and errors in
pronunciation cause miscommunication. In additialgnkins was interested in
phonological accommodation; that is, how the spesakeljusted their pronunciation,
and which features were adjusted, in order to nsake they were understood (Jenkins

et al. 2011). The data for the study was colledtedh both social and educational
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settings in ELF interactions between speakers widhous first languages during
several years. In terms of accommodation, Jen®08Q) found that in cases where the
speakers wanted to avoid miscommunication, theyngéa@ some features of their
accent to resemble a more standard, ENL pronuoniaRerhaps the most significant
outcome of the study, and of particular interesthe present study, is that Jenkins
identified the Lingua Franca Core (LFC) consistofgsounds which were crucial for
intelligibility. In other words, those sounds whiotaused problems for mutual
intelligibility and thus needed to be pronouncedrfectly’ were categorized as core
features whereas those sounds which did not appdeve an effect on understanding

were non-core. Jenkins (2009a: 12) summarizesdteefeatures as following:

-consonant sounds (except dental fricatives @darid dark I)
-vowel length contrasts (pitch/peach)
-Restrictions on consonant deletion

-Nuclear or tonic stress production/placement

Some features, such as dental fricatives @/anhd dark |, weak forms, elision and
assimilation, the direction of pitch movement, watdess and vowel quality, on the
other hand, did not seem to cause any problemmfeltigibility and were labeled as
non-core features (Jenkins 2009a). In terms of tdhunciation, speakers can use
pronunciation sounds which have been affected leyr thl to replace the non-core
features and this should not be considered as m@upomation error (Jenkins 2009a:
148). However, Jenkins has emphasized that theikF©t a model for pronunciation
covering all situations all the time but it ratlaéfers guidelines for ELF speakers, and
with sufficient accommodation skills speakers carodify their accents and

pronunciation according to each situation (Jenkiral. 2011).

The findings of Jenkins’ study thus have pedagegicie (Kirkpatrick 2007). On the
one hand, the findings of the study point out thaspects of pronunciation which are
crucial for understanding and which thus need tefphasized and given precedence
in teaching (Seidlhofer 2001: 142). Jenkins (2QI¥B) further points out that the LFC
helps “to scale down the phonological task for tiggority of learners by... focusing
pedagogic attention on those items which are es$eimt terms of intelligible
pronunciation”. On the other hand, the LFC alsaidies pronunciation features which

are not relevant in terms of mutual intelligibilignd thus the mastery of these sounds is
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not necessary. Interestingly, as Seidlhofer (2Q@2) points out, many of the features
which are categorized as non-core, such as @/, répresent sounds which are
considered to be “particularly English” and to l@ag of which a considerable amount

of time is often dedicated in the classroom.

The study on lexicogrammatical features of ELF hasaddition, provided significant
information on the way in which ELF speakers uéilthe language and its structures
(Jenkins et al. 2011: 288-289). Lexicogrammatieakdires of ELF were in fact the last
linguistic level to be taken under research largklg to the fact that a sizeable corpus
was needed in order to produce reliable findingsdl8ofer 2004, Jenkins 2011 et al.).
According to Jenkins et al. (2011: 289), the ihitesearch on lexicogrammar focused
on describing language features that were systeatigtused in ELF interactions. They
further mention that the research has shown “howalgrs in ELF interactions
customarily manipulate the linguistic resourcesilabte to them in systematic, regular
ways” (Jenkins et al. 2011: 288-289). Seidlhofegsearch on the field can be seen as
groundbreaking since she was the first to compilestaof language features which
demonstrated that ELF was its own variety and ndefactive form of ENL (Jenkins et
al. 2011: 289-290). Seidlhofer started her invedtion into ELF lexicogrammar by
setting up the VOICE corpus, which provided her gossibility to examine “which
items are used systematically and frequently, liff¢éréntly from native speaker use
and without causing communication problems” (JeskR0D06a:169). Seidlhofer's
findings on the lexicogrammatical features of ElL&vén later been supported by and

motivated other researchers (Jenkins et al. 2089). Zhe features include for example:

-dropping the third person present tense -s
-mixing the pronouns who and which
-inserting redundant prepositions, as in We hastudy about...

(Seidlhofer 2004: 220)

Whereas the early research on ELF lexicogrammauskxt on describing specific
features, Jenkins et al. (2011: 291) note thatnteiowestigations aim at describing the
functions of the features. Moreover, besides melisting all the different language
features, the goal is to examine the significanceé the functions of the features in

language use (Jenkins et al. 2011: 292).
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From a pedagogical point of view, as Seidlhofelo@®20) points out, these features
are systematically regarded as serious errors gligfnteaching and a lot of effort is
dedicated into teaching the native counterpartthése forms. For example, the third
person present tense is taught to students duriigfirst years of English learning in
Finland (see e.g. Jyvaskylan normaalikoulun espgeusopetuksen opetussuunnitelma
2011), and it is considered as one of the mosifgignt grammar items to be learned.
However, considering the findings of Seidlhofer aotthers, the misuse of these
lexicogrammatical items is not in fact a sign offalure but instead of a natural
variation and ELF use.

Finally, the study on the pragmatics of ELF for thest part centers on cooperation and
mutual support. As Jenkins et al. (2011: 293) poumit, the early research examined
mutual understanding in ELF and how it was maimdirLater on the focus shifted to
studying miscommunication and how it was signalgdirierlocutors. Interestingly,
research found, according to Jenkins et al. (2@9B) that ELF interactions suffered
less from misunderstanding problems compared watimmaunication between native
speakers. Moreover, as Jenkins et al. (2011: 29%)rt, ELF speakers work together
and use preventative measures to avoid misunddimstanThe research on pragmatics
has further discovered strategies which ELF intardors use when facing problems in
understanding, including repetition, clarificatioparaphrasing, self-repair and using
plurilingual resources (Jenkins et al. 2011: 2938)29he study on pragmatics of ELF
thus has pointed out a set of different strategiegh speakers can utilize in order to
maintain intelligibility, and which can be of helghen interacting with speakers from
different linguistic and cultural backgrounds. Tiralings of the pragmatic studies are
valuable also in terms of English teaching and gedg. As communication is the main
function of a language, strategies which have Heeand to facilitate communication
and contribute to intelligibility are obviously impgant. Thus, in terms of effective
communication, it might be more useful to increasedents’ awareness and use of

different communicational strategies in Englishssf@oms.

3 ENGLISH IN FINLAND

Since the present study is conducted in Finlansl itasonable to look at the position
that the English language has reached in the cpumitie chapter begins first by

describing the general status of English in Finlakdditionally, a brief historical point
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of view is included, again, in order to providelaazer image of the reasons behind the
current status of the language in the country. I§insince the present study focuses on
teaching English, the last part of the chapterudises the role of English in Finnish
education and important documents and frameworlectiiig the teaching practices,
such as the National Core Curriculum and the Comraropean Framework of

Reference for languages are presented.
3.1 The status of English

English is a foreign language in Finland. According<achru’s model, Finland would
be placed on the expanding circle, English beirfgraign language taught in school
and traditionally thought to be used mainly to camicate with foreigners. However,
as Kachru's model of English is partly insufficieint describing the role of English
toady, as discussed in chapter 2.1, placing Finlamdhe expanding circle is not as
straightforward. The changed status of Englishhi@ world and the new roles and
functions the language has acquired are also evigefinland. As Leppanen and
Nikula (2008: 16) point out, the increased impot&mf English in Finland is a joint
effect of several factors, such as structural chanm the society, urbanization,
globalization, changes in the business life, dgualent of information technology and
effective language education, which have changeddle of English in Finland. Thus,
instead of being merely a foreign language, Endiss become part of everyday life for

most Finns.

Developments in information and communication tetbgies are probably one of the
most influential factors which have brought Englidbser to the Finnish population.
Today, the presence of English in the mass medieoisiderably high, which has
consequently prompted the use and spread of EngliBimland (Leppéanen and Nikula
2007: 339). The proportion of English TV seriesmmae and other entertainment forms
and programs in Finland is great. Moreover, thé¢ tfaat all foreign programs in Finland
are subtitted and have authentic rather than dubl@des, increases the daily
encounters people have with English. In additibe, technological developments have
made it easier to access information, for examghethe internet, where much of the
information is stored in English. Additionally, doct communication with people all
over the world has become possible, which consdlyukas increased the need for a
common language, which in most cases means Englighprint media has also started

to increasingly utilize English in magazines, atigements and job announcements
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(Leppéanen and Nikula 2007: 339). The position ofli&h is rather prominent in youth
culture and even though code-switching is oftero@ased with youth language and
informal language use, today even Finnish newsgapave begun to utilize English

idioms and expressions (Taavitsainen and Pahta )03

In addition, professional and business life has gisne through changes which have
consequently led to English gaining more ground sigdificance. Whereas economic
growth has been rapid and corporations have expaae outsourced their businesses,
English has been adopted as the lingua franca deeral companies operating in
Finland (Taavitsainen and Pahta 2008: 29, Taawmésaiand Pahta 2003: 7-8). The
nature of working life and the time spent in onerkptace have also changed and
occupational mobility across the nation borders inaseased (Sajavaara 2007: 224-
225). Moreover, some companies have changed timirsh names to English, in order
to appear trendier and more understandable to th&srnational business partners
(Taavitsainen and Pahta 2003: 7-8).

Thus, exposure to English in Finland is inevitadnhel it can be said that for most Finns
English has become a stable part of their everyiflaysee e.g. Leppéanen et al. 2011).
To return to the paradox of placing Finland inte #xpanding circle, the new functions
in which English is used in social, professionat aducational (see next chapter)
domains make it obvious that the role of Englismdeed changing and English serves
as an additional language alongside Finnish anddBWwegLeppanen and Nikula 2007:
339). In fact, similar to other countries where #tatus of English is in transition,
justifiable arguments for English moving from adign language to a second language
have also been made. This may very well be trusdare individuals but as Leppanen
(2007: 149) aptly points out, it is important taliee that the role of English in Finland
is not consistent and the function and the rolethef language varies in different
domains, in different parts of the country and frpeople to people. She continues on
by proposing that “Finland is no one expandingleirbut rather a series of overlapping
circles in which English manifests itself and spiean distinctive ways” (Leppénen
2007: 149).

3.2 English in education

English has had a strong standing in the Finnisgdage education system for quite a
long time and Finnish people have relatively gog&dlssin English (Leppanen and
Nikula 2008:20). However, before the Second Worldr\AEnglish was still a rather
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marginal foreign language and at the time Germdah the position as the most popular
foreign language taught in school. After the vie, statuses of the languages begun to
change and the interest and popularity of Englsh #oreign language grew, alongside
with the changes, such as urbanization and mogsgiorg taking place in the Finnish
society (Leppanen and Nikula 2008: 17-18). Theowshiction of the comprehensive
school system in the 1970s further boosted the obl&nglish and the number of
students learning English grew considerably (Taauien and Pahta 2008). With the
comprehensive school reform all students were edligp start learning a foreign
language along with Finnish and Swedish. Accordm@ajavaara (2007: 228) when
deciding on the compulsory language, English wesadly then supported and noticed

due to its international significance.

Nonetheless, since the 1970s, for more than foelyrs, English has been the most
popular foreign language chosen by learners inaRihl(Taavitsainen and Pahta 2008:
31). Statistics on students’ language choices aitgilsupport the strong position that
English has at Finnish schools: in 2010, 90.5%hotitgrade students chose English as
their first compulsory foreign language, i.e. Ahdmage (Suomen kieltenopettajien
litto n.d.). Additionally, practically all of thesecondary school graduates in 2013,

99.7%, had studied English as an Al-language (Snanallinen tilasto 2013).

Besides being the most popular foreign languageiedyu English-medium instruction
has also become common at all school levels inaRkahlin the forms of Content and
Language Integrated Learning, i.e. learning otlediosl subjects through English, IB-
schools, a diploma focusing on internationalizatiand courses in higher education
(Leppéanen and Nikula 2007:339). Moreover, in higkeucation there are several
degree programmes that are taught entirely in EinglThe fact that tuition is offered

also in English further strengthens the centrad Emglish has reached in education.

Hence, the impact which English has had on thei§lineducation system is clear.
Certainly, all the historical, societal and cullietors have had an effect on the way in
which English is currently being taught in Finnisbhools. However, the two most
influential documents affecting the work of an widual English teacher are the
Common European Framework of Reference and theohatiCore Curriculum. It is
therefore necessary to examine these documentscamtully to find out what sort of

directions they set for English teaching and whairtstance towards ELF is.
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3.21 Common European Framework of Reference

The European council has actively for many yearskea to unite European language
policies. Particularly the implementation of the nduon European Framework of
Reference for languages (CEFR) has affected forkeigguage teaching considerably
across Europe. In short, the CEFR is an instrunfientforeign language learning,
teaching and assessment and provides a commonfbasidlabi and curricula design
across Europe. The CEFR further aims at increasmgperation between the EU
member states and hence the common basis for lgagaching and assessment
enables the comparability of qualifications andgizege degrees received in the
countries where it is used (Common European FramewnfoReference for languages,
CEFR, 2002). The CEFR does not, however, provigesgecific instructions either on
how languages should be taught or what the teaatontents should precisely consist
of (Hynninen 2006). Instead, the CEFR gives genguaelines and recommendations
for language teaching and thus offers a commontirggarpoint for language

professionals.

One of the most noteworthy aspects of the CEFRelation to teaching foreign
languages is its reference levels describing lagguearning at different stages. With
the purpose to facilitate the teaching and assggsincesses, the CEFR describes
language proficiency at six levels (Al, A2, B1, B21 and C2), Al portraying the
minimum level of language proficiency and C2 thammastery of the language. In the
Finnish adaptation of the scale, the levels aréh&urdivided into subcategories (e.g.
Al.1 and Al.2.)). The proficiency levels are alsab to specific situations, which
illustrate what learners have to be able to do Withlanguage. In other words, a set of
“can do” statements are defined, which describeptbéiciency of the language learner.
Even though the highest level in the scale, CBaimed “Mastery” it is mentioned that
it does not imply native or near-native competdnaeinstead describes the fluency and
ease of language use typical of successful languegmers (CEFR 2002: 36).
However, when pursuing the level B2, for instanoee of its goals is to achieve a
degree of fluency in language use which makes aegoteraction with native speakers
possible (CEFR 2002:24). Thus, the proficiency levend their descriptions on the
goals of language learning, particularly from thanp of view of ELF, seem to be
somewhat contradicting since, on the one hand, sirttee levels maintain that the aim
of language learning is not to achieve a native-pkoficiency. On the other hand, some

levels nonetheless emphasize the competence thaisgEnguage with native speakers.
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Perhaps the most significant contribution of the=REn relation to ELF, at least on a
conceptual level, is its notion of plurilingualisin.the CEFR it is stated that the goal of
foreign language teaching is not to simply achiaveative-like competence in one or
more languages. Instead, plurilingualism, that mpetence of several languages of
different levels, is promoted. Plurilingualism Hasgther been set as one of the goals of
language education. Thus, a person may be abjeetikgluently in one language and to
read or recognize some words in another languageveler, the competencies of
different languages are not separate and operaselation but rather mix together and
influence each other (CEFR: 2002). Language edutatiould thus aim at assisting the
learners in building a competence of different liilstic abilities (CEFR 2002: 5). Thus,
according to the plurilingual view, English teadhishould not be based on the notion
of achieving a native-like competence and followthg norms set by native speakers.
Similar to the ideas of ELF, the emphasis shoukteiad be on developing learners’
communicative competencies and providing them withtegies which will help them

to cope with different linguistic situations.

Overall, the impact of ELF on the CEFR is rathenonj or rather, the CEFR does not
bring forward the status and the consequences gliginas the world’s lingua franca
(Ahvenainen 2005: 14). Surely, the CEFR acknowlsdbe concept of plurilingualism
but as Ahvenainen (2005: 14) points out, there magor contradiction between the
plurilingual view and the common reference lev&hereas plurilingualism promotes
the learning of several languages and questionggtia¢ of achieving a native-like
competence, the reference levels, which can bededaas the most influential aspect
of the CEFR in relation to language teaching, sfilpear to advocate the pursuit of a
native-like competence and thus emphasize commtimncevith native speakers rather
than with non-native speakers (Ahvenainen 2005. S#idihofer (2003: 23) aptly
concludes that a state of plurilingualism is urike be achieved unless the obscure

ideal of a native speaker competence is abandoned.
3.2.2 The National Core Curriculum

The most influential document affecting Englishct@iag in Finland is undeniably the
National Core Curriculum (NCC), latest version fapper secondary education
published in 2003, constructed by the Finnish NetidBoard of Education. The NCC
provides a nationwide outline for teaching thatheamunicipality, school, teacher and

teaching material producer must follow (Luukka Eet2808: 53). However, as pointed
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out in the NCC for secondary education (Lukion apstiunnitelman perusteet, LOPS,
2003) each school must take into account the lteatures and the environment in
which the school operates when designing the ancwaiculum. The local curricula
are therefore more thorough and define the goalstlae contents of teaching in more
detail. The curriculum further provides instrucsoand regulations concerning the
educational values along with general descriptionsteaching goals, contents and
methods for each subject (LOPS, 2003).

The NCC for secondary education continues the unstmal and educational task
began in basic education. Moreover, the fundameaskl of upper secondary education
is to educate students into becoming self-assuesghonsible citizens and to prepare
them for the future challenges both in personal @wlpational life (LOPS 2003: 12).
As can be expected, the goals of upper secondamga&dn reflect the values
appreciated by the society at the time. These sadwe therefore visible and direct the
setting of goals and contents of the NCC for seapne@ducation and the emphasis
given to them. When browsing through the NCC faroselary education of 2003, also
noted by Luukka et al. (2008: 54), it is clear tlgdbalization has affected the
construction of the latest curriculum and its ediocel goals. Issues such as equality,
tolerance, multiculturalism, cultural-identity andross-cultural co-operation are
mentioned several times and not merely when disogisthe teaching of foreign
languages. Furthermore, one of the main goals péupecondary education, and also
mentioned several times in the document, is tongtheen students’ cultural identity. It
is emphasized that a positive cultural identity grelknowledge of one’s own culture is
vital since it allows students to better understatiter cultures and to learn how to
operate successfully in situations which involveogde from different backgrounds
(LOPS 2003: 27). The NCC for secondary educati®®3228) additionally encourages
students to engage in cross-cultural communicatidrus, the general themes and
objectives of the NCC for secondary education appeavork well with the ideas of
teaching ELF.

With regards to teaching foreign languages, the N@Gecondary education does not
provide any detailed instructions on how or whaiwdti be taught. The guidelines are
rather loose, which leaves room for interpretatibime document, however, gives some
frames and lists broad goals for teaching. In @mldito learning to operate in different
kinds of foreign language situations, in alignmesith the general goals of secondary

education, the NCC for secondary education (2008) for foreign language teaching
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strives to enhance students’ skills regarding cutiwral contact and communication.
Students are also expected to learn about and @araifferent cultures. In fact, it is

stated that students need to learn “how to comnatmicy a manner characteristic of the
target language and its culture” (National Core ricutum for Upper Secondary

Schools 2003: 102). It is worth noticing that cratis mentioned in singular, not plural,
which in the case of English is problematic, siadlethe countries where English is
spoken have their unique cultures. Furthermordeims of ELF, since ELF is “de-

nationalized” (Smith 1976, cited in McKay 2002: 1f)ere is no single culture which

could be adapted as the target culture.

