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1 INTRODUCTION

The reason for studying textbooks stems from my own experience of English classes from primary 

school to upper secondary school. I have always felt that there is not enough language production, 

or real language use, taking place in language classes. It has been as if English and other foreign 

languages have been taught as something that is outside of the real world, rather than as a means of 

real communication. In other words, students are taught how to use language, but they rarely 

actually get to use it. This is why I was interested in finding out if today's English as a foreign 

language textbooks contain activities in which students use language as a means of communication. 

This is, after all, the primary function of all languages. According to Vygotsky (1978), language is a

tool for human beings to further cultural evolution through means of communication.

At the centre of the present study is the term output, which means language production. It is the 

product of the learner's interlanguage. Interlanguage is the learner's present, often in many ways 

incorrect, conception of the language being learned with its forms and structures. Output can be 

written or oral, which means that oral and written activities are of interest for the present study. The 

analysis of the study will search for output-based activities in Finnish upper secondary school 

English as a foreign language (EFL) textbooks. An output-based activity is a unit of activity whose 

primary aim is to teach second language through output. The analysis will then find out what type 

of written or oral activities they are. This way, the study will provide a clear picture of how many 

and what kinds of output-based activities there are in the textbooks, and what these results imply in 

terms of teaching English. The study will also look at the aims and goals that the National core 

curriculum for upper secondary schools (2003) sets for upper secondary school English teaching, 

and see how the results of the analysis correspond to them.

The aim of the study is to provide an overview of the type and the frequency of output-based 

activities in Finnish upper secondary school English as a foreign language (EFL) textbooks. This is 

done by counting the units of activity, and categorizing them according to their type. Lastly, the 

results will be examined in the context of the guidelines set by the national curriculum.
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Because of the nature of the present study, there are no previous studies that examine the same 

phenomenon. Firstly, among a wide variety of EFL textbook series, the study takes two specific 

Finnish textbook series under scrutiny. No study has examined these two particular textbook series 

together. Secondly, it aims to provide an overview of the content of these textbooks through a 

certain theoretical framework that has been chosen to best represent the varieties output. Similar 

studies  usually concentrate on a certain type of activity or either on reading or writing, whereas the 

present study aims to create an overview of all kinds of output that takes place in the textbooks 

under scrutiny. In the research that has been conducted previously that comes close to the present 

study, none could be found that would provide continuity on examining output in this specific 

context.
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2 LANGUAGE PRODUCTION AND THE NATIONAL CURRICULUM

2.1 Output

Output is the language that the speaker produces in any form, written or spoken. Its counterpart is 

input, which is the written or spoken language that the learner receives. Input and output are both 

parts of the second language acquisition (SLA) process. For decades, it was thought that input alone

was the key to successful second language learning (SLL). Stephen Krashen's (1985:79-97) input 

hypothesis states that comprehensible input is the most vital part of second language learning. 

Comprehensible input is received language that is right above the learner's language competence 

level. This, according to Krashen (1985), is what second language learning constitutes of. Studies 

by Swain (1985) and Swain and Lapkin (1995), however, show that output as well is a contributing 

factor to second language learning in several ways. 

Swain and Lapkin (1995:371-372) studied French immersion classes in Canada, and noticed that 

while the students scored equivalently to native-speakers in listening and reading tests, their 

language production was trailing behind. Even though they were constantly being exposed to 

comprehensible input, it did not translate into their language production. Swain concluded that the 

learning environment did not encourage a push for the students to develop their interlanguages; the 

communication that took place in the class was not enough to push the students to focus on form. 

Thus, the development of their interlanguages seemed to slow down and come to a halt at a certain 

point. Swain (2000:99-102) illustrates the push through an example dialogue between two students 

who are engaged in doing a grammar activity. The activity is focused on form. The aim of a form-

focused activity is to direct a learner's attention to understanding and producing a certain form, 

while the aim of a meaning-focused activity is to direct a learner's attention to understanding and 

producing meaning. It is arguable that activities that are focused on form have a stronger impact on 

the push from meaning-based to syntactical based language processing than meaning focused 

activities.

The push from meaning-based to syntactic-based language processing means that when producing 

output, the learner has to shift his/her thinking from semantics to syntax in order to deliver a 

comprehensible message. While producing output, the learner is pushed to think about a proper 
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sentence structure that fits the context. In order for the push to happen, the student needs to notice a 

knowledge gap in his/her interlanguage. The process of noticing the gap is called noticing. It 

triggers the learner to modify his/her output to correct the produced messages. This interplay of the 

push and the noticing function is in the core of Swain's (1985) theory, which she calls the output 

hypothesis. In other words, it is vital to notice a gap in one's interlanguage, and to be able to push 

for a meaning-based production in order to benefit from output.