The NCC for secondary education does not eithee gistructions which would be
specific to English teaching. However, since mastlents choose English as their first
foreign language, the aims set for A-languagesfaltewed when teaching English.
Again, the aims and instructions are not specifjcstiated; mainly course descriptions
and the basic goals for each course are listedtfdmaes for compulsory courses range
from societal, educational, and technological tiural. There is one optional course
called Globalization and internationalizatiorthat accordingly focuses on topics
concerning current global issues. Even though t&CNor secondary education
emphasizes internationalization and the importaoteknowing different cultures,
interestingly it does not define how English shobkl taught, or particularly which

variety of English should be chosen as the modidarhing.

As mentioned above, the reference levels of the CB&ve been adapted to foreign
language teaching in Finland and specific goalguofuage learning are defined in the
NCC for secondary education as well. Examinatiothefgoals set for English as an A-
language reveals that the goals of the NCC forrs#ay education largely reflect those
given in the CEFR, i.e., native-speaker competefdte level which learners are
supposed to achieve in listening, speaking, readimgy writing in English is B2.1,
signifying the first stage of independent profiggn(LOPS 2003: 100). The
descriptions of the aims of the levels more or ldssctly suggest that the goal of
learning is to be able to communicate with natigeakers. For example, one of the
prerequisites for level B2.1 for speaking is to di@e to communicate with native
speakers regularly without unintentionally appegrias amusing or annoying. In
addition, it is stated that at level B2.1 pronutiorashould be natural. The won@tural

is rather vague but as the synonyms for the adedre, for example, legitimate,

common, standard and native (Collins’ online dicéiry) it can be suggested that
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‘natural pronunciation’ implies a near-native, Bitit or American, pronunciation. Even
though the NCC for secondary education does natifspaly take a stand on which
variety of English should be chosen as the model,fact that the goals for learning
lean on communication with native speakers has prmafluence on the overall
teaching. As Huttunen and Takala (2004: 337) poirtt the impact of the reference
levels is significant since the criteria direct anfluence teaching contents, methods

and assessment.

Even though the NCC for secondary education do¢officially take a stand on the
issue of native versus non-native model, accortiinBanta (2010: 159-160), national
curricula in Finland have emphasized the role dfveespeaker models and since the
1960s British English has been the preferred targétaching. Ranta (ibid) continues
that later on American English was introduced arablenan equal variety to British
English. Shortly, new native varieties, such astralisn English, were gradually added
into the curriculum. The international aspect amel ase of English as a lingua franca
were, however, noted in the curriculam early as the 1960s (Ranta 2010: 159). Even
though the curricula from the 1990s onwards doimdicate any specific variety to be
preferred over others, it is still obvious thativatvarieties, particularly British and
American English, remain as ideal targets (Rantt02259-160). Supporting Ranta’s
conclusions, when browsing through a few curricofiaifferent schools, the variety,
which should be adopted as the target of teachwag, not mentioned. However, from
personal experience, as both a student and a ted®higsh and American varieties
dominate the classroom. Thus, on the one handgltiteal role of English has been
recognized by the government at some level andntpertance of internationalization
has been acknowledged. On the other hand, in peadfinglish teaching in most cases
does not appear to reflect and implement practiegch would manifest the role of

English as lingua franca.

The decision on which variety of English to choasethe educational model, both in
terms of the NCC and individual teachers, alsoames extend reflect the underlying
attitudes towards different varieties. Thus, thetnehapter discusses attitudes, and
particularly language attitudes, more thoroughld gresents different definitions,

approaches and methods used to study languagelattit
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4 LANGUAGE ATTITUDES

Defining the concept of attitude is not a straightfard task. As attitudes are complex
constructions, several differing definitions on tieure of attitude have been proposed
(Gardner 1985: 8, Baker 1992: 11, Garret 2010: ¥®yeover, contradicting views on
the specificity and generality of the concept hagen expressed (Gardner 1985, Baker
1992). A frequently cited definition of an attitudemes from Allport (1954, as quoted
by Garrett 2010: 19) according to whom attitudéaidearned disposition to think, feel
and behave towards a person (or object) in a patiavay”. Ajzen (2005: 3) further
states that “an attitude is a disposition to regpfaworably or unfavorably to an object,
person, institution, or event’Ajzen (ibid.) emphasizes the evaluative aspect rof a
attitude maintaining that attitudes are either tiggeor positive constructs to different
objects. Baker (1992: 10) further defines attitede“a hypothetical construct used to
explain the direction and persistence of human \aebd. The three above mentioned
definitions all agree that since attitudes are @ddbstract constructs or dispositions
they cannot be directly measured or observed.uditis must then be “inferred from the
direction and persistence of external behaviourak@ 1992: 11). Garrett (2010)
additionally proposes that attitudes are learnditerathan innate, two main influences
of attitudes being personal experiences and secr@gronment. Further, according to

Garrett (2010) attitudes can either be stable amalde or dynamic constructs.

In addition, a generally accepted view on attitudegards them as both input and
output (Baker 1992: 12, Garrett 2010: 21). The duattion of attitudes is particularly
important in education research as Garrett (201ppaints out. Thus, input, on the one
hand, can be regarded as a positive attitude guéage learning thus encouraging the
learner to engage in the learning process. Ougputhe other hand, can be an outcome
of a language course, for example on varieties wofligh, resulting in a positive
attitude.

The definitions of language attitudes have simjlarhried to some extent due to the
prevailing views and approaches on attitudes. ala999: 47) reports that commonly
language attitudes have been defined based on émtalist view and according to

Williams (1974: 21), “attitude is considered asiaternal state aroused by stimulation
of some type and which may mediate the organisotisequent response”. In terms of
language attitudes, Kalaja (1999: 47) states tfestimulation is lingual such as speech

or writing and the reaction to it is either postior negative. Thus, language attitudes
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convey a more specific meaning compared to attuilgeneral and the term is used to
describe attitudes that people have towards diftdenguages, dialects, or the users of
different languages (Kalaja 1999: 46). Hyrksted9@: 8-9) further points out that the
study of language attitudes usually includes algterdnt and broader aspects of
attitudes instead of focusing only on attitudesamig the language itself. Baker (1992:
29) defines language attitudes as an “umbrella temich signifies the several
different points of views that the study on langeiagtitudes can concentrate on, for
example, attitudes towards language learning, tranialanguage communities and

language use.

The mentalist approach on language attitudes atiicets in general, categorizes
attitudes into three components: cognition, affeed behaviour (or conation) (Kalaja
1999: 47, Garret 2010: 23, Ajzen 2005: 3-4, Bald32t 12). The cognitive component
consists of thoughts and perceptions of objectsisTlognitive responses are beliefs
about people, objects, and events etc. In ternsngiuage attitudes, a favorable attitude
to the English language, for example, might cone@ebelief on the superiority and the
importance of the language. The affective comporiraludes evaluations of and
feelings to different attitude objects, for examplgassion for learning English in order
to be able to read English literature. The thirchponent, which is behavior, concerns
“behavioral inclinations, intentions, commitmerasid actions” (Ajzen 2005: 4). Thus,
the behavioural component indicates a tendencytt@md behave in a certain way. A
person with a positive attitude to English mighdr £xample, enroll on an English
language course. The three component model ofuddtit thus suggests that the
cognitive and affective components affect the bahaal component predisposing a
person to behave in a certain manner (Cargile. €t984: 222). Contradicting views on
the relationship between the behavioural and therdivo components have, however,
been presented as several studies have found hieatcdnnection between the

components is weak (Cargile et al. 1994: 222).

Language attitudes can also be divided into inséntal and integrative components.
These two components have a significant role ieassh on second language learning
and achievement (Baker 1992: 31-33). Instrumentahtation to language is mainly
self-oriented and is characterized by “a desirgdm social recognition or economic
advantages through knowledge of a foreign langu&@eitdner and Lambert 1972:14,
as quoted by Baker 1992: 32). Integrative attitwiethe other hand, is characterized by

a wish to integrate or identify oneself with a gafar language group or culture. Thus,
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instead of pursuing to gain profit through langudgarning, a person with an
integrative attitude to a language has a genuiterdst on the language itself or its

culture and wants to communicate with its members.

The categorization of attitudes into integratived ainstrumental components has,
however, invoked controversies (Baker 1992: 32)r Ewample, the measurement
processes of the two attitudes have been criticeierde the techniques and methods
used have varied a lot and often the number ofunstnts measuring the attitudes has
been low (Baker 1992: 32). However, for the purgasfethe present study it is useful to
be aware of these two attitude components, sineeobthe main arguments of ELF is
that for most non-native English speakers it islamer necessary to assimilate with
native English speakers or their culture (Jenkid892: 144). On the contrary, most
NNSs of English use the language to communicaté wiher NNSs and thus the
language is used for mainly instrumental purpo3é&& new conceptualization of the
English language and its new functions thereforestjan the relevance of integrative
attitude since it is no longer possible to speaifsingle English target culture to which
the students might assimilate into (Jenkins 2008apsequently, instrumental attitude
and motivation might be in a more significant rad@ce most learners of English use
English in lingua franca contexts where it is uressary to identify oneself with native

speakers.

In conclusion, as Kalaja (1999: 47) summarizesguage attitudes concern people’s
feelings and thoughts about different languagesthant speakers according to which
they behave in a certain way. As attitude is sexearainternal state, it can be examined
merely indirectly by measuring or making deducti@ms people’s attitudes based on
their external behavior (Kalaja 1999: 47). Thedwling chapter presents an overview
on the different methods and approaches used tly $amguage attitudes. In addition,

the approach and the methods which the present slids on are outlined.
4.1 Approaches to studying language attitudes

Similar to the numerous definitions on attitudesyesal perspectives and techniques
have been used to study them (Ryan et al. 198&ping to Ryan et al. (1988), since
the 1960s research on people’s attitudes to larggudtas mainly utilized three

techniques; the direct method, the indirect metlwod social treatment. First, the direct
method, as its name suggests, often makes useradt djuestions about people’s

attitudes to language related issues to whichébepandents are expected to give exact
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responses (Garrett 2010: 39, Cargile et al. 1994).2The research can focus on
investigating attitudes to one particular languageit can compare two languages,
different societal and regional dialects and coditehiing between the languages
(Kalaja 1999: 49). Questionnaires and structurettriiews fall into the direct
approach, Likert scales, used also in the presedy sind discussed more thoroughly in
chapter 6.2, illustrating one of the most popuéahniques used in the direct approach
(Kalaja 1999, Baker 1992). Questionnaires can gelboth open- and close-ended
guestions (Kalaja 1999: 49).

Despite the popularity of the method, the direcsreesd the simplicity of it bring along
some challenges. Most criticism around the direppreach centers among the
formation of the questions themselves. Garrett (2@%) points out that the questions
are often hypothetical or ambiguous. Garrett (201D: further addresses the issue of
“social desirability bias” which means that thep@sdents tend to give socially correct
and appropriate answers even though their attittoethe issue would be contrary.
Baker’'s (1992: 19) idea of the “halo effect” is #an to Garrett’s, implying that people
often provide answers which make them look morestigi®us than they in fact are.
Kalaja (1999: 61) finally adds that the fact tHa fjluestions and statements are formed
by the researchers themselves, and are basedipariderstanding and points of views,

limits the scale on which the respondents can espieeir own attitudes.

Second, the indirect method to studying languagéudés aims at approaching the
issue from a more subtle perspective, thus avoidisking direct questions about
attitudes (Garrett 2010: 41). Whereas the studttitfides in general relies on different
indirect methods, research on language attitudesviwstly applied the matched-guise
technique. The technique created by Lambert anccdlisagues in the 1960s in an
effort to access the more private aspects of dagyGarrett 2010: 41, Kalaja 1999: 49-
50). The matched-guise technique has later on asgred to provide “an indirect way
to obtain language attitudes that is less sensttveeflection and social desirability
biases than are those reported in a questionng@agile et al. 1994: 213). In short,
matched-guise studies require “participants touatal audiotaped speakers without any
social group labels attached” (Cargile et al. 19813). The underlying assumption is
therefore that people categorize, evaluate and niakber assumptions on other

people’s personalities based on the way they sfi¢alkja 1999: 50).
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According to Garrett (2010: 41), in a typical cadanatched-guise technique a single
speaker reads the same text several times chaogip@ne feature of his/her language,
e.g. accent if the study aims at investigatingtwadés to different accents, while
attempting to maintain all other features as carisés possible. The participants are
then asked to evaluate the speaker according &wiety of adjectives, for example, the
intelligence of the speaker (Kalaja 1999: 50-51rgl@ et al. 1994: 213). The

evaluation scale can be based on a Likert scalenoma 5- or 7-point semantic

differential scale, which uses adjectives with cgf® meanings, e.g. good — bad,
between which the respondent has to choose higds#ion (Kalaja 1999: 50-51, Baker

1992: 18).

Although the matched-guise technique is the mostelyi used method in language
attitude research (Cargile et al. 1994: 213) it haen criticized. Kalaja (1999: 61)
emphasizes the challenges in forming the audiost@sethe selection of the speech
sample needs to be considered carefully insteachobsing the samples randomly.
Thus, the decision on the number and contentseotekts has to be informed since it
can have an influence on the results (Kalaja 1899: In addition, Kalaja (1999: 62)
points to the reliability of the technique sinceasitquestionable whether the use of this
technique makes it possible to access the intemtidlides located in the people’s
minds. Moreover, as Kalaja (1999: 61) notes, thnggs of the study are artificial since
they are conducted in laboratories and are baseduntio tapes instead of real

interaction.

Societal treatment or content analysis, as it imetones called, is the third common
approach to studying language attitudes. Accordindryan et al. (1988: 1068) all

techniques which do not include asking the respotsdéirect questions on their

attitudes belong to this approach. Observationdl ethnographic studies as well as
analyses of public documents and texts (newspapietea, media texts, educational
language policies etc.) are examples of techniqisesl in societal treatment studies
(Ryan et al. 1988: 1068, Kalaja 1999: 48, Garr&t@ 51). The approach aims at
exploring the position of different languages ahélirt speakers in society and to find
out how the languages are treated (Kalaja 199%%8carrett 2010: 51). Societal

treatment studies are often ignored when discuskinguage attitude research and
regarded as preliminary to more extensive resefRgfan et al. 1988: 1068, Garret
2010: 51). However, as Ryan et al. (1988: 1068 ntihe relative status and worth of
language varieties lies in their public treatment”.
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A more recent development on research on langutijedas, and which is closely
related to the societal treatment approach, isabamnstructionism that examines
attitudes from a discourse analytical point of viétalaja 1999: 62-63, Garrett 2010:
51). Thus, the approach sees attitudes as verbiahsaavhich may vary for different
reasons in different contexts (Kalaja 1999: 62-63)e approach further emphasizes
that language attitude research should be purayistic (Kalaja 1999: 63).

Overall, all the four techniques have both advaedagnd disadvantages as the
discussion above reveals. As Ryan et al. (19886)10ate, it is not possible to rank the
techniques and suggest that one method is betarthie others since they all explore
different levels of attitudes and thus produce edéht types of results. Ryan et al.
(1988: 1076) further exemplify that it is possiliat the findings gathered with direct

and indirect techniques are contradicting but rtbedéess both produce “rational

attitude constellations”. In an ideal case, as Rgaral. (1988: 1076) point out, a

combination of the different techniques should beduin order to receive a valid and an
all-rounded image of attitudes. However, due tcetmastrictions and previous personal
experience in conducting research, the presentysimdkes use of mainly direct

techniques. The techniques used involve both claseldopen-ended questions as well
as Likert scale statements. The use of differeabrtgues, even if they all can be
considered direct, aims at providing as versatidnaage of the attitudes as possible.
The participants of the study are in addition akowio elaborate and give justifications
for their responses. The choice of the researchadet discussed more thoroughly in

chapter 6.2.

In terms of attitudes to ELF, relatively little ezgch has so far been conducted (Xu and
Van de Poel 2011). As Seidlhofer (2004: 229) sirilpoints out, the investigation of
students’, teachers’ and the public’s attitude&lt® has only recently begun. As the
aim of the present study is to examine studentstdées to both ELF as its own variety
and teaching ELF, and since the two issues areoubli interrelated and affect each
other, previous studies focusing on both issues @modiding information on both
aspects (attitudes to ELF and teaching ELF) areudsed more thoroughly in chapter
5.3. Also to avoid repetition, previous researchattitudes to ELF and teaching ELF
are presented in the same chapter. Thus, | wilimeto these studies at the end of the
following chapter, after first having discussed geelagogical issues related to teaching
ELF.
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5 TEACHING ENGLISH AS A LINGUA FRANCA

As the concept of ELF has been defined and destmibare thoroughly it is time to
move on to discuss ELF in relation to English téaghAs chapter 2.3 outlined the
characteristics of ELF, this chapter aims at disitigsthe same ideas in an educational
context and exploring the pedagogical implicatiaisELF. The chapter begins by
briefly dealing with the issue of why ELF should tieosen as the model for English
language education. Next, models and recommendatonhow to incorporate and
teach ELF are presented along with more practindl @ncrete suggestions on how
teachers, for example, could introduce elementslLéf into the English classroom. The
last part of the chapter discusses research caaloct attitudes to teaching ELF which

are relevant for setting up the present study.
5.1 ELF — a Future Model for English Teaching?

As Modiano (2009b: 208) points out, European lagguiaching has always relied on
inner circle varieties, in particular standard BhtEnglish and American English. Not
only do all teaching and learning materials as \aslliteaching methods promote the
standard varieties but they also “collectively poden the understanding that the
acquisition of an idealized rendition of a prestigs L1 variety is the given goal of
institutionalized foreign-language education” (Madd 2009b: 208)As Kirkpatrick
(2006: 71) puts it, the reasons behind the decisiowhich model of English is chosen
are often political and ideological not educatiofdle choice of a native model is often
justified by the power and the “inherent supengdriof the variety (Kirkpatrick 2006:
72). However, due to the international expansionthed English language and its
universal status (Modiano 2009b: 208) and the ssmd interest in issues related to
ELF, questions about the appropriateness of theguELT practices have been raised
as well as the effectiveness of the native speailagtel questioned. Suggestions for an
ELF based model for English teaching have consetyueeen proposed.

A common argument used in favor of the ELF mod®l English teaching is the
number of NNSs of English in comparison with NSg)(écKay 2002). As previously
mentioned there are more NNSs of English than N®&s, the number of NNSs is
growing as people in the expanding circle acquingliEh. Thus, NNSs no longer learn

English in order to communicate mainly with NSsstead it is more likely that they
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interact mostly with other non-native speakersals also been stated that as the ratio of
NNSs to NSs keeps on changing, NNSs of English eallermine the future of the
language (Graddol 1997: 5). Thus, the examinatioth® numbers of NNSs and NSs
thus indicates that English learners would bemedite from learning a universal variety

of English rather than a standard variety thapaken by fewer people.