Gass and Selinker (2013:357) divide output into four categories that contribute to second language 

learning: The first one is receiving feedback. In this category, the factor that contributes to language 

learning is not in the imminent process of language production itself, but in the correction received 

from it. The learner can correct his/her following utterances according to the given feedback. The 

second one is hypothesis testing. When learners produce language, they have different ideas as to 

what is the correct way to communicate their idea. In a sense, they are testing their hypotheses of 

how to formulate, for example, a particular type of sentence. Hypothesis testing can be either 

conscious or unconscious. Students can correct their hypotheses themselves to an extent, but they 

may end up making incorrect judgements without feedback. According to Shehadeh (2003:165), 

however, hypothesis testing contributes to language learning even if students do not receive 

feedback from their production. The third category is automaticity. This is basically a feature of the 

human mind that occurs in any type of learning. A classic example of this is learning to drive a car: 

In the beginning, it takes significant effort to be able to operate the gear, the wheel and the pedals 

simultaneously, but as one learns it, the process becomes more and more automatized. In the end, 

there is no need to even concentrate on operating the driving mechanics. Similarly to any learning, 

by producing more and more output, the process of producing becomes more automatized. The 

fourth category is the shift from meaning-based processing to a syntactic processing of the L2, 

where the learner receives a push to focus on form rather than meaning.  Another important function

of output that Swain (1995:132-142) empasizes is the metalinguistic function. This is basically the 

idea that the language producer reflects his/her production, and consequently integrates new 

language forms and structures into his/her interlanguage.

Many studies have been conducted recently about the effect of output on second language learning. 

Studies about hypothesis testing (see, for instance: Shehadeh 2003, Swain et al. 2000), noticing 

(Swain and Lapkin 1995, Izumi et al. 1999) and metalinguistic function (Swain 1995) have yielded 

results that support the above mentioned categories of output functions. Izumi (2003:183-189) 
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incorporates output into Gass's (1988) second language acquisition model, and shows that despite 

contrary claims, output is an important part of the language acquisition process. SLA models show 

how language acquisition happens through input, intake and integration of received language. 

Intake is what the learner acquires of the received input. Integration is the portion of intake that the 

learner incorporates into his/her interlanguage. In these models, output is seen as the product of this 

process instead of a factor that contributes to it. Izumi (2003) shows that functions of output such as

noticing, hypothesis testing and automatization support the processes of intake and integration. 

Therefore, output is not merely a result of the SLA process. However, he maintains that input plays 

an important role in second language acquisition, and that both input and output should be 

incorporated into second language learning. 

2.2 Collaborative dialogue in language learning

Swain et al. (2011) have recently taken to examine output through the lens of the sociocultural 

theory. The main idea of the sociocultural theory is that learning is a cultural process, meaning that 

learning happens in collaboration with other people. The theory also states that all learning is 

mediated. That is, through cultural evolution, humans learn to use tools to be able to do more and 

more demanding activities. Vygotsky (1978) calls this process mediation. One of the tools that we 

use for mediation is language. Swain et al. (2011) integrate the notion of mediation into second 

language learning. In what they call collaborative dialogue, language learners work together to 

solve problems using the language they are learning. 

Collaborative dialogue activities are output-based activities that include problem-solving, 

knowledge-building and verbalization. They can be focused on either form or meaning. Swain et al. 

(2011:41) point out that knowledge building should not be confused with the term negotiation of 

meaning that Krashen (1985) uses in the context of the comprehensible input hypothesis. 

Negotiation of meaning happens in verbal communication, when a participant has not understood a 

meaning conveyed by another participant, and the two come to a conclusion as to what the intended 

meaning was. In other words, a problem in understanding a message is corrected through 

comprehensible input. Knowledge building, on the other hand, happens when two or more 

participants use language to negotiate upon a meaning that is originally unknown to both of them. 

Verbalization is what happens in both form and meaning-focused activities. Basically, verbalization 
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is the thinking-aloud of what one is doing. In form focused activities, when a group of learners are 

trying together to form the English conditional, for instance, verbalization brings up the thinking 

process that underlies decision-making, that is, for example, the rationale for choosing a certain 

form in certain cases of sentence production. Swain (2000:110) reports on evidence that thinking 

aloud facilitates language learning. The aspect of problem-solving is what facilitates knowledge-

building and verbalization. The problem itself might not even be of relevance to SLL, but it is 

required for knowledge-building and verbalization to happen.