McKay (2003b: 35-38) further argues for an ELF laaserriculum by bringing forward
issues which make the current English language hiegcobjectives and goals
problematic. First, ELT curricula have been formactording to native speakers’
linguistic needs and their acquisition processh& language. It is obvious that the
functions in which native speakers and non-natpeagers use English in most cases
are not similar. McKay further notes that Englishusually an additional language for
speakers in the outer and expanding circles. Timesgoals for language learning for
NSs and NNSs are undeniably different, usually igddy ELT curricula. In agreement
with McKay’s notion, Modiano (2000: 29) indicatdsat due to the changing status of
English in the global world, and the functions fehich learners need English, the
traditional ELT practices do not necessarily mdet tommunicative needs of the
majority of learners. Secondly, even though theeggirassumption and ideal of English
learning is to achieve a native like competencepating to McKay (2003b: 35-36), in
reality for most learners the situation is diffdareAs the functions and purposes for
which NNSs need and use English differ from NSk ihus unjustified to presume that
the goal for these learners would be to achieveatvetlike proficiency. McKay
(2003b) consequently proposes that a specific BElfficulum set apart from native
norms should be formed after examining and assg#lsanlearners’ needs in their own

speech community.

Perhaps the biggest obstacle still preventing Ebinfbeing accepted as a model for
English teaching, along with native varieties, li® lack of extensive research and
codification. As Modiano (2000: 29) puts it, ELFnsither standardized nor an actual
variety according to its opponents. Kirkpatrick @Z0L93) further acknowledges that
the different varieties of lingua franca Englishkaat complicated to codify ELF for
classroom use. Similarly, the opponents of ELF suppy native speaker models
(American English, British English) argue that teiag different varieties of ELF and
the absence of a common set of standards wouldt¢esndelligibility problems among

English speakers. They further maintain that thdifmation and the abundance of
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dictionaries and teaching materials for native eté#s ensure that mutual understanding

between speakers’ remains.

Many scholars alike (e.g. Seidlhofer 2004, Kirkuktr2006) recognize the fact that
more research is needed before a curriculum basedld- can be formed and
introduced into English teaching. The research bR 8 indeed still in its initial stages
but the works of Jenkins and Seidlhofer, for exanphve set the foundation for future
studies. Moreover, many scholars argue that theodiELF research is not to construct
a specific single model of ELF that would fit everlassroom as such (Jenkins 2012:
492). In addition instead of dictating a set of rules and norms,gbal of ELF is to
provide an alternative to the traditional ELT praes and to the pursuit of a native-like
competence (Modiano 2009b). Jenkins (2012: 492)imoes that teachers and students
themselves should decide on the teaching targetshenelements of ELF included in
teaching depending on their individual needs. Faurtiore, regarding the critique on
intelligibility, Kaur (2009) points out that researhas shown that ELF interactions do
not in reality suffer from a lack of intelligibifit but instead different communication
strategies and interactional practices used irubinfyanca interactions result in mutual

understanding.

Besides intelligibility problems, it has been argugmat teaching ELF would mean
lowering the standards and learning objectives wu&LF's disregard of rules, as
discussed in chapter 2.3. If the goal of teachingnérely to imitate native speakers this
argument might be correct to some extent. Howesice the focus of ELF is on
intelligibility and communication, this means thiastead of spending time on trying to
teach the students to pronounce all sounds nakgethey would learn, for example, a
variety of useful communication strategies, how cmmmunicate in international
contexts and how to accommodate their speech aogotd context. In other words,
instead of lowering the standards, the studentsldvdearn perhaps even more
challenging skills which would be beneficial foeth when interacting with both NNSs
and NSs of English. Tomlinson (2006: 142) furtheoinps out that teaching
accommodation and exposing the students to differaneties of English, both native
and non-native, would help the students to dev#iep abilities to communicate with
all English speakers with different backgrounds.isltalso important to note that
including elements of ELF into English teachingtfier, would not mean giving up the
native varieties and all standards completely emdtthey would be used alongside with

ELF and thus providing more information and posgies for the learners. It is
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therefore misleading to assume that ELF equalsredvetandards since not only would
the students learn more practical communicatiofisskit also, in addition to native
varieties, they would learn about non-native vageof English

5.2 Pedagogical implications for teaching ELF

As we have previously discussed, problems withhtegcELF circle around the lack of
codification, norms, practices and reference maltéhus causing challenges to those
who might want to include ELF into English teachifdodiano (2009a: 96) similarly
notes that research on ELF yet fails to provide aendetailed description of ELF.
Attempting to put his understanding of ELF in arueational context, as well as
responding to the criticism of his previous modeicdssed in chapter 2.1, Modiano
(1999b) formed a model illustrating the common aofr&IL/ELF (see Figure 3 below).
By Modiano’s (2009a: 96) words, the common core i%hody of language features
which are shared by all users of the language”.

Major varieties
CAN, AUS, NZ, British
SA _ English

\

American
English

The
Common
Core

Foreign il
Language Other varieties
Speakers 2

Figure 3. English as an International Language (EIL) illustchas those features of English which are

common to all native and non-native varieties (Mwodi 1999b: 10)

As the model shows, Modiano (1999b: 10-11) hasddiithe speakers of English into
five categories; American English, British Engligither major (inner-circle) varieties
of English, foreign language English speakers goehkers of other varieties (e.g.
Indian English, Nigerian English).The outermosftclgs contain culture specific and
esoteric features, be they pronunciation, lexigrammar, which are not understandable

in an international context. Thus, these culturec#r features, unique to certain
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varieties, are not part of EIL. The next circle d@enregarded as a “grey area” since it
contains language features which are in the prooéssither becoming universally
acknowledged or obscure. The innermost circle, Eitludes features that are free of
culture specific and vague features and thus iatemmally understandable and
comprehensible to most of the speakers of the ginaups. According to Modiano
(2009a: 99), these features, as they form the obi€lL, provide a foundation for a

more detailed definition of EIL.

The EIL core can be a helpful tool for teacherdimglto incorporate ELF into teaching
English. At first it might feel problematic to cgtize linguistic features and determine
which are core features, but as Modiano (2009a) hbdself points out, moving from
the most common words and phrases and which arersitodd by all, such asan,
woman, language, | love yaic., outwards is a good starting point. ModiaB@0Qa:
100-102) continues that it is important to notet i@ common core of EIL is context
and group dependent. Thus, the background of tleaksps in a group, e.g. age,
profession and education, has an influence ondhefeatures. For example, discussion
between medical professionals probably consists different core features in
comparison to a conversation between friends. Muwdig2009a: 101) further
emphasizes that learners should keep in mindghabability of comprehension of that
specific feature”. Thus, a proficient speaker ofFHltilizes features which are likely to
be known by a majority of other English speakerdwrthe interlocutor in question.
Consequently, teachers’ task is to inform learnefrsthese different features and

whether they are likely to be understood intermetily or not.

Continuing his aim to provide an educational sgttfor ELF, Modiano (2000: 34)
summarizes the main points of ELF teaching objestiBesides the core features of
EIL and exposing students to a wide variety of edé#ht Englishes, an important
element and an outcome of ELF is to release stad&nthe pressure from mimicking
and striving to pursue a native-like proficienaystead of trying to sound like a native
speaker, in terms of accent and choice of wordglién learners should be more
focused on mastering skills necessary for crosssaillcommunication (Modiano 2000:
34).

Kirkpatrick (2007: 194) has additionally defineddh elements which should be taken
into consideration if introducing ELF into Englisgaching. First, similar to Modiano’s

idea of the EIL core, Kirkpatrick argues that teaghshould raise awareness of
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linguistic features that might cause problems intualunderstanding. In terms of
pronunciation and accent, for example, Jenkins’€ l(Bee chapter 2.3.1) provides a
helpful tool for instructing students on the soumdsch are crucial for intelligibility.

Second, concerning cultural teaching, students ldhbe provided information on

different cultures and particularly the differendescultures should be emphasized.
Additionally, information on how the differencesfexdt cross-cultural communication
should also be provided. Matsuda and Friedrich 12@38) further point out that

students should realize that besides pronunciatimre are differences in cultural and
linguistic values between the varieties. Third, éags should also been given to
teaching communicative strategies which would hbkp students succeed in cross-

cultural communication, e.g. repair strategies.

In addition, McKay (2002: 127-128) has defined teag goals for ELF which are
similar to Kirkpatrick’'s ideas: intelligibility, cmity and textual competence.
Intelligibility implies that teaching should recage linguistic features that might lead
to problems in understanding. Moreover, teacheaallshbe aware and address those
linguistic features, which do not affect intelligity but convey negative attitudes about
the speaker's competence. The second teaching gwoality, indicates that students
should learn about pragmatic strategies in ordexcctoeve friendly relations with other
English speakers. Finally, textual competence,reading and writing in English and
learning to critically evaluate the cultural factdhat influence the texts, is an important
goal of ELF.

To discuss culture teaching in more detail, as ofethe main features of an
international language is that it is “de-nationedizand not dependent on any particular
culture (Smith 1976, cited by McKay 2002: 12), temphasis on the inner circle
varieties and cultures in English education shdogddecreased. Culture teaching and
materials can focus on culture teaching from tlaiéferent points of views:

1. source culture materials that draw on the learners’ own
culture as content;

2. target culture materials that use the culture of a country
where English is spoken as a first language;

3. international target culture materialsthat use a great variety
of cultures in English and non-English speaking ntnas
around the world.

(Cortazzi and Jin 1999, cited in McKay 2003b: 38)
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Obviously target culture materials are mostly useé&nglish classroom. However, as
one of the main purposes for learning English,ror language, is to be able to discuss
and convey information about one’s own country anliure to people from different
backgrounds, it is questionable whether using tasgkure materials provides learners
with the necessary skills. Source culture matemal, the other hand, would help
students both to understand their own culture nuweply and learn the necessary
vocabulary needed in order to discuss it with athdicKay 2003b: 39). Rashidi and
Javidanmehr (2012) similarly argue for endonorneathaterials, i.e. reflecting issues of
the learner's own culture. As opposed to matenmlblished or produced by native
speakers, endonormative materials require thawthers are familiar with the learners’
lifestyle and country and thus reflect its histopglitics, religion, values and social
settings (Rashidi and Javidanmehr 2012: 59). Astioreed above, being able to take
part in intercultural communication and sharingomfiation on one’s own background
in English is a significant function of a languagsmdonormative materials ensure that
learners have their own voice and instead of meseting as mediators of American
and British cultures, they can discuss issues impbrto them (Rashidi and
Javidanmehr 2012: 62).

Perhaps the most useful and appropriate methodulture teaching in relation to ELF

is to choose international target culture matersgsthe main reference points. Thus,
instead of presenting students only with the ircimle varieties, usually American and
British English, examples on a variety of Englishised also outside the inner circle
should be included. The main advantage of thispeeté/e is that students receive a
deeper understanding of the different functions aoks that English has in an

international context (McKay 2003b: 39). Moreoviaxtbooks presenting examples of
different ways in which English can be used effedti along with showcasing the

variation in language will help the students thdwesto become more efficient and
confident users of ELF (McKay 2003b:39).

To conclude the discussion on teaching ELF, Cry&8P9: 17-18) summarizes the

most significant tasks of teachers:

...teachers need to prepare their students for advadrstaggering linguistic
diversity. Somehow, they need to expose them tomamy varieties of
English as possible, especially those which theynaost likely to encounter
in their own locale. And above all, teachers needdvelop a truly flexible
attitude towards principles of usage. The absdlutisncept of ‘proper
English' or 'correct English’, which is so widesmteneeds to be replaced by
relativistic models in which literary and educatexms are seen to maintain
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their place alongside other norms, some of whighaderadically from what
was once recognized as 'correct’.

Thus, the above mentioned models and proposals mgmte that even though
codification of ELF is still in process, there a&veral feasible ways in which a teacher
can incorporate elements of ELF into the classrobhe general goal of a teacher is
mainly to expose the students to different varseté English and make the students
tolerant and aware of both the linguistic and caltuliversity of the different varieties

and how these differences influence intelligibityd communication.
5.3 Previous research on attitudes to teaching ELF

As the previous chapters show, the debate on thdelmicand norms for English
teaching is ongoing and arguments both for andnagain ELF based curriculum have
been presented. It has also been questioned whetidegnts and teachers would be
willing to accept and how they would react to native models in English teaching
(Ranta 2010). Tomlinson (2006) argues that thesitation which model and which
norms to follow should be made by learners thenesedince they know what they need
the best. Even though the research on attitudé&d Foand its teaching has just begun
(Seidlhofer 2004: 229), some studies have alreaglynbconducted on examining
teachers’ and students’ awareness and attitudéd_foand to different varieties of
English. Many of these studies additionally aimeaploring the relevance of ELF in
regards to the participants’ own lives. As teachease a significant influence on
students’ attitudes and also act as “gatekeepdegiding what to teach and what kind
of an image of English to convey (Ranta 2010), sdv&tudies consequently focus on
teachers’ perspective. These studies have incladezucational aspect as they aim to
explore the teachers’ position on the model of Bhgieaching and how the global role
of English is present in the classroom. There dse a few studies in which both
teachers and students are included in order taveeeefuller image of English teaching
and to find out whether their opinions match. Theselies are briefly presented in the

following since they serve as essential backgranfaimation for the present study.

Lai (2008) interviewed Taiwanese university teashar the role of EIL in Taiwan and
in teaching English. The teachers were asked wheltey think English belongs to
certain countries and whether learning English iregustudents to integrate with a
certain country or culture. The findings of thedstuevealed that the teachers’ views on

EIL were contradictory. Even though some teachapparted and acknowledged the
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importance of EIL and its relevance to studentsurfes, some still held on to the
stereotype of English belonging to certain coustri&imilarly, in terms of teaching, the
opinions of the teachers were divided as some fauingportant to teach English as an
international language whereas the others feltai$ ¥heir responsibility to provide the
students with the most advantageous and competraviety of English, which was
British or American English. Acknowledging the gigle of the teachers, Lai suggests
that the local ELT professionals and the studehtsulsl together determine which
model of English, whether native or ELF, correspona their needs the best. Lai,
however, remarks that it is important that in amge the teachers make an effort to
raise students’ awareness of ELF and differenteti@s of English. In addition, Lai
continues that it is also crucial that the teachengareness of ELF is raised since they

have a significant role in the classroom and thosgor influence on their students.

A similar study examining teachers’ awareness df #hs conducted by Seppéla
(2010). In her master’s thesis Seppala interviewethish novice teachers on their
awareness of the status of English as an intemaltlanguage to see if it was reflected
in their teaching practices. Thus, the goal waexplore how the special status of EIL
was represented in the classroom. The study apmedatbhe issue from three different
angles: teachers as English speaker models, dultorgents and EIL contents in
teaching. Like the Taiwanese teachers, the teachdtmland were familiar with EIL

and aware of its benefits. However, this was nidécted in their teaching practices as it
was found that they did not provide their studevita enough information on EIL or on

cross-cultural communication and non-native culurehus, theory in their case was

not put into action.

In addition, Timmis (2002) compared the opinionsboth students’ and teachers’ in
order to find out whether and to what extent thegfgrred native speaker norms in
pronunciation and grammar use. Nearly 600 studemd teachers from various
countries responded to the questionnaire and &bvieivs were conducted on the basis
of the results to get a deeper insight on somé@frésponses. Timmis concluded that
the students still to some extent wished to conftrmative-speaker norms and models,
particularly in terms of accent, despite the fdwittthey might communicate mainly
with non-native speakers. The teachers’ responsese,whowever, somewhat
contradicting since, in terms of accent and proration, they did not prefer clearly
either a native or a non-native model, which alsmt@adicts with the students’

responses. However, in terms of grammar, the teachwlicated that a native
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competence was the preferred tardaterestingly, compared with the results from
Seppald and Lai, the findings of the study in gahsuggest that teachers seem to be
shifting away from the native-speaker norms whetbasmajority of the students still
desire to follow native-speaker models and the idkamastering a language’ still

occupies the minds of many students.

Matsuda’s (2003) study focused on Japanese semgosit@ents’ attitudes to ELF. The
study involved 33 participants. Even though the leasfs was on students’ perception,
also four teachers were included in the study dube powerful position teachers have
in the classroom. The study applied several daleatmn methods. A questionnaire
was used to investigate the general attitudes o &id later, based on the results from
the questionnaire, ten in-depth interviews weredooted. In addition, Matsuda’'s
observation notes both inside and outside classkera utilized. The results show that
the students recognized the role of English asm@rrational, common language.
However, regarding the ownership of the language students strongly felt English is
owned by its native speakers. In addition, mostthed students equaled ‘English
speakers’ with British and American speakers. Haweinstead of clearly indicating
negative attitudes to other varieties of Engliste $tudy found that the students rather
lacked knowledge and interest in varieties othentAmerican and British English,
which consequently reinforces their devotion tosthevarieties and hinders their
awareness of the different functions of Englishuabthe world. Matsuda (2003: 493-
494) thus concludes that in order to change “theeAecan/British-centric view” of the
students it is crucial that they are exposed to a@mdcontact with different

varieties/speakers of English in the classroom.

Ranta (2010) additionally carried out a similardstuwhich aimed at exploring Finnish
upper secondary school teachers’ and studentsem&as of ELF and their own English
use. Additionally, she examined the attitudes thdigipants’ had towards non-native
and native speakers of English. The data was tetlewith a questionnaire including
both qualitative and quantitative items and it dresponses form 108 students and 34
English teachers. The findings of the study shoat Hoth the teachers and the students
were rather well aware of ELF and realized the irtgpzce of ELF in their future
English use. The attitudes of the participants to&anon-native varieties and speakers
of English seemed to be positive. However, theesttal opinions on English teaching
were somewhat contradicting since they agreed ithatjuips them well for future

English use but at the same time criticized teagkis being too grammar and norm
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oriented. As Ranta (2010: 175) indicates theretiis quite a clear division between

“school English” and “real-life English”.

Whereas many of the previous studies include bedlochers and students’ viewpoints,
Xu and Van de Poel (2011) concentrated merely odesits’ opinions on ELF. More
specifically, the study aimed at discovering théerof ELF in Flemish university
students’ social and academic lives. The findinfjthe study support Ranta’s (2010)
division of attitudes into school and real-life Eef. On the one hand, the Flemish
students considered English as an auxiliary languagd owned by all English
speakers. Moreover, the students seemed to be aqbraware of ELF and moving
away from idealizing native speaker varieties. e bther hand, some students
believed in pursuing a linguistic native-like acacy and saw standard English as the
preferred target. Thus, to some extent, the stedgmpeared to be positively oriented to
ELF and acknowledged the international value ofl#mguage. However, at the same

time, the students were still highly attached tbveavarieties.

Groom’s (2012) findings on non-native English spakattitudes to ELF correspond
to those introduced above. Groom’s study had twesafirst to find out whether native
or non-native varieties were seen as more desiralming goals, and second to
discover the participants’ position to replacinglENith ELF in English teaching. The
data was gathered with a questionnaire including baultiple choice and Likert scale
guestions. The participants were also asked t@wlotvn reasons for their choices. The
findings of the study were quite straightforwardca the majority of the participants
reflected a clear preference for native varietiasterms of both learning goals and
teaching model. The findings of the study, considgparticularly the second objective
which was teaching ELF, however, should be treavdth caution since the
questionnaire was rather short (only four questiteageting teaching ELF) and
uninformative. Before the actual Likert scale staets, a short and rather a narrow
minded, in my opinion, description of ELF or EurapeEnglish was provided based on
which the participants had to decide whether itusthaeplace the native varieties in
English teaching. The concept of ELF is such compled diverse that it is impossible
to assume that the participants would be ablete galid responses based on a short
description. In fact, one of the participants wrtitat he or she had never heard of the
concept before. The questions were further “too®di in a sense that they did not
describe what it practically means to learn ELF instead they merely asked whether

the participants wanted to learn ELF or not. Iniagid, the author’'s own opinion on
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ELF becomes rather evident as she, for examplejearghat the ultimate goal of
learning English is to attain a native-like proéiccy and thus teaching ELF would
mean shortening this scale and lowering the stalsd&®espite the shortcomings of the
study, the findings still suggest that the learn&tsologies largely center on native

speaker standards and models.