Really close to collaborative dialogue is the recently popular task-based language learning. In fact, 

the two share the exact same building blocks, except that task-based language learning is always 

meaning-focused. There is evidence that shows a positive influence of task-based language learning

on SLL. Robinson (2007:1-25) reports on evidence that task-based language learning can encourage

more attention to using concepts and expressions required by the task context, and that way to focus

more attention to grammar as well. He further argues that task demands may also encourage 

reconceptualization of known L1 concepts to the language being learned. This means that tasks may

bring learners into contexts where they have to rethink their use of concepts to operate through the 

task. He draws on Vygotsky (1978), who stated that new concepts can only be learned in material 

contact with the event being contextualized, and in contact with an interlocutor. This is what 

Robinson argues that tasks can provide. Because of the similar nature of task-based language 

learning and collaborative dialogue, they need not be mentioned separately for the purposes of the 

present study. Task-based language learning is based on the idea of collaborative dialogue.

2.3 Orientations of written activity in language learning

Output can be either written or oral. Hyland (2003) has created categories to represent the principle 

orientations of writing activity that should be included in syllabi. He argues that the different 

orientations should be distributed evenly throughout the curriculum in order for students to be able 

to develop versatile writing skills. They can be roughly divided into writer-centered and text-

focused. Writer-centered activities have a cognitive emphasis, which means that they concentrate 

on the skills that are required of the learner to produce text. Hyland (2003) divides writer-centered 

activities into expressivist and process-oriented. Expressivist activities concentrate on the learner's 
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self-discovery and individual creativity. Examples of such activities would be journals, story-

writing and opinion-writing, which concentrate on the learner's own experience and require no 

external reading. Process-oriented activities draw the learner's attention to the writing process. 

Examples of such activities would be all kinds of writing activities that have a clear focus on the 

writing process in the rubrics. 

Text-focused activities emphasize the role of the text as a written product. The attention is on the 

correctness of grammatical features, structure and content. These texts are written keeping in mind 

that they are meant to be read by someone, which is why attention is drawn to elements that make 

the text more readable. Hyland (2003) divides text-focused activities into structure, function, 

content and genre oriented. Structure oriented activities concentrate on language form, and are 

assessed according to the correctness of the language forms the students has produced. The 

meaningful content of the text has a  minor role. Function-oriented activities come close to structure

oriented. However, whereas structure oriented activities emphasize the use of grammatical forms, 

function-oriented activities emphasize delivering meaning through sentence level language 

production. The emphasis on assessment, therefore, is not on the correctness of individual forms, 

but on how the forms are being used in association with each other in order to deliver messages. 

Content oriented activities concentrate on producing writing through relevant external material. The

aim of such activities is to raise students' awareness of the ways to present content in writing. Genre

oriented activities concentrate on different text types, or in other words, genres. Genre knowledge 

includes rhetorical styles and structures specific for a particular type of text. The aim of genre 

oriented activities is to raise students' awareness on these genre conventions. Examples of genre 

oriented activities in EFL context would be writing a letter, an e-mail or a speech. 

2.4 The national curriculum

Lastly, the results of the study will be compared to the guidelines set by the national curriculum 

(National core curriculum for upper secondary schools 2003) and the CEFR (Common European 

framework of reference for languages: learning, teaching, assessment 2001). The curriculum sets 

guidelines for upper secondary school English teaching, and it is the framework that all teaching is 

supposed to follow in Finnish schools. The national curriculum also sets goals for desired learner 
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proficiency in listening, reading, speaking and writing to be achieved by the end of upper secondary

English education. The proficiency measures are in reference to the CEFR (See Appendix 7). The 

results of the study aim to shed light on the question whether the type or the number of output-

based activities are sufficient for meeting these goals successfully.

In Finnish upper secondary schools, subjects are divided into several courses that include specific 

themes and topics set by the national curriculum. Because each course has its own themes and 

topics, each course requires its own study and teaching material. The subject English is divided into 

8 courses of which courses 7 and 8 are voluntary. The present study will examine the English 

textbooks for courses 2 and 7. What is mentioned in the national curriculum in terms of output for 

course 2, is that it will involve “practicing writing through communicative activities” and 

“improving oral communication strategies and paying attention to self-confidence in 

communication”. Course 2 has the greatest emphasis on output, which is why the course 2 textbook 

is included in the analysis in the present study. There is no particular emphasis for output set for the 

other courses, so course 7 was taken into examination only because it is a later stage course and 

provides a counterpart for couse 2 that is an early stage course. 