In the light of the previous studies, it appeart thoth students and teachers are still
prone to favor native varieties and models for Eigteaching. Even though it seems
that the participants in most cases recognize mgoitance and relevance of ELF
outside school, inside school, or when discussorgs and standards, they still rely on
native models. Despite the fact that the intenestudying ELF on the micro-level has
grown in the past years, more extensive researdfcyarly on students’ dispositions
to ELF needs to be conducted (Csizér and Kontr@:2®)11 As Csizér and Kontra (2012:
2) further point out, the question of “what domemthe beliefs, aims and attitudes of
learners/users of English who are exposed to @binilj influences: are they shaped by
the NS centered ideology embodied in ELT materaldy the strong impulses of
today’s globalized world?” needs to be answeredrder to provide the students with
appropriate teaching. The present study thus aimexgloring students’ attitudes to
ELF more thoroughly by taking into consideratiosaathe characteristics of ELF. In
addition, as Ranta’s (2010) study revealed theestigd dissatisfaction with the current
English teaching, it is also necessary to examiw the students would respond to
ELF based learning objectives and whether they evadnsider them more useful

compared with the traditional ENL oriented Englishching objectives.

6 THE PRESENT STUDY

In this chapter the present study is discussecataild The chapter begins by explaining
the aims of the study and presenting the researebtipns. Next, the method used to
gather data is discussed and reasons supportingsthef this particular method are
explained. In addition, different means of analygiplied in the study are introduced.
Finally, the chapter ends by describing both theigpants of the study as well as the
data collection process.
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6.1 Aims and research questions

The general goal of the present study is to exarfinaish upper secondary school
students’ attitudes to ELF and teaching ELF. Mgrecsically, the study has two aims
first of which is to find out whether the studerstge negatively oriented to issues
concerning linguistic and cultural aspects of EORe second aim is to investigate
whether or not the students wish to include somamehts of ELF into teaching

English. The research questions of the preseny stredfollowing:
1. What kind of attitudes do the students haveatde ELF?

— This question aims at finding out if the studertmk ELF is inferior to
native varieties of English and whether they wishcbnform to native
norms. Moreover, one of the goals is to discovethd students see the
specific features of written and spoken ELF asrerrar have negative
attitudes towards ELF language use. These quedtiotier help to uncover

the students’ attitudes towards teaching ELF.
2. Should elements of ELF be incorporated into Bhgieaching?

— The second research question attempts to find fotitei students think
elements typical of ELF teaching would be more fieia compared with
the traditional and native speaker oriented Englesiching contents. The
guestion also reveals which elements of ELF thelesits see useful and

would therefore like to incorporate into teaching.

In the light of the previous research conductedhim same area (e.g. Timmis 2002,
Matsuda 2003) it can be hypothesized that the stadattitudes to ELF are still
slightly negatively influenced and native-speakererted. Although it has been
discovered that students acknowledge the statushenbenefits of English as a global
language or as a lingua franca, they neverthetsssative varieties of English as more
desirable and more valuable (g and Van de Poel 2011, Timmis 2002). In addition,
as Timmis (2002) noticed, students are more hdditashift away from native speaker
norms compared to teachers. However, some of thaqus studies have also indicated
a positive attitude to ELF. Ranta (2010), for ex@ngound that upper secondary
school students had a relatively positive outlookNNSs and non-native varieties of
English. Furthermore, according to Ranta, the sitgdalid not indicate a strong

preference to native varieties of English but iadtthey appeared to be confident NNSs



49

of English. Thus, it can be expected that the sttgdan the present study are perhaps
prone to favoring native varieties of English. Hewee as the awareness of ELF
gradually spreads throughout the world, it can$simed that attitudes to ELF become

less and less negative.
6.2 Research method: questionnaire

After a thorough deliberation on the possible daitection methods, a questionnaire,
and therefore mostly a quantitative approach, appet be the most suitable tool for
the present study as several factors support #s Ose of the greatest assets of a
questionnaire is that a large amount of data cagatleered rather easily and quickly
(Dérnyei 2003: 9). As previously mentioned, studérmpinions and attitudes to
teaching ELF have not been thoroughly investigategrevious research and thus up-
to-date information on students’ willingness tofstowards an ELF oriented teaching
is lacking. It is therefore reasonable to receivgiminary information on the matter
and as Dornyei (2007:34) further mentions, the neatd quantitative research enables
the production of reliable data and generalizablgtst Thus, the aim of the present
study is to compile a general overview on Finnigiper secondary school students’

attitudes to ELF for which a questionnaire is dahle tool.

Another matter supporting the use of a questioenas the fact that the concept of

lingua francais quite complex even for those who are acquaintiéhl it. It is difficult

to predict how familiar the students are with tbaaept and interviewing a student who
does not know much about the topic might be probtemAlthough the researcher and
his or her background may have an influence omd¢bpondent’s answers on an attitude
test (Baker 1992: 19), it can be assumed thatdasa where the interviewee does not
have much knowledge about the topic, the interviem@ht unconsciously have a

bigger influence on the responses. Using a quesiom and collecting data from a

large number of participants ensures that the resgmof a participant, who does not

know much about the topic, do not have a signitigaffuence on the overall results.

However, as quantitative research, according taixir(2007: 35), has been criticized
as being too simplistic and inconsiderate of thasoas individuals attach to the
examined subject, a few open-ended questions carcheled in a questionnaire. Even
though questionnaires are not particularly suitdblequalitative research, the open-
ended questions help to gain a more versatile ahd image of the students’ attitudes

to ELF and add a qualitative aspect to the stugher@ended questions will further give
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the respondents a possibility to express theiriopgrmore thoroughly and bring up
ideas which are not included in the questions (R&r2007: 107).

Due to the fact that little research has so fambe@nducted on examining students’
attitudes to teaching ELF, the questionnaire ugettié present study was designed for
the purposes of the present study (see AppendiHayvever, questionnaires used
previously in similar studies (e.g. Xu and Van @elP2011) were used to motivate the
present questionnaire. Moreover, the guidelinesraodmmendations given by Dornyei
(2003) on constructing a questionnaire, which v discussed in the following
paragraphs, were carefully considered and apphtmteover, prior to the actual data
collection, a piloting study was conducted to defsassible problems or vagueness in
the statements and questions. After piloting andsucliing the supervisor, some
modifications were made and the wordings of soratestents were changed.

The questionnaire consisted of three parts, andvtmd any misunderstandings the
entire questionnaire was written in Finnish. Thstfpart of the questionnaire can be
considered as a background section and it was rEbigo examine the students’
awareness of ELF and different varieties of EngliSime section included three
common factual questions, such as the age, sexLanof the respondents. As the
purpose of the study was to receive a general @wwron upper secondary school
students’ attitudes to ELF, and as the study ajrgalded a large amount of basic data,
the results of the study were not, however, viewectategorized in relation to the
background variables. Thus, comparisons betwees &og girls, for example, were not
made. In the first part the students’ were furtheked to determine whether in the
future they will use English more with NSs or NN&sEnglish or, in other words, in
lingua franca situations. Both multiple choice diggs and open-ended questions were
used in the section. However, the overall aim & finst part was not to analyze the
responses in-depth but instead mainly to discoveetiaer the students in fact were
familiar with the concept of ELF or not. The infaation received from these questions
would also be important when analyzing the respemgieen in the latter parts of the

guestionnaire.

The second part of the questionnaire consisted7otikert scale statements which

aimed to investigate the students’ attitudes to Bh#& to non-native varieties of English



51

in general. The statements were categorized imeetlyroups, which all related to

different aspects of ELF. These three categorigs:we

1. Goal of learning (whether the students wanted t@aon to native norms or
not)
2. Varieties of English

3. ELF characteristics (emphasis on communicationugecsrrectness)

As Dornyei (2003: 33) notes, the wording of statateenay have a significant impact
on the way in which participants respond to stat@sero prevent and limit the load of
a particular statement, the questionnaire utilisedti-item scales. Multi-item scales
include “several differently worded items that fecn the same target” (Dérnyei 2003:
33). Consequently, one statement does not haviigoof an impact on the total results
since all the scores from the multi-items directihg same target are added to receive
the overall score (Dérnyei 2003: 32-33). Thus,dtaements from 1 to 5 addressed the
students’ target of learning English and aimedratifig out to what extent the students
still wanted to pursue native norms and whethey thished to acquire a native-like
competence. The statements from 6 to 11 addresHecdedt varieties of English and
sought to find out whether the students thought-meive varieties of English were
inferior to native ones. Moreover, a couple of dges focused on the ownership of
English which further indicated whether the respond mainly supported native
varieties of English. Finally, the statements fraé to 17 aimed at discovering the
students’ attitudes to ELF characteristics. Theestents included both linguistic and
pragmatic features related to ELF use and theil g@&s to examine whether the
students saw the language typical of ELF as infasioas a deficient form of native

varieties.

When responding to the Likert scale statementfiensecond section, the participants
were asked to indicate how much they agreed wighstatements. An important and
challenging issue when using Likert scale statemento decide on the number of the
response alternatives (Dornyei 2003: 37). For tlesgnt study, a five step range was
chosen where alternative 1 implied a strong disagent, 2 a slight disagreement, 3
neither disagreement nor agreement, 4 a slighteaggat and alternative 5 a strong
agreement. After a long deliberation, the neuaponse alternative 3 was included in

the range, since it was found important to give plaeticipants a possibility also to
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indicate if they did not have a clear opinion omsgoof the statements. Even though it
may be argued that participants may choose thealalternative too eagerly without
thinking about the statement and their opiniongftaly, similarly the exclusion of the
neutral alternative may result in participants hgvio modify their attitudes in order to
find a suitable response alternative. FurthermaseDornyei (2003: 37-38) points out,
research shows that the neutral category, or gsrate, does not have a huge influence

on the way in which participants respond to quaestiand therefore the total results.

The third and the last part of the questionnaicei$ed on teaching ELF. The aim of the
third part was to find out if the students woukklito incorporate elements of ELF into
teaching English. Moreover, the students were askeather, in their opinion, elements
of ELF would be more beneficial than the traditionative oriented elements and
exercises considering their language needs. Thughe last part there were five
different items related to teaching English wiAhandB options. The items covered
themes such as exercises, culture, model for legrform versus function and status of
English. OptionA in each item represented exercises, teaching msngnd methods
typical of the current ENL oriented teaching, sashgrammar exercises and emphasis
on native varieties of English. The term ENL wa®s#n to represent optioh, and
consequently the current teaching approach, sineeli embodies what the current
ELT practices emphasize, i.e. native varieties stahdards. OptioB, on the other
hand, represented elements typical of ELF teachimd)focus was on communication
and non-native varieties of English, for instan@k®e students were then asked to
choose either optiotA or B based on what they saw as being more beneficial
considering their English learning and needs. Tthedents were also asked to briefly

justify their choices.
6.3 Methods of analysis

As already mentioned, the present study applied lptantitative and qualitative
methods in order to receive a versatile pictur¢hefstudents’ attitudes. Similarly, the
data was analyzed with the help of quantitative gnodlitative methods. Since the
questionnaire consisted of three different partsyimg methods were used in their
analysis. However, in all three parts statisticallgses were conducted using the SPSS-
program. As explained above, the first part of gnestionnaire consisted of questions
concerning the participants’ background and theiovidedge of ELF. The responses

given in the first section were first transformetbi numerical form and tabulated, after
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which the SPSS was used to calculate frequenaidspercentages for each question, to
see how many participants answered in a certainamdyout of all responses what was

the number in percentages.

In the second part of the questionnaire, which istbed of 17 Likert statements, again
the values given to each statement were tabulatddeatered into the SPSS. As the
statements were originally designed to consish#d multi-item scales, the statements
were consequently grouped according to three Vasalgoal of learning, varieties of
English and ELF characteristics. Since the questor used in the present study was
mostly self-designed, investigations of reliabilityere needed to test the new
measurement device (Nunnally 1967: 210). A commardgd method for assessing
reliability is the Cronbach’s alpha which is basad internal consistency (Nunnally
1967: 210, Dornyei 2007: 206). Hence, in the presardy the internal consistency of
the statements within each of the three variablas measured to make sure that the
statements measure the same phenomenon and emelateach other. The upper
limit for the alpha is 1 and a high alpha valueigates a high internal consistency
between items (Nunnally 1967: 210). There is, h@vesome variation in the literature
on the boundary values for the alpha, particuleatyarding the lowest satisfactory level
of reliability, as values given by different auttarange from 0.6 to 0.8. (Nunnally
1967: 226, Dornyei 2007). Nunnally (1967: 226), eeer, argues that attempting to
reach values over 0.8 in basic research is unnageaad he further points out that for
preliminary or introductory research reliabilities 0.6 are sufficient. The value of 0.6
was thus adopted to mark the minimum level of bdliiy in the present study.
However, as after testing some of the variablesdidreach the reliability value of 0.6,
some of the statements were removed from the \agab increase their consistency
and to reach the value of 0.6. Chapter 7.2 repoot® on the procedure.

After re-forming the variables and receiving acebpg Cronbach’s alpha values, mean
values for each variable were calculated. As thestionnaire included both positively
and negatively worded statements, the scoring wiesof the statements needed to be
reversed before including them in the multi-itenales (Dornyei 2003 :90). Thus, the
scores for statements which were negatively oréerite ELF, and were in favor of
native varieties, were re-coded so that for altesteents the response alternative 5
symbolized a positive orientation to ELF. For exémptatement 1People should
learn to speak English as closely to the AmericanBdtish way as possibleis

negatively oriented to ELF and choosing alternativéstrongly disagree) suggests a
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positive orientation to ELF. The scores for thaesteent were thus reversed and score 1
was changed to 5 etc. Thus, when discussing the& wedaes of the variables, a value
close to 1 indicates a negative orientation to Bldfye 3 the average and a value close
to 5 a positive orientation to ELF. However, theulés for the individual statements are
presented in the tables in chapter 7.2 and disdusstheir initial form instead of the
reversed form. In addition to mean values, pergagafor each statement were

computed to see how the students’ responses wadediwithin the scale.

Finally, in the third part, the results were analyboth quantitatively and qualitatively.
First, quantitative analysis methods were applieth¢ different response alternatives to
see how many students chose optforor B. Thus, similar to previous sections, the
results were first entered into the SPSS prograth datistical information, such as
percentages and frequencies for each question anthd two response alternatives,
were counted. Second, content analysis was apptiethe open-ended questions.
According to Tuomi and Sarajarvi (2009), conterdilgsis is a common and a ‘basic’
method of analysis which can be applied to sewdiffdrent studies. Content analysis
can thus be applied to quantitative studies as Wwefhct, as Dornyei (2007: 245) points
out, the origins of content analysis are quantitatas it was first used to examine
written texts. In short, the goal of content analyis to rearrange the data into a
compact and simple form without reducing its infatime content (Tuomi and Sarajarvi
2009). Miles and Huberman (1984, as quoted by Tuana Sarajarvi 2009) further
describe content analysis as a three-step proaegaiging reduction, grouping and
conclusion making. In the present study, first,thé unessential information from the
responses was reduced and compacted. Next, frometheed data key points were
discovered which were put together and further geoluinto similar themes. The final
step was to draw more general conclusions basdtdeoreduced data. The open-ended
guestions were thus analyzed qualitatively as timpgse was mainly to describe and

report the issues and attitudes expressed by ubersts.
6.4 Participants and data collection

The participants of the present study were Finnigber secondary school students in
their first or second year and thus aged from 1680This age group was chosen for
several reasons. First, as previous research hase@oout, students’ attitudes and
opinions on ELF and its incorporation into Englisfaching have not been thoroughly

examined. The present study therefore aims at piogureliable research-based
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information on students’ thoughts on the mattecd®d, most of the previous studies
that have concentrated on students’ perception® haxgeted students in higher
education. However, it is equally important to adhsipper secondary school students,
since most of the students who participate in ugemondary education finish their
English studies after graduation. In other wordger on in life many students have to
manage with those skills acquired in English inempgecondary school. It is therefore
reasonable to ask the students what kind of gkily think they will probably need and
what kind of instruction would benefit them the mos the future. Consequently the
teaching contents can be modified accordingly. d;hipper secondary school students
have been studying languages for quite a long t&me their critical thinking has
developed and they are likely to be more awarehef ¢urrent position of English

compared with, for example, secondary school stisden

After the questionnaire was piloted and modifié@, &ctual data was collected in March
2013 in three different upper secondary schoolxeéntral Finland. Altogether 90
students filled in and returned the questionnati@;were girls and 21 boys. Three
schools were needed to receive a satisfactory numibessponses for the study, as
Dornyei (2007: 99) recommends that the sample furaey research should be around
100 at the minimum. Since the present study usligealitative methods as well, for
which the sample size is remarkably lower (Dornge07: 125-127), the number of
participants in the study was considered suffici§ame of the data were collected
during girls’ physical education, which explainsetthigher number of female
participants. All of the questionnaires were hanitednd filled in during lessons, and
instructions on filling the questionnaire were eipéd to the students. It was also
emphasized that all the answers would be handlefidemtially and anonymously. The
students were given the opportunity to ask questinrcase they did not understand all
the instructions or statements in the questionndine students also signed a written
consent form (see Appendix 3), in which they agreedake part in the study and

permitted the use of their nameless responsesdqourposes of the study.

7 RESULTS

This chapter presents the results of the studyth@sguestionnaire consisted of three
parts, this chapter similarly discusses each ob#wtions individually, starting from the

background section (7.1), moving to the Likertesta¢nts (7.2) and finally to the results
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of the third part, teaching ELF (7.3). At the endeach section, or each item as in
chapter 7.3, the main findings of the section areefly summarized. Since the
questionnaire was written and filled entirely imixish, all the questions and statements

as well as the students’ quotes are translatedsngbish.
7.1 Background

The background section was mainly designed to geoan overview of the students’
awareness of ELF and apart from three standarcdudhajuestions regarding the
students’ age, sex and L1 the section focused amenxng the students’ knowledge of
ELF and different varieties of English. In additidhe students were asked to estimate

with whom they will use English in the future.

Altogether 90 students participated in the studywloich 76.7% were girls and 23.3%

boys. The proportion of girls is significantly highh which has to be kept in mind when
discussing the results. However, since the stuéyg dot aim at comparing the results of
boys and girls, but instead aims at sketching ggmoverview, the imbalance between
the sexes does not have such a significant rafleerpresent study. In fact, in 2011 the
majority of the students, 57.0%, participating ppar secondary education were girls
and 43.0% were boys (Suomen virallinen tilasto 20Exen though the difference in

the percentage of boys and girls in the preseulysgiclearly higher, it can be seen to

correspond to the fact that the majority of upmeEondary students are indeed girls.