The common European framework of reference for languages is a European Commission developed

guideline that states the proficiency levels that Finnish schools refer to in assessing language 

proficiency. It divides language proficiency into three sections, understanding, speaking and 

writing, that scale from A1 and A2 (the lowest), B1 and B2 to C1 and C2 (the highest) in terms of 

proficiency. The national curriculum refers to a competence scale that adds extra stages to the 

existing ones so that the A1 stage, for example, consists of stages A1.1 and A1.2. According to 

Huttunen and Jaakkola (2003:56-57), extra stages can be added if an institution that assesses 

language considers it necessary. In this case, the writers of the national curriculum have decided on 

referring to an extended scale, and considered it the best way to reflect the language competence of 

upper secondary school students.
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3 METHODS AND DATA

3.1 The textbooks

The materials that are used for the study are the Finnish upper secondary EFL textbook series, from 

courses 2 and 7 (Davies and Kalliovalkama et al. 2007, Davies and Mäkelä et al. 2007, Benmergui 

et al. 2007a, 2007b). The present study compares two textbook series, In Touch and Culture Café. 

Course 2 textbooks are taken into examination because course 2 is the one that receives the most 

emphasis on output in the national curriculum. Course 7 provides a good comparison for course 2, 

since it is a late stage course. Course 2 takes place in the first year of upper secondary school. Thus,

the course 7 textbooks serve to reveal if the frequency or the type of output-based activities have 

changed from the early to  the later courses. As students gain competency, it gets easier for them to 

produce language and therefore benefit from doing it. This is why one could assume that the 

number or output-based activities would be higher in later stage courses. 

To compare two different contemporary textbook series is, firstly, to be able to make some 

generalizations about the Finnish upper secondary EFL textbooks in general. Of course, two series 

of books is a small representation, but the analysis should nevertheless provide some idea of the 

underlying conceptions textbook writers have about second language learning. This is to suppose 

that upper secondary textbook series do not differ from each other drastically. The two textbook 

series under scrutiny are rather popular in Finland, however, so even if they differed significantly 

from other series, it would not take away the value of the present study. Secondly, it is important to 

examine quite recently published or revised books to receive an idea of the current conceptions on 

language learning that textbook writers and language teachers share. The reason for choosing to 

observe upper secondary level material is that it is a sufficiently advanced level for output activities 

to contribute to learning. The higher the level of proficiency in a laguage, the easier it is to produce 

it, and, therefore, the easier it is to gain from such activities.

The goal of the study is not to single-handedly criticize the two textbook series in question. Rather, 

it tries to serve as a guide for language teachers to see what kinds of output-based activities there 

are, and which of them are included in textbooks, and which of them are not. Based on the findings,
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teachers may want to complement the repertoire of activities they are using by providing own 

material to where there might be gaps in textbook series. 

3.2 Research questions

The aim of the present study is to provide an overview of the frequency and the type of output-

based activities in the textbooks chosen as data. It aims to answer the following questions: What is 

the frequency of output-based activities in the textbooks under examination? What kinds of oral and

written activities are there in the textbooks? To what extent do the textbooks follow the guidelines 

set by the national curriculum in terms of output? In other words, the study aims to find out what 

the frequency of output-based activities in the textbooks is, if they are oral or written, and what 

kinds of oral or written activities they are.  Moreover, the study will see if the writing activities are 

text-focused or writer-centered, and if the oral activities are collaborative or not. Lastly, the study 

will examine to what extent the textbooks follow the guidelines the national curriculum sets in 

relation to the CEFR.

The study will examine Finnish upper secondary level EFL textbooks, and search for units of 

output-based activitiy. Units of activity are exercises that appear in textbooks and are usually 

marked by a symbol such as a  number or a letter to separate them from each other. They may 

include sub-activities, which may also be marked by a given symbol. Units of activity have certain 

aims. The aim of an activity might be, for example, to teach specific vocabulary or a specific 

structure. Many activities that do not aim to teach through output may do so incidentally. Some 

activities, for example, include discussion sections, or might encourage communication between 

peers, even though they are not inherently output-based. One can assume, however, that activities 

focusing solely on output direct students to concentrate on their language production better than 

activities that have a different primary emphasis. If output is not the key to completing the activity, 

it is unlikely that it receives the desired attention, or the push that Swain (1985) emphasizes as vital 

for interlanguage development. 
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3.3 The method of analysis

The data is analysed using theory guided content analysis (Tuomi and Sarajärvi 2009). Basically, 

this means that the research material is examined through a theoretical framework, but it is not 

based on a single theory to limit the aspect of scrutiny. For instance, output-based activity, which is 

at the center of the study, is a self-formulated term for the type of activity that the study examines. 