When asking the students about their knowledgehef termEnglish as a Lingua
Francathe results showed that an overwhelming majori#?49did not know what the
term meant (question 1) and only one student ingitaome knowledge of the concept.
When asking to explain in their own words what ttlegught the concept means, most
students left the question unanswered or impliez thad no idea what it means
(question 2). However, of those three students (8%9 thoughtthey knew what ELF
means, the comments they made on it revealedwabftthem did not in fact know the
actual meaning of ELF. These two students thoudlft &gnified the structure of the
English language or the original form of the lamgeiaThe only student who appeared
to be slightly familiar with the concept expressedidea of English being a common
language in the world (“yleiskieli”). However, tlsame student wrote that people learn
English instead of other foreign languages becd#usen easy language to learn. Even
though the description given by the student isemtirely accurate, it shows that she/he

has some knowledge of ELF. Moreover, as mentione@rystal (2003) the spread of
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English is commonly thought to result from the sienptructure and the “easiness” of
the language and therefore the response of theertudas not entirely unjustified.

Thus, out of 90 students only one indicated somel lef knowledge of ELF.

The students were also asked to estimate whetbgnill use English mainly with a)
non-native speakers, b) native speakers of Englist) equally with both in the future
(question 4). The responses were divided rathemlg\ymetween alternatives a and c, as
41% thought they will use English mainly with othssn-native speakers of English
and 53% estimated they will need English with bo#tive and non-native speakers.
The remaining 6% of the students thought they wolnmunicate mainly with native
speakers of English. Contrary to the results ofghevious question (question 2), the
findings of this particular question indicate tloat some level the students are aware of
the lingua franca role of English and that Engismot being spoken just with native

speakers, but also with non-native speakers.

Question 3 in the background section aimed to egpttudents’ awareness of different
varieties of English. In it students were askech&mme all the different varieties of
English they knew. Since the question was rathiéicdit to formulate in Finnish, the
students were given American English and BritislglEh as examples of different
varieties. Thus, these two varieties of EnglisheMeft out from the calculations when
counting different varieties listed by the studerds for the results, 32.2% of the
students mentioned knowing only one variety of Efg(hence, American English and
British English not taken into account, see FigdyeThe next biggest group, 25.5%,
was not able to name any varieties at all. 20.0%efstudents were able to name two
varieties, and 12.2% three varieties of EnglishlyQnine students named more than
three varieties; 3.3% four varieties, 4.4% five ietes and 2.2% six varieties of
English. Thus, the majority of the students (57.7%ported knowing zero or one
variety of English. The most frequently named Mg were Australian English, Irish
English and Scottish English, all of which are watvarieties. Indian and Canadian
English were also mentioned several times. Diffesmtents inside the United States,
such as the southern Texas accent, were listedgby students. This suggests that

some students were not able to separate accentsdates from each other.
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Figure 4. Students’ awareness of different varietsé&€nglish

The results show that the students’ awarenessohatve varieties was clearly lower
compared with native varieties. When all the ocences of the different varieties

mentioned were added up, 16 different varietieseviisted (see the list in Appendix 2).

Out of all the occurrences 91.8% were native viasedvf English, and 8.2% were non-
native varieties. Non-native varieties which werentioned were mostly European
varieties, for example Dutch English. Two studeexpressed an ELF oriented view as
they wrote that each country, where English isthetprimary language, has their own
variety of English. Two students further listed dlish, English with Finnish influences,

as a variety of English. However, the responsengf of those students was “Finglish
and other bad Englishes”, which indicates quiter@ng negative attitude towards those
varieties of English, which have been influencedther languages, i.e. nearly all non-

native varieties of English.

To sum up, the background section of the questiomn@vealed interesting and
somewhat surprising information on the participaatsareness of ELF related issues.
Previous research conducted both in Finland arathier countries has concluded that
upper secondary students are rather well awarbeofdle of English as lingua franca
(Ranta 2010, Xu and Van de Poel 2011). The findiogshe present study are
contradictory to some extent since practicallyth# students stated that they did not
know what the concept means. However, the ternif iisecomplex and its foreign
spelling might account for the unfamiliarity of thencept. Moreover, in class the same
phenomenon might be discussed using a differegs, t@mplex name such as global

English, or English as a common language. Thus, ftilewing sections of the
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guestionnaire and the analysis of the results helpetter determine whether the

students in fact are aware of the phenomenon or not

The students’ awareness of different varieties nglish can further be considered
lacking, since the majority of the respondents wadrke to name one or zero variety of
English. The overwhelming majority of the varietiesentioned were also native
varieties of English, which implies that the studeaither do not know much about
English varieties spoken outside its native coestor do not consider them as proper

varieties of English, as expressed by one student.

However, the fact that the students saw themselsexy English in situations where
non-native speakers were present indicates thgtuhderstand that English is spoken
around the world. The results further corresponthéofact that non-native speakers of
English have outnumbered native speakers and indlgard the students’ responses are
up-to-date. The fallacy of English being studiedomler to communicate only with
native English speakers, which both the CEFR aad\i8C however seem to aim at, is

clearly absent in the minds of these students.
7.2 Attitudes to ELF

The second part of the questionnaire aimed at eRrplahe students’ attitudes to ELF
more specifically. The part consisted of 17 Likedale statements, to which the
students had to indicate their agreement on a sdaleto 5. The 17 statements were
further grouped into three variables accordinghienies related to different aspects of
ELF; goal of learning, varieties of English and Etlaracteristics. Each of the themes
is examined separately and mean values for eaclablarare provided (scale: 1
negative attitude to ELF, 3 average, 5 positiviuakt to ELF). In addition to reporting
on the mean values for the three variables, theltse$or individual statements are
discussed, in case they provide interesting inféionaon the students’ attitudes by
displaying significant statistical differences beem the response alternatives or if they
contradict other statements (scale: 1 stronglygless 2 slightly disagree, 3 neither
disagree nor agree, 4 slightly agree, 5 stronghge)g At the end of the chapter, the

main findings of the section are summarized.
1. Goal of learning

One of the most common issues in relation to tewmclLF is the debate on which

model of English should be adopted as the nornhéndassroom. The first variable
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thus sought to examine the students’ take on #isisel and to find out what were their
personal goals of learning English. The statemieats 1 to 5 thus aimed at discovering
whether the students preferred a native variefyngflish and wished to pursue a native-
like competence. Cronbach’s alpha for the fiveestants is 0.71, which indicates that
the statements do measure the same phenomenomnosdkepeliable results. The mean
value, which signifies the average value of th@oeses given to all five statements, for
the first variable is 2.73, which implies that ttedents slightly lean towards a native
model of English and wish to pursue a native-likenpetence to some extent. The
examination of the individual statements furtheesgthens the notion that the students’

goal is to sound and use English native-like, asvshin Table 1.

Table 1.Personal goal of learning

1 2 3 4 5 Variable
Statement Mean
(%) | (%) | (%) | (%) | (%) Mean

1. People should learn to speak Englishlas
closely to the American or British way ag 7,8 | 32,2| 28,9| 28,9| 2,2 | 2,86

possible.

2. | like having a Finnish accent. 35,6(31,1{20,0|12,2|1,1 | 2,12

3. I want to learn to use English
expressions and phrases so that | would 2,2 | 5,6 | 11,1 50,0| 31,1| 4,02

sound more like a native English speake

=

2,73

4. My goal is to learn to speak English ir] a
way that | would be mistaken as a nativd 17,8| 17,8| 25,6| 30,0| 8,9 | 2,94

speaker.

5. I want to sound like a native speaker
since | feel that my non-native variety of| 33,3| 32,2| 18,9| 11,1| 4,4 | 2,21

English is otherwise inferior.

Particularly statements 2 and 3 demonstrate stsd@spiration to sound and use
English native-like. When asking the students altbetr attitude towards a Finnish
accent, the majority of the students, 66.7% (bdtbrrzatives ‘strongly disagree’ and
‘slightly disagree’) disliked the idea of having Rinnish accent. Additionally, the

overwhelming majority (81.1%) similarly wanted tatn and use English idioms and
phrases in order to sound more like a native EhgdjgeakerHowever, according to

statement 1, the students did not explicitly thpdople in general should pursue to

sound particularly British or American. Thus, iteses the students have different
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expectations and demands regarding their own Hnglglls in comparison to other

people. In addition, interestingly, even thoughtesteents 2, 3 and 4 in the variable
indicate willingness to pursue a native-like conepet, 65.5% of the students did not
appear to regard their own non-native variety ofjlish as inferior to native speakers’
English or at least they did not consider it aggaicant reason for pursuing a native-

like competence (statement 5).
2. Varieties of English

The second variable in the questionnaire concewfiffdrent varieties of English.
Statements 6 to 11 tested the students’ attitune®n-native varieties of English and
whether they considered native varieties of Engfigperior and the most important
varieties. Moreover, statements 9 and 11 focusedxamining the students’ opinions
on the ownership of English. As mentioned previpusliability tests were conducted
on each variable to assess the internal consistehtlye statements. To increase the
internal consistency and therefore the validitghef results, as explained in chapter 6.3,
statements 10 and 11 were excluded from the melae walculations for the second
variable, since they did not correlate with theeotbtatements. Hence, the value for the
alpha for the variable (including statements frono®) is 0.6, which is considered
acceptable for the purposes of the study. The teefdim the excluded statements are,
however, presented in Table 2 below and discusseddavidual statements since they
contribute significant information on the studeratiitudes to the ownership of English.
As for the variablanean,the mean value for the second variable (includitagements
from 6 to 9) is 3.7. The mean value suggests thatstudents are rather positively
oriented towards ELF and show an interest to differvarieties of English.
Furthermore, the students seem to realize thataltiee vast expansion of the language,

English cannot be merely seen as the property ofative speakers.
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Table 2.Varieties of English

1 2 3 4 5 Variable
Statement Mean
(%) | (%) | (%) | (%) | (%) Mean

6. | think British and American English afe
o ] 56 | 17,8/ 24,4| 32,2| 20,0| 3,43
the best varieties of English.

7. Besides American and British English} |
am interested in receiving information als6®,7 | 18,9| 17,8| 31,1| 24,4| 3,48

on other English varieties.

3,7
8. It is important to hear English spoken|in
- ) 1,1 | 6,7 | 14,4 36,7| 41,1] 4,10
accents other than British or American.

9. English has spread so widely that it n
longer can be considered to belong merel®,0 | 5,6 | 12,2 34,4| 47,8] 4,24
to the UK or the USA.

10. | think American and British cultures
are emphasized too much in English 44 131,1|30,0(21,1| 12,2] 3,06

lessons.

11. English is the property of those
countries where it is spoken as a native | 45,6| 27,8 21,11 4,4 | 1,1 | 1,88

language

The closer examination of the statements indeeflromnthat the students’ attitudes to
different varieties of English are rather positared the students clearly show an interest
towards different varieties of English. Combininige t percentages for alternatives
‘slightly agree’ and ‘strongly agree’, the studemisre both interested (55.5%) and
aware (77.8%) of the benefits of learning aboufedint varieties of English, as
statements 7 and 8 indicate. The high percenta§d% of the students slightly or
strongly disagreeing with the argument of Englistlohging merely to its native
speakers (statement 11), further supports the maticstudents’ positive orientation to
non-native varieties of English. However, wherdaes overall results of the variable
appeared to indicate a positive attitude to difierearieties of English, statement 6
reveals that half of the students (52.2%) consitleative varieties, particularly British
and American, as superior varieties. Furthermoespite the fact that the majority of
the students indicated a positive attitude to liegrabout different varieties of English,
they did not feel that British and American Englisiere emphasized excessively in

English lessons.



3. ELF characteristics

The third variable, statements from 12 to 17, fecusn specific features of ELF and
aimed at finding out the students’ attitudes taguiistic characteristics of ELF. In
addition, as the ELF approach emphasizes the impoet of communication and
intelligibility, three statements (statements 12, dnd 15) were added to explore the
students’ views on the importance of communicationcomparison to accurate
language use. To increase the value for Cronbaalpisa, statement 14 was left out
when counting the mean value for the third variafileus, Cronbach’s alpha for the
third variable is 0.61. The mean value, on the rotiend, for the variable is 3.3 and
slightly leaning towards the ELF approach. Howewimce the value does not deviate
much from the average of 3, profound deduction hen dtudents’ attitudes cannot be
made. This might indicate that the students’ respsrvary a great deal resulting in an
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average score and thus it is reasonable to exaimengtatements more closely.

Table 3.ELF Characteristics

1 2 3 4 5 Variable
Statement mean

(%) | (%) | (%) | (%) | (%) mean
12. It is distracting if others make errorp
when speaking English even though | | 37.8(34.4| 7.8 | 15.6 4.4| 2.14
understand what they want to say.
13. When speaking English one could
well say: ‘“There is two computers in th¢ 28.9 | 14.4 | 16.7| 25.6 | 14.4] 2.82
classroom.
14. Accurate language use is more
important for effective communication | 43.3| 32.2| 16.7/ 56 | 1.1 | 1.88
than communicative skills. 3,3
15. I think it is more important to speakl

1.1 | 6.7 | 20.0 40.0| 30.0| 3.93
fluently than to pronounce perfectly.
16.“My brother play computer’is bad

] 5.6 | 17.8| 12.228.9|35.6|3.71

English.
17. It does not matter whether one sayls
“Do you hear what he is sayidgor “Do

56 | 24.4| 17.8 33.3| 18.9| 3.36

you hear what is he sayifijbecause
both sentences are understandable.
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Indeed, the observation of the statements (seeeTaplreveals that the students’
attitudes to different statements varied greatlg #re deviation for some statements
was quite high. Interestingly, the students’ resgsnand attitudes appeared to be
somewhat conflicting in the case of communicatiod accuracy. The statements which
focused on communication in general and on its mapee (statements 12, 14 and 15)
suggest that the students consider communicationuaerstanding more important
than accuracy and correct pronunciation. As statérh2 particularly shows, as much
as 72.2% of the students reported that they didcapsider errors in spoken language
distracting if the meaning was otherwise compreitdasin fact, only 1.1% of the
students strongly agreed with the fact that aceuatguage use is more important for
communication than communicative skills. In additioeven though the students
previously expressed an urge to sound like a naeaker, 70% (those who ‘slightly’
and ‘strongly’ agreed) still thought fluency is morimportant than accurate

pronunciation (statement 15).

However, the statements concerning linguistic festwf ELF (statements 13, 16 and
17) were contradictory to the students’ views omounication. Statements 13 and 16,
which concretized the ideas of the previous morenegd statements about
communication on a linguistic level, i.e. demonsdawhat comprehensible sentences
with errors in fact might be like, reveal that gtadents were not as tolerant of errors as
they had reported. Statement 16, in particularctvigrovided an example of a typical
structure used in ELF interaction (i.e. dropping tthird person present tense -s),
demonstrates that even though the message of titense is clear and does not
endanger communication, it is still not regardedieseptable use of language. Hence,
the total of 64.5%, that is well over half, of teidents agreed or strongly agreed that
the sentence “My brother play computer” is bad Efgl Similar results can be
discovered from statement 13, even though the idivief the responses was not as
dramatic. 43.3% of the students thus thought tiéesee “There is two computers in
the classroom” was not language-wise appropriafeoagh it was comprehensible.
Hence, the results of the third variable suggesttte students’ views on ELF language
use are contradictory since on the one hand thdigvieecommunication is more
important than accurate language, but on the dthed they still appear to be critical of

errors and have a rather narrow-minded view oniEmgise.

In sum, for the most part the students’ attitude&ltF and aspects relating to it were

similar to the findings of previous research as ynah the participants preferred a
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native model and wished to pursue a native likepmtence. In addition, most students
in the present study seemed to reject the ideaos$gssing a distinctive non-native
accent and, on the contrary, implied an urge tondomore like a native English
speaker. Interestingly, the students did not tipelople in general should pursue to
sound particularly native-like. They thus had diffig expectations for themselves and
for other people. However, it should be noted thatstudents’ responses in the present
study, concerning the statements on their learigogls, were more or less evenly
distributed between the response alternativesdtlitian, since the mean value for the
variable was 2.73, not far from the average, thedestts’ preference for native models
was not perhaps as substantial as expected basgetwvinus studies. Despite the fact
that the students in general still favored a natnaelel, they rather surprisingly did not
consider their own variety and competence in Ehghgerior to native speakers’. These
findings raise interesting questions on the stuglenbtives for wanting to achieve a

native like competence.

Whereas the results of the first variable leanedhtds the native model, the students’
attitudes to different varieties of English wererspositive and in line with the ELF
approach. The ELF ideology emphasizes culturalrditsein English teaching, to which
the students were positively oriented. Even thaibgiresults of the background section
revealed a lack of awareness of varieties of Enhglise students were interested in
knowing and learning about varieties other thartiriand American English. They
additionally acknowledged the benefits of learnafgput the diversity of English. Thus
the reasons behind the students’ lack of knowledgkfferent varieties of English were
not based on lack of interest. In regards to ownprsf English, the majority of the
students felt that English was not merely the prigpef the native speakers. In spite of
the interest and tolerance to the diversity of Ehglthe majority of the students still
regarded British and American English as the baskties. Nonetheless, in alignment
with the mean value for the second variable, theesits’ opinions on the varieties of
English and the ownership indicate openness torslies of English and thus suggest
that students’ orientation to ELF-thinking is ratpesitive.

The findings on the students’ attitudes to spe€laf features and communicativeness
were somewhat contradictory. On the one hand, thedests believed that
communicative capabiliies and comprehensibility revemore important than
grammatical accuracy. A clear majority, 72.2% df gtudents in fact maintained that

when interacting with others, they were not bottdwg their linguistic errors, in case
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communication was not hindered. On the other haten presenting the students with
concrete examples, which demonstrated how despgt®rgatical errors the messages
of the sentences were clear, their prior tolerdtitude to inaccuracy changed. Thus,
according to the students’ responses, errors imgra equaled bad or inappropriate
English. These results indicate that the studergssdll largely attached to native

speaker models along with their norms and stand&idseover, since the sentences
exemplified structures typical of ELF use, not d@ling the norms set by inner circle

varieties, the results further suggest that thdesits would not be ready to accept ELF

as its own variety.
7.3 Teaching ELF

The third section of the questionnaire asked thelesits to consider the teaching
contents of English classes and included five itesteting to English teaching methods
and contents: exercises, culture, model of Engfistm vs. function and the spread of
English. The students were asked to choose betvwwenalternatives A and B,

alternative A symbolizing the traditional ENL orted teaching and option B the ELF
oriented approach. Next the results from this eaectare presented, each item
individually. As the students were also asked t@ gnotivations for their choices, each
question is analyzed using both quantitative araligive methods of analysis. Hence,
the distribution of the percentages between therradtives is presented along with
reporting and discussing the themes emerging frben written responses. Quotes

illustrating the themes and the opinions of thelsiis are additionally presented.
1. Exercises

In the first item the students were asked to dewidether they prefer written grammar
exercises or exercises practicing communicatietesgies. The majority, 73.3%, of the
students considered option B (communicative stret@go be more useful whereas
24.4% opted for A alternative. One student hadetickoth alternatives and one had not
chosen either of the alternatives. When examirtiegresponses of those students who
chose alternative B, themes that occurred mostéetly and that can be seen related to
each other were intelligibility and future language (see quotes 1 to 3).

1. Koen, etté puhuttu englanti ja silla kommunikoiori tulevaisuudessa tarkedmpdada. Englannin

Zg)humisen kynnys myds laskee, jos sité ollaan edgjtetty "turvallisesti” koulussa. (student

[I feel that spoken English and communication Wélmore important in the future. The
threshold to speaking English is lower if it hastfbeen “safely” practiced at school.]
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2. On tarkeAmpaa parjata tositilanteissa kuin osategttomasti. (student 3)
[It is more important to cope with real situatiotigan to speak perfectly.]

3. On tarkeAmpad ymmartaa ja tulla ymmarretyksi. tud3)
[It is more important to understand and be ersiood.]

Hence, the students found communication and igtbllity more important than
grammatical correctness and did not feel that eriar grammar or pronunciation
jeopardize interaction. The students conveyed tiea ithat the main function of a
language is to serve as a tool for communicationrelation to intelligibility and
communication, many of the students wrote that tmawf different communicative
strategies helps them in real language use sitwtichen they actually have to use
English and school was seen as a safe place togeraerbal skills. Thus, the students
clearly seem to believe that in the future theadions where they will need English are

mostly verbal.

As quotes 4 and 5 illustrate, communication exesiwere, in addition, considered to

be effective for their overall learning outcomes.

4. lItse opin parhaiten jos paasen kuulemaan tai saawotmarjoitukset kuin tayttamalla
robottimaisesti aukkotehtavia. Parin kanssa tulgéskorjattua virheet heti. (student 46)

[I learn best if | get to hear or say the exercises loud rather than filling in gap-fill
exercises robotically. When working with a partgeu also correct errors immediately.]

5. Sanoja seké kielioppia oppii puhuessa. (student 65)
[One learns both words and grammar when speaking.]

For many students, verbal exercises appeared tifbetive learning methods since
they allowed them to actually use the language.sTihe idea of “puhumalla oppii”

(learning by speaking) was frequently expressedthi®/ students in favor of the

communicative learning strategies. Many studentso alwrote that, besides
communicative skills, communicative exercises imgu their vocabulary, grammar
and pronunciation. A couple of the respondents atsongly felt that grammar was
emphasized too much in English lessons. However,utlye for accuracy was still

present in some responses, and some studentsdélcammunicative exercises were
useful since they allowed the partner to corregt emors immediately. Thus, some of
the students choosing the ELF oriented alternasti#,in fact were prone to pursue

complete accuracy in their speech.
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The small group choosing alternative A (24.4%),ngrear exercises, emphasized

accuracy, as quotes from 6 to 8 demonstrate.

6. Saattaa olla tarkedmpéad tyon kannalta oppia “hgwégantia”. (student 4)
[It might be more important for a job to learn "gddenglish”.]

7. Saa varmemman oikean késityksen siité, miké oredikpa sanoa jokin asia. (student 40)
[You get a more certain and correct idea of whahis correct way of saying something.]

8. Tulee oikeasti ajateltua mitd tekee. Puhuessa &kglpanohtuu ajatella kaikkia
kielioppiasioita. (student 48)

[You really have to think what you are doing. Wkeeaking, one easily forgets to think of
all the grammar points.]

The answers revealed that grammar exercises weoeefh since they demonstrate the
correct ways of writing and speaking English. Graatioal correctness in general was
considered important and correct ways of using BhgWere also associated with
“good” English, which was seen to be important e tfuture. In addition, some
students found grammar exercises more versatilectefe and challenging since, for
example, there is usually only one suitable optioranswer for each question which

they have to discover.

Additionally, accuracy and grammar exercises werefepred due to assessment
methods, as demonstrated in quote 9. However, isingly few students had based
their decision on the fact that current testingstif heavily based on grammar and

accuracy.

9. Tarkeda YO-kokeissa. (student 13)
[Important in matriculation examinations.]

A couple of students pointed out that exams andhhgiculation examinations focus
on written language and points are mainly given fwrrect language use.
Consequently, exercises similar to the ones in ékams were considered more

important in English lessons.

To sum up, based on the results of the first itdma,students seemed to recognize the
importance of learning and practicing communicatsteategies. Similar to ELF
ideology, most students emphasized intelligibiéityd indicated that instead of complete
accuracy, understanding and successful communicatioe the main goals when using
English. Thus, the future needs of the studentssidering their English use, were

clearly communicational and the students themselweslized that. However,
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grammatical correctness and pursuit for accuraitlyvetre strongly rooted in these
students’ minds. The philosophy of good Englishagigood grammar was heavily
present in many of the responses, even in thosehwbkiaimed to favor the
communicational approach to English teaching. BEugh some students mentioned
that communication exercises and strategies hefpad to get practice for their future
needs, for some these exercises were merely anagnerof practicing accuracy. In
other words, the fundamental function of exerciseommunicational strategies was
obviously unclear for many students. Interestingiply a few students brought up
assessment and, particularly in the case of uppeonslary school students, the
matriculation examinations. All in all, the facttithe majority of the students chose the
ELF oriented option does not necessarily mean tupport the ELF approach since

clearly accuracy and grammatical correctness wéradvocated.
2. Culture

The second item focused on culture teaching. Adiiera A stood for information
merely on native cultures and countries whereasradtive B included both native and
non-native cultures. The majority of the student¥,8%, chose option B, that is,
information on both native and non-native cultufBse most common theme that arose
from the written responses involved an idea of Wmoand education. 31 students
indicated that knowledge of also non-native vaemetis important and broadens the
world view (see quotes 10 and 11).

10. Yleissivistys ei ole koskaan pahasta. (student 18)
[All-round knowledge is never a bad thing.]

11. Maailmankuva laajenee. (student 78)
[The world-view broadens.]

Many students additionally mentioned that any fertinformation on countries and
cultures where English is spoken is useful. Moreoreany students acknowledged the
spread of English and its status as a world languaigd thus expressed ideas which can

be seen connected to the concept of ELF, as gfrotesl2 to 14 demonstrate.

12. NA&itd maita on niin paljon, ettd olisi outoa ohdttae kokonaan. (student 44)
[There are so many countries like these that iidddoe strange to ignore them entirely.]

13. Kieli ei ole sidonnainen kulttuuriin. Kiva tieté&i kulttuureista. (student 35)
[Language is not dependent on culture. It is niw&now about different cultures.]

14. Silla englanti on maailmanlaajuinen juttu. (stuo28)
[Because English is a worldwide thing.]
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Similarly to the ELF ideology, the students pointed that due to the expansion of the
language, English is spoken around the world anod thwould be strange to ignore all
other countries where English is not spoken astaendanguage. One student even
noted that language is not dependent on culturd, thus indicated that non-native

cultures are equally as important when learningiaBmglish cultures.

Versatility was also a common theme which occuirethe students’ responses (see
guotes 15 and 16).

15. Amerikka ja Britannia on kayty lapi jo niin monesétta arvostaisin vaihtelua muihinkin
englanninkielisiin maihin. (student 52)

[We have gone through the USA and the UK so mamgstialready that | would appreciate
variation in other countries.]

16. Monet tietdvat maat, missé puhutaan englantia gland. Maista joissa englanti on tarkea
kieli ei puhuta niin paljon. (student 59)

[Many know the countries where English is a natargguage but countries where English
is an important language are not discussed thathnjuc
The students clearly wished to have more divesitgn it comes to teaching culture
and they felt too much emphasis is given to disogssative countries, the USA and
the UK in particular. Consequently, according t@ ttudents’ answers, non-native

countries and cultures appear to be absent in ginggissons, contrary to the students
wishes.

Finally some of the students brought up their neéedanguage skills and indicated that

the knowledge of non-native cultures will be uséfulthem in the future (see quotes 17
and 18).

17. Ne ovat “samalla viivalla” meidan kanssa. (stud&3jt
[They are on a par with us.]

18. Myds ndissa maissa tod.nédk. tulee kommunikoimagtaaniksi, joten on hyva tietdd myos
niista. (student 43)

[We will probably communicate in English in thesgictries as well so it is good to know
about them.]
Hence, the students identified themselves with mative speakers of English and
reckoned the similar position, which English hastimer non-native countries, provides
useful and interesting information. Moreover, sah@lents predicted that in the future
they will probably interact with non-native speakef English and therefore benefit

from knowing about these countries and cultures.
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Thus, the obvious minority (17.8%) chose alterreatix and wished to include
information only on native cultures and countriegheir English lessons. The number
of students choosing this alternative was smally @i, and of the already small group,
six students did not provide any justifications ftreir decision. However, the
remaining 11 responses can be roughly divided daogrto two themes: time-

restriction and the relevance of native cultures.

A few students indicated that it is practically imsgible to include instruction also on
non-native countries due to time-restriction anereffore it is reasonable to focus on
native countries, as shown by quotes 19 and 20.

19. Koska alueesta tulisi liilan laaja. (student 85)
[Because the contents would be too broad.]

20. Jos olisin valinnut B:n, tunnit menisi kokonaantiwlrien tuntemukseen, koska englanti
on maailman kieli. (student 49)

[If I had chosen B, all the lessons would be spemtlearning about cultures, because

English is the language of the world.]
Thus, even though some students, such as studeiad9chosen alternative A, they
still recognized the spread of English and itsustads the language of the world and
were not in fact against teaching non-native cakuMany students further stated that
there was not enough time to go through all thentta@s and cultures where English is
spoken. Moreover, some students believed thatilepabout different cultures would
take too much time away from the actual languageniag. Hence, for approximately
half of the students choosing alternative A (6 stud), the reasons were mostly due to

practicalities time-wise.

The other half of the students (5 students), orother hand, were more clearly in favor
of native varieties (see quotes 21 and 22).

21. Koska ne maat ovat tarkeampia englannin kielem&ia. (student 39)
[Because these countries are more important whearites to English.]

22. Koska jos englanti ei ole “paakieli” se ei ole eaglinkielinen maa. (student 82)
[Because if English is not the primary languagentliteés not an English speaking country.]

These responses demonstrate that a small numisardents did not see it necessary to
know about countries or cultures where Englishosannative language and considered

native countries more important in terms of leagriimglish.
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To sum up, most students clearly wished to inclande-native cultures into English
culture teaching and only a fraction favored théiveaonly approach. The students
were aware of the global status of English and ttarssidered it insufficient to focus
only on native varieties. One common reason meatiosupporting the inclusion of
non-native varieties concerned the future needh®fstudents as they indicated that
they will probably interact with non-native speakesf English. Consequently, the
students’ presumptions are highly accurate conisigeéne fact that non-native speakers
are outnumbering the native speakers of Englisiistal 2003). Contrary to Matsuda’s
(2003) findings on Japanese secondary studentsicEs to non-native varieties, the
Finnish students were keen to learn about non-@atarieties of English and thus did
not reflect negative attitudes towards them. Asaiten of fact, the students strongly
expressed the need and wish for versatility inucalteaching. Most of the students
participating in the study were in their secondryefaupper secondary school, which
means that they have completed the majority dEadilish courses from comprehensive
school to upper secondary. They have thereforevetea relatively comprehensive
image of the culture teaching in English lessond #ireir views on the contents of
teaching can be considered fairly truthful. Thirg ¢tata from the second item reveals
and strengthens the belief that English teachindrimand, and particularly culture

teaching, focuses on native varieties of English.
3. Model of English

The third item in the section aimed at finding wiitether the students preferred native
speaker or non-native speaker visitors in the wass. Whereas in the previous two

items the majority of the students chose the altdre representing ELF oriented

teaching, the results for this item were the oppo$31.1% of the students preferred
native visitors and 12.2% non-native visitors. Tamaining 6.7% of the students either
chose both or neither of the options. Most of #&ponses for alternative A emphasized
the superiority of native varieties (see quote$a235).

23. Tietaa milta se oikeasti kuulostaa. (student 26)
[You know what it sounds like in reality.]

24. Han on uskottavampi. (student 61)
[He or she is more believable.]

25. Syntyperdinen puhuja antaa parhaan kéasityksen siitlainen kieli on ns. aidosti. (student
52)

[A native speaker gives the best idea of whatdahguage is truly like.]
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Many of the responses maintained that natively spdknglish is in fact real English.
Native speakers’ competence in English was thus seeexceed that of non-native
speakers’. Native speaker was thought to spealegednd flawless English. Four
students in fact mentioned that one can be sutentitive speakers do not make any

mistakes when speaking English and that they are imelievable.

In relation to the superiority of native varietiesany of the respondents found native
visitors and their English to develop their own Esig skills more effectively (see
guotes 26 to 28).

26. Oppii enemman ja kaikki mitd han sanoo on oike@li@pillisesti. (student 80)
[You learn more and everything he or she saysasngnatically correct.]

27. Paivan selvaa. Ettd oppii oikein eika vaarin jaee virheitd vieraana kielena puhuvalle.
(student 2)

[It is obvious. So that you learn correctly and mutorrectly in case a non-native speaker
makes mistakes.]

28. Oppii eri sanontoja ja aantamista. (student 69)
[You learn different phrases and pronunciation.]

The students further reported that accuracy andnmpatical correctness had a
significant effect on their learning and also imy@d their English skills. Besides
grammar, pronunciation was frequently brought upemvhdiscussing the benefits of
native visitors. The students specified that theyl have the chance to both improve
their own pronunciation and to learn to understpraper English, i.e. native accents
and pronunciation, in case they would have natingligh visitors in the classroom.
Additionally, communication with native speakersswaso considered to be beneficial

for other aspects of language, such as vocabulary.

Interestingly a few students preferred native spesbecause of their ability to also

give feedback to the students on their English asexemplified by quote 29.

29. Pystyy neuvomaan vinkkeja natiivilta kuulostamise@tudent 78)
[He or she is able to give advice on how to souikel & native-speaker.]

Thus, besides providing a correct native model afjliEh to the students, native

speakers were also favored since they were thdodbe able to instruct and guide the
students on how to sound and use English natiee-lihe data thus indicates, and
confirms the findings from chapter 7.2, that atstesome students wish to pursue a

native like competence.
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The students choosing alternative B (non-nativéors) thus formed a clear minority
with 12.2%. The responses of the students centm@ahd two themes. First, in most
responses it was mentioned that non-native visitaald be more helpful since they
were on a par with them regarding their backgrowittt English language, as shown
by quotes 30 and 31.

30. Tietdd miltd se tuntuu, jos ei vaikka ymmarra iaikkea ja osaa asettua kuuntelijan
asemaan. (student 37)

[He or she knows what it feels like to not underdta@verything and can relate to the
listener.]

31. Nakee mille tasolle voi yltda, parempi vertailukeh¢student 81)
[You can see the level which can be achieved,tarbgoint of comparison.]

Some students thought that they would be able tterbeelate to other non-native
speakers. Putting oneself in another’s place, Xarmmle if not understanding properly,
was considered useful. One student further mendidhat other non-native speakers
and their competence in English provided a moreg@pjate point of comparison than

native speakers.

However, some responses reflecting the same themebe considered conveying a
negative attitude to the phenomenon (see quotes@33).

32. Ei ole paineita omasta taidosta. (student 1)
[No pressure on own competence.]

33. Syntyperéiselle engl.kielen puhujalle puhuminertygeran tuntuista, koska tiedan, etta se
kuulostaa hanesta kompelolta. (student 63)

[Talking to a native speaker feels silly becausknbw that he or she think | sound

awkward.]
A couple of students wrote that communicating withn-native speakers was less
stressful and awkward. Certainly, releasing thesguee towards speaking English is a
positive aspect when it encourages students tothselanguage. However, some
students expressed that the anxiety to speak EBEnigliseases with native speakers and
as one student clearly reported, talking to natpeakers makes him/her uncomfortable
because of insecurities of own English skills. Hereome students felt their English

was inferior to native speakers’ and for that regs@ferred non-native visitors.

Second, a few students opted for the ELF optionesthey recognized the benefits of

interacting with non-native speakers, as quotear@435 illustrate.

34. Oppii ymmartdmaan erilaisia puhujia. (student 4)
[You learn to understand different speakers.]
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35. Ymmarran itse luultavasti paremmin ja hankaan &itamatta puhu taydellistd enkkua.
(student 31)

[I will probably understand better and he or sheghti not necessarily speak perfect
English.]
It was thus mentioned that listening to and leggrimunderstand people with different
backgrounds was useful. A couple students furthecified the importance of hearing
different accents. Additionally, one student (stutd&l) reckoned it would be easier to
understand non-native speakers and indicated lieatatct that the visitors’ English is

not perfect was indeed a positive aspect.

The results from the third item reveal that the ongj of the students preferred native
English speaker visitors in the classroom instdagoa-native speakers. Most students
motivated their responses by referring to the iahesuperiority of a native variety.
Native varieties were also considered to repreaemodel of real or proper English.
Moreover, the students’ image of native speakers i seen somewhat naive since
their English was seen completely pure and fremfeorors. Native speakers’ English
proficiency was also seen as having a positivecefta the students’ learning and
language development. In contrast, only a smalligmf students took into account the
benefits of interacting with people who have a Emhistory with the English language
and with whom the students are in an equal position fact, the results are
contradictory to the previous two items, which eefed a strong preference for ELF
oriented options. Particularly in the second iteonaerning culture teaching, the
majority of the students was rather keen to ledwuanon-native cultures and argued
for the benefits of including instruction on thesrintries in English lessons. However,
the results from the third item are opposite asstiielents preferred a native model of
English and thus neglected the advantages thanative varieties of English might
have both in terms of culture and language. Theltethus rather strongly suggest that
even though the students recognize the importahddferent varieties of English and
wish to learn more about them, language-wise natasgeties and native models of
English are still seen as superior. While sevexaliss have shown that many learners
of English do not wish to pursue or achieve a malike proficiency (e.g. McKay
2003b) the results from the third item suggestibgosite.

4. Form vs. function

The fourth item focused on the function of the laamge and whether emphasis should
be given to producing language accurately or utaedsbly. 83.3% of the participants
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supported the option on producing comprehensilsiguage (option B) whereas 15.6%
stressed the importance of accurate and correguége (option A). Only one student

passed the item.

The theme that was most frequently brought up & students in favor of the
comprehensible language, concerned the importafdatelligibility. Many of the

students were unable to give profound justificagidor their decision and they merely
reported that understanding each other is more ritapb than producing language

correctly (see quotes 36 and 37).

36. Vastapuoli ymmartaa kylla mitd hénelle sanotaarkkaipuheessa olisi pienia virheita.
Ymmarrettavyys ja sujuvuus tarkeinté. (student 73)

[The other person will understand what is said evérthere were small mistakes.
Intelligibility and fluency are most important.]

37. Kommunikaatio toimii, kun toista ymmartaa — viiskpinviilauksesta! (student 44)
[Communication works when you understand each etimer need to split hairs!]

Hence, the students emphasized communication andrked that a few errors do not

hinder understanding.

Additionally, some students in fact pointed out itig@gnificance of perfection, as quote

38 illustrates.

38. Eivat kaikki englantia aidinkielend puhuvatkaanaokeeltdén virheettomasti. (student 76)
[All native speakers do not necessarily speak tlagiguage flawlessly.]

Some students thus recognized that even nativekepeaf English do not speak
English faultlessly and thus the demand for acgunad=inland, where English is not a

native language, is unreasonable.

A significant minority thus supported accuracy mnduage teaching. 14 students
altogether thought that emphasis should be givepuisuing accurate and correct
language in English lessons. Some students broughtthe idea of language

development (see quote 39).

39. Kun yritetdan tahdata taydellisyyteen paastaé@niditemmaksi, kuin ettd tahdataan siihen,
ettd toinen ymmartaa juuri ja juuri. (student 58)

[Achieving perfection is possible if the goal is garsue it instead of aiming at barely
understanding each other.]
It was thus pointed out that pursuing perfectioadke to better learning results and
makes the achievement of accurate language posaitditionally, a couple of students

mentioned that in case one is already rather pewfiédn English, the obvious next step
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would be to refine one’s grammar. Some studenthdurimplied that the excessive
attention given to producing “barely” understan@ablanguage might harm the

development of other areas of language, such asngaa.

In addition, some students felt that accurate lagguuse prevents misunderstandings,

as demonstrated by quote 40.

40. On tarkeaa puhua virheettémasti, silla muuten dgdid vaarinymmarryksia. (student 10)
[It is important to speak accurately, because ot¥ise there might be misunderstandings.]

Thus, it was indicated that faultless language emé&y misunderstandings whereas

errors might lead to problems in understanding.

Finally, assessment came up in some of the respandavor of accuracy (see quote
41).

41. Sillah&an ne pisteet kokeessa ropisee. (student 38)
[That is how you get points in exams.]

Accuracy and grammar were thus favored since exaeasily rely on grammar and
points are awarded for correct and accurate largguag. One student also mentioned

matriculation examinations as a reason for supppaiccuracy.

In brief, the majority of the students preferred @pproach which emphasized the
production of comprehensible language instead @lumacy. The responses of the
students did not provide much data, since manyesiisd had merely stated that
communication and understanding were more impartdotvever, the results reveal
that most students would welcome a more ELF oréeafgproach to English instruction
where emphasis would be given to communicatioreatstof correcting errors. As the
current English teaching still focuses on nativeietees and norms, and therefore
accurate language is stressed, some studentsthatad order to receive good marks in
exams, it is useful to focus on using language rately. In addition, some students
pointed out that in relation to developing one’sngaage skills and ensuring

comprehensibility, practicing correct and accutatguage use is more beneficial.
5. Spread of English

When asking to decide whether information on tistony of the USA/UK (option A) or
on the spread and status of English (option B) aidn& more useful, the students rather
unanimously chose the latter option. Thus, 75 stted€83.3%) thought they would
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benefit more from learning about the status ofléimguage. Even though many students
justified their decision merely based on their oimterest, the idea of English as a
global language was also present in several resppas exemplified by quotes 42, 43
and 44.

42. Englanti on yksi tarkeimmista kielista, jota moretaavat puhua vaikkei se olisi oma
aidinkielensa, olisi hyva tietda miten se on leyingstudent 34)

[English is one of the most important languagesictvimany people can speak even though
it is not their mother tongue, it would be gookitmw how it spread.]

43. Vain kahteen kulttuuriin keskittyminen on huono aaspglobalisoituneessa maailmassa
tarvitaan tietoa useammista maista. (student 41)

[Focusing on only two cultures is a bad thing; iglabalized world information on several
countries is needed.]

44. Helpompi lahtea reissuun kun tiedostaa asioitadésit 13)
[It is easier to travel if you are aware of theugs.]

The students thus recognized the worldwide usengligh, as a lingua franca in fact,
and acknowledged that knowing only about nativeli&hgountries and cultures was
insufficient in today’s globalized world. In additi, quite a few students made an
important point on traveling, and how knowledge different cultures and of the

position of English in other countries was of use.

Another frequently expressed idea, which was useddgument for the ELF alternative,
was the mismatch between history and languagegjae 45 shows.

45. USA:n ja Iso-Britannian historia ei mielestanfylijuurikaan kieleen. (student 45)
[In my opinion, the history of the United States &reat Britain is not connected with the

language.]

Surprisingly many students stated that the histidrghe United States or the United
Kingdom is not connected with the English languagd thus there is no need to go
through the issue during English lessons. Someestadalso rather strictly stated that
English lessons were not history lessons and thpies concerning historical aspects
should be covered during history lessons. Howexdew students paralleled the two
topics and pointed out the lack of information de thistory of languages (see quote
46).

46. Maiden historiaa kédydaan tarpeeksi historian tufmenutta kiel(t)en historiaa ei lainkaan.
(student 68)

[The history of different countries is covered istbry lessons but the history of different
languages is not.]
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Thus, some students in fact pointed out that tiséohi of languages is an essential
topic, on which instruction, however, is not preadd It was further pointed out that the
students received enough or too much, as some rgsudeated, information on the
history of the native countries (UK and USA) assit and thus versatility was held
important. Similarly it was pointed out that coresithg general knowledge, information

on the spread and status of English would be baakfi

All the responses in favor of the ENL alternativedated to the students’ personal
interests. Practically all the students justifibdit decision mainly because they thought

it was more interesting.

To sum up, a great majority of the students comsitléhe topic of the position of
English in the world more important compared to hiory of the UK/USA. In fact,
none of the students presented views that werensigiLF as the other option was
chosen and motivated mainly based on personalrprefe. The most common reasons
mentioned for choosing the ELF option related tentes such as personal interest,
globalization, versatility and general knowledgéeTresults revealed that the students
were to some extent aware of the role English Bas lengua franca and realized it has
an effect on different countries and cultures. Hasvethe findings suggest that even
though practically all students held information thie history and spread of English
important, the school fails to meet these needs. rfEBponses further indicate that the
emphasis is still on the native countries and thisitory despite the students’ wishes. In
addition, English lessons do not provide the sttglamth meta-knowledge on the
aspects of ELF and thus do not help to increaseg theerall image of ELF. The
students’ unawareness of the link between the ipasdf English and history of the
UK/USA further supports the presumption that schdall to teach English beyond the

linguistic and cultural levels.

8 DISCUSSION

The purpose of the present study was to examinaidfinupper secondary school
students’ attitudes to ELF. In addition, anothealgof the study was to find out to
which extent the students would be willing to shifivards a more ELF oriented
English teaching model. In this chapter, the maidihgs of the study are summarized

and discussed in relation to previous studies. dimapter is organized so that each
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section provides answers to one of the researcstigns of the study. However, since
the questions are interrelated, it is difficultdiscuss the issues entirely in isolation with
each other. Thus, attitudes to ELF reflect attitutteteaching ELF and vice versa. The
chapter begins by discussing the students’ attittdeELF and then moves to attitudes
to teaching ELF. In the end, an evaluation of thedy and suggestions for future

research are provided.
8.1 Attitudes to ELF

Before discussing the students’ attitudes to ELK5 reasonable first to briefly review
the students’ awareness of ELF. The backgroundoseit the questionnaire provided
signs of both unawareness and awareness of the.ighe most evident sign of
unawareness was certainly the students’ inabitityetognize or give a meaning to the
term. The results thus showed that none of theestsdecognized the term ELF despite
the dramatic spread of the language and the engphdsit globalization and
internationalization is given in the NCC for exampCertainly ELF can be discussed in
the classroom in a more general sense describmighita different name, but since ELF
as a term has stabilized its position in the figfldesearch and has also started to occur
in more informal situations, it would be reasonatuleeducate the students about the

concept in more detail.

In addition, similar taMatsuda’s (2003) findings on Japanese studentswiguge of
outer circle varieties, the Finnish students’ awass of different varieties of English
can be considered lacking. The lack of knowledg@ch was mostly limited to native
varieties, reinforces the notion of the studentsawareness of the ELF phenomenon.
The students, however, realized that in the futbhey will mostly interact with other
non-native speakers instead of merely with natpeagers, which shows that they are
aware of the global spread and status of Englistrellver, as the results from the third
section of the questionnaire regarding ELF teackmmyv, most students chose teaching
contents which would measure up to their futureliBhgheeds, that is communicating
with people from different linguistic and cultudahckgrounds. Thus, even though the
students did not seem to recognize ELF as a tdray, appeared to, at some level,
understand how the number of English speakersanmbrld has changed and how it

influences and perhaps changes their personateftinglish needs.

Moving on to attitudes to ELF, and to discussing $tudents’ learning goals, based on

previous research conducted in the same area ithyjasthesized that the students’
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attitudes to ELF would be negatively influenced amative-speaker oriented. The
findings of the present study confirm the hypothdsi many regards as the students
were more prone to favor native models and conveyegative attitudes to ELF
language use. In addition, the majority of the stud still aspired to achieve a native-
like competence. The results are thus contradi¢dtreyguments in favor of ELF which
claim that students no longer wish to pursue avedike competence (for example
McKay 2003b). Jenkins (1997, cited in Timmis 20022) has further argued that most
L2 users of English want to include and maintaimscelements of their L1 in their
English. In contrast, the students in the presentysprojected rather negative attitudes
particularly to ELF pronunciation since the vastjoniéy rejected the idea of having a
Finnish accent and, on the contrary, wanted to d¢dike a native speaker or even be
mistaken as one. However, at the same time thestsidnaintained that it is important

to hear English spoken in different accents.

The results of the learning goals, pronunciatioparticular, are not too surprising since
Timmis’ (2002) research drew similar findings. Raist(2010) findings on the other
hand were opposite, since according to her stindystudents were quite confident non-
native English speakers and did not imply a wiliegs to sound native-like. The
students in the present study thus seemed to haver@ negative perspective on their
non-native accent compared with their counterpartdRanta’s study. Surely it is
impossible to make comprehensive conclusions bagethese two studies, but it is
indeed interesting that a similar group of studentso have received similar education,
have such different attitudes to their Finnish atcAs teachers have a huge impact on
students’ attitudes, it is possible that the ddfdrattitude to accent is based on their
teachers’ opinions, which consequently are reftbdtetheir teaching practices. If the
teacher him or herself keeps to or advocates asBridr American accent, it is likely
that the students similarly favor the same acchartkins (2005: 39) further emphasizes
the crucial role of a teacher by arguing that g#echers’ own view on ELF identity and
its effect on the students’ future resolve whetBeF pronunciation is taken up. Thus,
according to Jenkins (2005: 39), the deciding facia whether to include ELF

pronunciation is the teachers’ “recognition of Bufénunciation as acceptable variation

rather than learner English resulting from L1 tfaris

The aspiration to sound native-like in many casesnterrelated with a sense of
inferiority. One of the main findings of Xu and Vde Poel’'s study (2011: 272) in fact

concerned the students’ lack of confidence andrfgelof inferiority in regards to their
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own non-native varieties of English. Even thoughidehts’ pursuit of a native
competence, particularly in terms of accent, mighttaken as a sign of insecurity of
one’s own English competence, the majority of thedents in general in the present
study did not consider themselves inferior to regpeakers. Thus, on the one hand, the
students felt the need to achieve a native-likdigemcy and rejected their Finnish
accent, but on the other hand, they were confidett their own non-native variety of

English and did not see themselves inferior toveagpeakers.

In terms of ELF as its own variety of English, partarly considering language use, the
students’ attitudes towards it were contradicttirgeems that the students’ attitudes to
ELF language use take different directions on cphua and concrete levels, which are
reflected in their opinions on communication andusacy. On a conceptual level, the
students advocated communication and fluency ovemmar, and they seemed to
realize that actual communication does not relyalyesn grammar and accuracy but it
is a joint effort of several skills. They furtheramtained that understanding is the key
factor in successful interaction and that erroes r@ot distracting if they do not cause
problems for intelligibility. The students’ viewsidanguage use and communication on
a conceptual level are in fact similar to Rant281(0) concept of “English in the real
world” asthe students frequently emphasized the importaficeommunication and
communicational skills when considering their ovamduage use on a broader scale.
Thus, the majority of the students realized thay thill benefit more from learning how
to communicate and to manageréal-life language use situations than from refining
their grammar. Indeed, in most cases when the stsidestified their choice for ELF
oriented teaching, whether concerning communicatiakills or knowledge of non-
native cultures, they tended to emphasize theiréuheeds in English or refer to ‘real-
life’ situations in which they have to use Englisi.contrast, when the students chose
teaching contents which were based on the currbiht &iented practices, they rarely

mentioned future or real-life needs as a reasothfar decision.

Considering the students’ awareness of the impoetanf communication and
intelligibility together with the fact that the stents saw non-native speakers as a major
group with whom they will communicate, it can béemed that the students have a
realistic and truthful image of the lingua francderof English in the real world. The
students’ realization of the communicative situagiand contexts in which they will
use English are further consistent with Xu and danPoel’'s (2011: 271) findings of

English being considered “more as a functional tfoolinternational communication



83

than as a medium to connect with native Englistakpes”. To sum up, on a conceptual
and on a general level the students perceptiohedf English language use, including
both the communicative situations they are lik@yface and the skills they need, are

realistic and match the ELF ideology.

On a concrete level, the students, however, styosigpported accuracy. Although the
majority of the students did not consider errorsspoken language disturbing and
maintained that communication exceeds accuracglisasissed in the previous chapter,
they regarded, for example, the sentence “My bropeey computer”, demonstrating a
typical structure of ELF use, as bad English. Thuelents’ prior tolerant view on errors
thus changed dramatically when they were presewitd actual examples, and they
appeared to ignore the intelligibility of the semte when evaluating its acceptability.
As Seidlhofer (2004) points out, the characteridtiguistic features of ELF are
typically seen as errors instead of features ajuage use, and similarly the students in
the present study considered sentences utilizimgethifeatures as bad or incorrect
English. These statements targeting the studer@®/svon language use reveal that the
students are still largely attached to native modeld varieties as they consider ELF
language use erroneous and believe that ‘propeglifnis dependent on native rules
and norms. The findings on the students’ attitudeaccuracy are thus similar to Xu
and Van de Poel’s (2011: 271-271) and reveal thatiérneath the signs of acceptance
of ELF, on a micro level the students maintain rargl belief in linguistic accuracy

according to native standards”.

The students’ strict views on accuracy are furtiedated to Ranta’s (2010) concept of
“school English”. Whereas communication and fluenegresented the kind of English
that is useful in the future, ‘real’ English fortlstudents was, however, something they
appeared to pursue here and nevat school. Since English teaching in Finland is
heavily dominated by the inner circle varieties fa2010: 159-160) with emphasis on
grammar and accuracy, it is not surprising that shelents, despite having realistic
expectations regarding their future English usdl, &tn for the ideal outcome which
they are presented at school. It is further possthat the students have different
expectations of both themselves and other peop&ehiool and in real-life. While the
school is the place to use and at least to stavwesé English correctly, outside school
the demands are lower since the purpose of usimgidhnis to be understood. Thus,

there certainly seems to be a gap between realityaatual learning practices.
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The attitudes to the cultural aspects of ELF anth&diversity of English were more
straightforward compared with the results foundEbF language use. As several
previous studies conducted on students’ attituddsLi- have found (e.g. Xu and Van
de Poel 2011, Ranta 2010), the upper secondarykshalents’ attitudes to different
varieties of English, culturally speaking, were ipes throughout the present study as
well. Whereas Matsuda (2003: 489-490) concluded #aganese students’ lack of
awareness of varieties of English resulted fromack lof interest in them, the Finnish
students saw it both interesting and important éoeive information on different
varieties, also non-native, and thus depicted ogesito the diversities of English. They
were not thus entirely reliant on inner circle etigs even though the students still
regarded American and British varieties as the, lsegterior varieties. However, as the
English instruction in Finland still heavily relies native models (Ranta 2010: 159-
160) it is presumable that the students considesettvarieties, which are present and
emphasized in the classroom, as the preferred amst prestigious varieties. The
attitudes to the diversity of English were in amge more broadminded in comparison
to attitudes to the linguistic features of ELF. Bamy the students’ opinions on the
ownership of English were open-minded and oppdsitdélatsuda’s (2003) findings.
Whereas the Japanese students believed that Endkspite its international use,
belongs to native speakers (Matsuda 2003: 493)Fimash students felt that English

belongs to all speakers of English.

However, regarding awareness of different variebieEnglish, a rather low number of
different English varieties were mentioned. Thignsils either the students’ lack of
awareness of the spread of English or the factttiat, in fact, do not associate the
worldwide spread and use of English with distinctpooper varieties of English. In
particular, the findings revealed a lack of awassnef non-native varieties of English,
whereas the inner circle varieties were typicalgllwecalled. It is thus unclear whether
the students simply did not know any non-nativeetaas of English or whether they
regarded non-native varieties as unacceptabletiemieRegardless of the answer to the
guestion, the students’ lack of awareness to diffevarieties did not seem to be caused
by a lack of interest which thus provides an exctlistarting point for incorporating
ELF into English teaching. The cultural aspect #restudents’ attitudes to varieties of

English will be discussed more in relation to teaglELF in the next chapter.
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8.2 Attitudes to teaching ELF

Similar to the findings on attitudes to ELF, thaedsnts’ attitudes to the cultural aspects
of teaching ELF are more positive compared witluessrelating to language use. In
fact, the Finnish upper secondary school studee&nsto favor an ELF oriented
cultural teaching approach instead of the tradaiorative-based teaching. In terms of
the second research question regarding ELF teachingverview on the percentages of
the results suggests that the students would Hengvilo shift towards a more ELF
oriented teaching approach since they opted folEibie based alternatives four times
out of five. Thus, in only one case, relating todabof English, they considered the
ENL based option to be more beneficial comparedh liie ELF option. The ELF
elements, which the students saw more beneficidlvaould therefore be willing to
incorporate into English teaching, emphasized comecation, communicative
strategies and fluency instead of accuracy and mi@mThe students pointed out that it
is more important to practice skills which are wusdbr them in the future in situations
where they have to communicate in English. The esitgdfurther considered it more
beneficial to receive information on different \edies of English instead of focusing
merely on the inner circle varieties. Several stislemotivated their decision by
referring to the global status of English and te Henefits of knowing about cultures
and countries where English is spoken as a norenltnguage. In addition, a desire for
variation in culture teaching was brought up fraglye Similarly to the previous item,
the students opted for the alternative concerriieggiobal status of English instead of
the history of the inner circle countries. Agaireyhjustified their decision with the
spread of English, variation, general knowledge pexsonal interests. In terms of the
model of English, the only item in which the majgrchose the ENL option, the
students preferred a NS visitor instead of a NNif8esithey felt that NS visitors would
provide them with the correct and error free maddinglish. The students further saw
NS visits more useful in developing their own laage skills. In addition, the students

felt that NSs were also able to instruct them omw hmsound like a native speaker.

Despite the fact that the students in most casefenped the ELF alternatives, a closer
examination of the responses and justificationseaévhat the results are not as
straightforward as the numbers imply. Similar totades to ELF, the findings on the
students’ attitudes to teaching ELF are contradycio terms of language use and
culture. The item which provided the most contrad@g results was the one concerning

the different types of exercises, i.e. communi@twrategies and grammar exercises
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(tem 1). Even though the majority of the studem3.3%, thought communicative
exercises were more important, many of those stadsfil, at least to some extent,
emphasized the importance of accuracy and granfrearsome students the basic idea
behind communicative exercises seemed to be undieae oral exercises done with a
partner were considered useful since the partner alde to immediately correct any
errors that occurred in speech. It is thus queasbtm whether the percentage of

students favoring the ELF oriented alternativendact, such high in reality.

Even though the students statistically appearedetavilling to include a more ELF
oriented approach into English teaching, the resutf both attitudes to ELF,
particularly concerning their judgment on errorgd deatures of ELF language, and
teaching ELF suggest that the students probablyldvoat be ready to accept ELF
either as its own variety or as a model of Endlésching, at least not yet. Although the
students in theory support intelligibility and commnication and would be willing to
shift the focus of teaching to suit these ideasy tare still extremely conscious, even
naive, of correctness according to native modetsth® norms and standards of native
varieties are so deeply rooted in the minds ofstiuelents, which the current teaching
practices continue to reinforce, it takes time befihe students are willing to or ready
to change their attitudes and loosen their imagehait is real English and consequently

implement their broad view on communication intagtice.

Consequently, as the majority of the students #gtusgarded communicative
exercises more important than grammar, it woulihiq@ortant to gradually increase the
amount of communicational exercises in Englishdassand at the same time raise
students’ awareness of ELF and present them widmeles of interaction between
non-native speakers. Additionally, as the charatterfeatures of ELF are commonly
regarded as errors (Seidlhofer 2004), a view shiayetie students in the present study,
it is important that teachers help students toizeahat deviation from the norms of

native varieties does not necessarily indicatereor.e

Besides the negative feelings the students havartssvELF, there are positive signs
which indicate that the students’ orientation toFEhight be slowly changing. Before
conducting the present study, it was hypothesifeat students’ attitudes to ELF
become less negative as the awareness of ELF spriewided, the students’ positive
orientation to non-native English cultures, disedssore in the following sections, is a

sign of an attitude change. In addition, as thdestts realize that communication is not
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reliant on complete accuracy and that they woulth@ory benefit more from learning
how to communicate, it is clear that the studemésreot completely against ELF. In
fact, even though the students still tended togurefative models and particularly
pursue a native competence, it needs to be remenhiteat the students’ orientation to
native models was not substantial as the mean vaiuée first variable examining the
students’ learning goals was 2.73 and thus notatieg much from the average of 3. In
addition, in comparison to Groom’s (2012) researnch,which the students quite
unanimously favored native models as around 80%hef respondents indicated a
preference for native speaker models in severtmsnts, the Finnish upper secondary
school students’ responses were more evenly diséibin the scale and fluctuated
between different statements. Hence, as expediedstidents’ were prone to conform
to native models. However, the dominance of theveapeaker model perhaps was not
as clear or substantial as it could have been.idtre\studies (e.g. Timmis 2002) have
concluded that students are slower and more héstaout moving away from the
native models than teachers. The results of theeptestudy may well signify the

students’ slow movement away from native normstamdrds an ELF approach.

Besides inconsistencies within individual itemsnsoof the items contradict each other
as well. Whereas the items on exercises and fodrfuaction (items 1 and 4) generally
indicate that the students consider communicatiorenmportant than correct form and
accuracy, the findings on item 3, model of Englete quite the opposite. In item 3, the
benefits of communicating with other non-native af@¥s were overtaken by the
possibility to hear and receive a ‘correct’ andalrenodel of English. In addition, in
item 2, concerning culture teaching, the majorifytlee students was in favor of
including non-native varieties into teaching. Irctfaone commonly stated motive
behind the decision was based on the fact thdteridture they will interact with other
non-native speakers and therefore it is usefulrtowk about different countries and
cultures. However, the students appeared to igthiserealization when responding to
the third item since as much as 81.1% chose theenapeaker visitor. This further
contradicts the results of the background sectisninait only 6% of the students
estimated that in the future they will communicatainly with native English speakers.
The students perhaps forgot to think that a noive@atisitor would provide them a
great opportunity to practice the communicativeagions they are likely to face in the
future. Again the results here suggest a divisietwben the conceptual and concrete

levels, or ‘English in the real world’ and ‘schoginglish’, since perhaps for the
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students, a visitor in an Englistassroomsignified more of a formal learning situation
and since the visit took place particularly durentgsson, the aim of the visit thus would
be to learn the kind of English that belongs to IEBhgclassroom and not outside the

classroom.

One of the cornerstones of ELF is the notion ohdgenalization meaning that, in the
case of an international language, the cultur@isiependent on any particular country
(Smith 1976, cited in McKay 2002: 12). The resulfsthe study correspondingly

suggest that, both in terms of attitudes to ELF @aathing ELF, the students consider
culture separate from language and question thendmwe of the inner circle countries
in culture teaching. Even though they are still ategly oriented towards ELF

language use and favor inner circle standards anus) the negative attitudes are not
reflected in their attitudes to different varietasd cultures of English. In contrast to the
students’ rather strict views on standard, natiasel language use, their view on
culture is much more ELF oriented as they indidadéh a willingness to learn about
different non-native cultures and acknowledge thedrtance of knowing about these

cultures in terms of their future language needs.

McKay (2003b) and Modiano (2000) have argued that durrent ELT practices no
longer meet the needs of the students. The Finmpgler secondary school students
indeed express signs of dissatisfaction or shortaaicularly in terms of culture
teaching. As it has been mentioned quite a few gjntke majority of the students
welcomed a broader and a more versatile approatbatthing culture including also
non-native varieties. As teaching materials are idated by the inner circle varieties
(McKay 2003b) and cultural information thus centensa few native varieties, it is not
surprising that the students desire versatilityiftiBly towards international target
culture information (McKay 2003b), including botmd@ish and non-English speaking
countries, would meet the needs and the wishdseodtuidents better by providing them
with the variation that they are asking for. Thedsints additionally were interested in
learning more about the global status of Engligh, ELF. Contrary to Matsuda’s and
Friedrich’s (2011: 339) recommendations, the resaftthe study reveal that English
lessons do not, however, provide the students mitta-knowledge on the aspects of
ELF and thus do not help to increase their oveiralhge of ELF. Adopting an
international approach to culture teaching woulsides giving information on different
countries, help the students to better understaadunctions and roles English has in
international contexts (McKay 2002, 2003b).
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Thus, the students’ views on ELF and its teachiregtevo-fold and divided between
language use and culture. The students’ positiventation to different varieties of
English, however, provides an excellent startinginpdfor teachers to begin
incorporating ELF elements into English teachingfdct, broadening the contents of
cultural teaching to include also non-English speglcountries would not only meet
the needs of the students but it also might befllelip changing the students’ attitudes
to ELF in general since as Matsuda (2003: 494)stitee higher the level of exposure
to and awareness of different varieties of Englikl, more positive their attitudes may
become. Furthermore they may become less inhil@tsxit communicating in their
own variety of English”. Thus, incorporating elensemf ELF into current English
teaching practices would help the students to elxtbair positive attitudes to different
cultures to also ELF language use and strengthein thwn identities as non-native

English speakers.

As the results of the study have now been thorquglidcussed, the next chapter
examines the study critically, particularly in teynof methodology, and also gives

directions for further research.

8.3 Evaluation of the present study

The present study was successful in uncoveringstindents’ attitudes to ELF. As the
purpose of the study was to receive a general e®ron Finnish upper secondary
students’ attitudes to ELF, a questionnaire wash bat natural and a practical
methodological choice for data collection. The combon of quantitative and

gualitative methods suited the aims of the study agethe results gathered with the two
methods both supported and supplemented each thirexfore increasing the validity.

Particularly the open-ended questions were helpfghining a more versatile image of
the students’ attitudes. Exclusion of the open-dndeestions, and therefore the

students’ justifications, would have reduced thetidef the analysis significantly.

Despite the assets of the questionnaire, there, Wemever, a couple of problems. The
first problem concerned the Likert scale statemersisthe reliability tests indicated
inconsistencies between the statements within #niales. Thus, as all the statements
within the same variable did not seem to measweséime phenomenon, some of the
statements had to be left out when calculating rtfean values for the variables.
Consequently, the number of statements in sombeof/ariables was rather low when

the mean value was calculated which undeniablyctsfehe results. Secondly, due to
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the lack of previous research concerning studeatstudes to teaching ELF and
particularly examining their willingness to inclu@F elements into English teaching,
the third section of the questionnaire, asking sh&lents to choose between ELF and
ENL alternatives, was self-designed and thus itetionality was difficult to predict.
Even though the questions in the third section wdrkurprisingly well and provided
interesting insights on the students’ attitudesfurther studies the contents of the
questions could be revised since items 1 and 4aap@do investigate and yield similar

responses.

In addition, a further limitation of the presentidy, concerning both the questionnaire
and the overall execution of the study, concerres gkclusion of the background
variables. The decision on not comparing or caieg the results according to the
background variables was deliberate. However, vigveind analyzing the results from
different points of views, for example gender, agrty could have contributed to the

findings of the study and brought forward intenegtissues.

Even though the number of participants in the stowyde it possible to conduct
statistical analyses which can also be generatizeme extent, the rather small scale
of the study needs to be remembered when applyiegrésults to a larger group.
However, as there are only few studies conducteithwestigating students’ attitudes to
both ELF and teaching ELF, particularly in Finlatkde purpose of the present study
was mainly to compile an overview on the studeatstudes which would then guide
and give directions for further research and alswide both teachers and educational

authorities information on students’ needs and sdior English teaching.

Further research is thus needed to explore Finsigdents’ attitudes to ELF and
particularly teaching ELF more thoroughly as theldings of the present study indicate
willingness to move towards an ELF oriented teaghapproach. As the present study
was of a small scale, studies including a largemimer of participants should be
conducted in order to make profound conclusion omiBh upper secondary school
students’ attitudes to ELF. While it is importdinst to receive a general overview on
students’ attitudes to ELF, to better understardréasons and attitudes students have
to ELF, the next step would be to conduct qualiatresearch. Whereas teachers’
awareness of and attitudes to ELF has been inatstighrough qualitative methods,
research on students’ views has for the most men lguantitative. For instance, since

the present study uncovered inconsistencies insthdents’ views on accuracy and
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communication and also found evidence of the divisbf ‘School English’ and

‘English in the real world’, qualitative researchgimt help to explain and understand
the reasons causing these conflicts. In additinatreer possible direction for qualitative
research would be to inspect and compare studemtsfavor either the ELF or the
current ENL approach in order to grasp what cawmas$ influences the different

orientations.

9 CONCLUSION

The goal of the present study was to examine Hinimigh school students’ attitudes to
ELF and to find out whether the students would liéng to incorporate elements of

ELF into English teaching. In terms of attitudesElor, the findings of the study reveal
that the students’ attitudes to ELF as its ownetgirare more negative compared with
the attitudes to varieties of English. As expectadaddition to the students’ negative
attitudes to ELF, most students preferred nativeleteoand wished to pursue a native
competence. However, it has to be noted that elrengh there was a tendency for
native models and learning goals, the preferenneatebe seen dramatic. The findings
of the study were particularly interesting regagdithe students’ attitudes to ELF
language use as they showed that the students’cadyoof communication and

intelligibility were not, however, reflected on arcrete level or in practice. Hence, the
students’ tolerant views on errors and featureSLd¥ use radically changed when they

were faced with examples of the kind of languageitentails.

In terms of teaching ELF, the students were faMerebincluding elements of ELF into
teaching as they tended to choose the alternatigsh were based on the ELF
approach over the ENL oriented teaching conterdstid@larly in the case of culture
teaching the students reflected a strong tendeorcthé ELF options as they wanted to
include also non-native cultures into culture teagh However, most students’
responses concerning ELF teaching further suppertstudents’ conflicting views on
communication and accuracy. Whereas the majoritthefstudents thought exercises
practicing communicational skills were more impattahan repetitive grammar
exercises, they still emphasized the importancaaaiuracy and indicated that good
English equals good grammar. Regarding the resiltboth attitudes to ELF and
teaching ELF, the findings further suggest that shedents have differing images of

English in school and outside school. The Englishchool for the most students still
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equals native models and the pursuit of accuracyedy¥er, for outside school and
particularly for the future the students appeah&ve a more ELF oriented view of
English as they emphasize communication and skéésled for interaction with people

from different linguistic and cultural backgrounds.

Thus, in brief, the students’ attitudes to ELF @&sdeaching appear to be two-fold since
on the one hand they are negatively oriented to lBh§uage use and perhaps unwilling
to accept ELF as its own variety. On the other hamel students’ attitudes to different
varieties of English are positive and they bothvslmterest to non-native cultures and
willingness to incorporate them into English teachi Moreover, considering the

students’ positive orientation to the cultural agpd ELF together with the fact that the
students’ tendency to native models was not as alianas perhaps expected, the
findings of the present study might indicate the students are slowly shifting away

from idealizing the native varieties and thus beicgnmore tolerant of learning ELF.

Consequently, the findings of the study call foamges in English teaching practices
and in the NCC. In order to meet the needs of thdesits and provide them with
appropriate teaching, the official documents directhe work of individual teachers
need to be adjusted. As the students’ have begueatize the importance of ELF for

their future English needs, it is important thag MCC does the same.
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APPENDIX 1 THE QUESTIONNAIRE

JYVASKYLAN YLIOPISTO KYSELYLOMAKE
KIELTEN LAITOS Kevat 2013

Emmi Jamsa

Tutkimus lukiolaisten asenteista englannin kietb&tikan

kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkhkkkkkkkkkkkkhkhkhkhkhkkkkkkkkkkkkhkkkkkx *kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkhkkk

Tehtava 1.
Vastaa seuraaviin kysymyksiin:
1. Uskon tietéavani, mitéa kasienglanti lingua francana tarkoittaa.

T kylla
L] ei

2. Selita lyhyesti mita mielestasi kasiiaglanti lingua francana tarkoittaa.

3. Mitad erilaisia englannin kielen murteita/varia tiedat? (esim. Amerikan englanti,
brittienglanti)

4. Arvioi keiden kanssa tulet todennékdisesti enk&yttamaan englantia

[J enimméakseen muiden englantia vieraana kielena pehianssa
[ enimmaékseen syntyperaisten englanninkielen puhip@ssa
[J tasapuolisesti molempien kanssa

O tytto

L] poika

Ik&: Aidinkieli:
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Tehtava 2
Alla on 17 vaittdmaa, jotka koskevat englannintiigh opiskelua. Lue vaittdmat huolellisesti ja

ympyroi vaihtoehdoista se, joka on lahinna omaalipitkettasi kyseisestd asiasta. Vastaa
kaikkiin kohtiin ja valitse ainoastaan yksi vaihtho®ista.

1= olen taysin eri mieltd, 2= olen jonkin verran erieltd, 3= en osaa sanoa, ei selvaa
mielipidettd, 4= olen melko lailla samaa miel&s olen taysin samaa mielta

1. Ihmisten tulisi opetella puhumaan englantia mahdollisimman
amerikkalaiseen taibrittildiseen tapaan.

2. Pidansiitd, ettd puheestani kuuluu suomalainen aksentti. 1 2 3 4 5

3. Haluan oppia kdyttamaan englanninkielisia sanontoja ja fraaseja, jotta
kuulostan aidolta englanninkielen puhujalta.

4. Tavoitteeni on oppia puhumaan englantia siten, ettd minua luultaisiin
syntyperdiseksi englanninkielen puhujaksi.

5. Haluan kuulostaa didinkieliseltd englannin puhujalta, silld koen etta
kdyttdmani englanti on muuten alempiarvoisempaa.

6. Britti- ja amerikanenglanti ovat mielestani parhaimmat englannin
kielen muodot.

7. Olenkiinnostunut saamaan tietoa muistakin englannin eri muodoista
kuin britti- ja amerikanenglanti.

8. Ontdrkeddkuulla englantia puhuttavan muillakin aksenteilla kuin
brittildisittdin tai amerikkalaisittain.

9. Englanti on levinnyt niin laajalti ettei sen voida ajatella enda kuuluvan
pelkdstaan Iso-Britannialle tai USA:lle.

10. Mielestani englanninkielen tunneilla painotetaan liikaa Iso-Britannian ja
USA:n kulttuureja.

11. Englannin kieli on niiden maiden omaisuutta, missa sitd puhutaan
didinkielend.

12. On hairitsevaa, jos muut tekevét virheitd puhuessaan englantia, vaikka
ymmartdisinkin mita he haluavat sanoa.

13. Englantia puhuttaessa voisihyvin sanoa “There is two computers in the
classroom”.

14. Tehokkaan kommunikaation kannalta tarkedampaa on virheeton
kielenkayttd kuin viestinta-taidot.

15. Minusta on tarkedmpaa puhua sujuvasti kuin dantaa tdydellisesti. 1 2 3 4 5
16. “My brother play computer “ on huonoa englantia. 1 2 3 4 5

17. On samantekevaa sanotaanko Do you hear what he is saying? tai Do
you hear what is he saying? silld kumpikin lause on ymmarrettava.
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Tehtava 3.

Alla on listattu pareittain eri siséltoja ja aiheita, joita voidaan kasitellda ja opiskella
englannin kielen tunneilla. Ympyroi alla olevista fareista, se vaihto-ehto (A tai B), jonka
itse koet olevan hyodyllisempi tai tarkedmpi englanin kielen kayttoasi ajatellen. Perustele

valintasi lyhyesti.

1))
A. Kirjalliset kielioppiharjoitukset (aukkotehtavati&noslauseet..)
B. Erilaiset harjoitukset, joissa opetellaan kommuatlastrategioita (esimerkiksi
pyydetaan keskustelukumppania toistamaan sanoitaganuokataan sanoma niin, etta

vastapuoli varmasti ymmartaa mita haluat sanoa)

Miksi?

2))
A. Tietoaainoastaanmaista/kulttuureista, joissa englantia puhutadimkielena.
B. Tietoaliséksi maista/kulttuureista, joissa englanti on toineglikai tarkea vieras kieli.

Miksi?

3)

A. Tunnilla vierailija, joka on syntyperdinen englamiielen puhuja.

B. Tunnilla vierailija, joka puhuu englantia vieradnalena.

Miksi?
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4)
A. Paino silla, etté tuotetaan puhetta ja kirjoitustheettomasti.
B. Paino sillg, etta tuotetaan ymmarrettavaa puhetkijoitusta.

Miksi?

5)
A. Tietoa USA:n ja Iso-Britannian historiasta.
B. Tietoa siitd, miten englannin kieli on levinnyt nieealla ja missd kaikkialla sita

puhutaan.

Miksi?

Kiitos vastauksestasi!
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APPENDIX 2 DIFFERENT VARIETIES OF ENGLISH LISTED BY
THE STUDENTS

Australian English
Scottish English
Canadian English

Irish English

Accents inside the USA (Southern accent)
South African English
Welsh English
Jamaican English
English in New Zealand
Indian English

African English

Latin English

Dutch English
European Englishes
Finglish

All EFL accent
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APPENDIX 3 THE CONSENT FORM

SOPIMUS TUTKIMUSAINEISTON KAYTTOOIKEUKSISTA

Talla allekirjoituksella suostun ottamaan osaaitatikseen ja annan luvan kayttaa
nimettdmia vastauksiani tutkimusaineistona Emmiskm(nyk. Jokilehto) pro gradu —
tutkielmassa.

Jyvaskylassa

(paivamaara)

Tutkimukseen osallistujan allekirjoitus ja nimervs&nys