The output-based units are further analysed according to the theoretical framework. The study 

draws on Hyland (2003) to see if the written activities are writer-centered or text-focused, and 

which particular orientation (genre, expressivist, for instance.) they have within their focus. The 

analysis defines oral activities according to the conceptions of Swain et al. (2011) on collaborative 

dialogue. It seeks to find out if the activities include the collaborative aspect or not. In addition to 

that, if the activity is collaborative, it is also of interest whether it is meaning or form-focused. 

The result of the analysis is a categorization of the frequency and the types of activities. Content 

analysis examines units in a text, and seeks to create main and sub-categories out of them. Sub-

categories are created as far as it serves the purposes of the study. This study firstly divides textbook

activities into output-based and non-output-based. The output-based activities are then divided into 

two categories, written and oral. Oral activities are divided into two sub-categories, collaborative 

dialogue and non-collaborative dialogue, of which collaborative dialogue is further divided into 

form-focused and meaning-focused. Non-collaborative dialogue activities are basically discussions 

of a given subject. They are automatically meaning-focused, since focus on form would entail a 

problem-solving aspect, which would, in turn, make them collaborative. Written activities are first 

divided into writer-centered and text-focused, and the two are then divided into their respective 

orientations formulated by Hyland (2003). The results are in a numerical form, but the take of the 

study does not reach statistical significance. Therefore, the results are discussed as if in a case study.
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4 FINDINGS

4.1 Types of activity

Appendix 1 serves as an example of a collaborative dialogue activity with a focus on form. The 

main content of the activity is a section where students translate 4 sentences in pairs. The rubrics of 

the activity instruct students to “pay special attention to prepositions” when translating. Students  

work together orally to solve a shared problem, that is, to formulate a good translation. Therefore, 

the activity is pairwork where participants talk, share a common problem, build knowledge and pay 

attention to language forms. The activity does not specify whether it should be done in Finnish or 

English, however, so it is up to the teacher's interpretation which language is used.  Appendix 2 is 

an example of a meaning-focused collaborative dialogue activity. It shares the same attributes as 

Appendix 1 except its focus. In this meaning-focused activity, students create a story in the form of 

a dialogue. The activity instructs students to include a certain theme in their story. The focus is on 

the theme rather than in a certain language form. However, it shares the same problem with 

appendix 1 that the language to be spoken is not specified. Appendix 3 is an example of a non-

collaborative oral activity. The activity is more complex than a simple exchange of opinions. It has 

students explain particular words to each other, which requires creative use of language. However, 

there is no aspect of knowledge-building in the activity. Rather, students take turns in explaining the

word, which means that only one person at a time is speaking. Here the language to be used is 

specified as English. This poses the question whether the unmarked case is presumed to be Finnish. 

This could often be the case with students and teachers, and the results of the study need to be 

viewed in this light.

As for written activities, Appendix 4 is an example of a writer-centered expressivist-oriented 

activity. Firstly, it is writer-centered because it concentrates on the student's ability to create text 

rather than paying attention to producing correct form and structure. The aim is in creating a text 

with meaning that is based on the writer's own experience. In this case, students write about their 

most extreme experiences of weather conditions. Therefore, the activity is expressivist. Appendix 5 

serves as an example of a text-focused function and genre-oriented activity. The aim of this activity 

is to teach students about the building of an argumentative essay. The emphasis is on genre 

conventions such as tone, content, vocabulary and the structuring of the text. The activity pays 

attention to both genre conventions and the structural elements of the text. Therefore, it is a good 
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example of an activity where orientations are intermittent. Even though the activity emphasizes 

structure, it is not what Hyland (2003) calls a structure-oriented activity. The term structure-

oriented may be misleading in that it emphasizes how to build up language structures correctly, 

whereas function-oriented activities stress the usage of structures. The aspect is different in the two 

orientations. In this activity, the emphasis is on the usage of language structures in a way that they 

help build a text that corresponds to genre conventions. Appendix 6 is an example of a text-focused

content-oriented written activity. The focus in this activity is on the content of the text. The activity 

provides three preformulated titles to write about that assume the students to include certain content

in their text. The only requirement of the activity is in relation to the content, that is, what the 

student is writing about. 

4.2 Frequency of the types of activity

Table 1 below shows an overview of the results of the analysis. In total, output-based activities 

amount to 30% of all the activities in the textbooks. In both of the textbook series, course 2 books 

had more output-based activities than course 7 textbooks. This is along the lines of the course 

specific guidelines set in the national curriculum. Both textbook series seem to prefer oral activities 

over written activities. In total, the analysis found 60 oral activities and 40 written activities in the 

data. Of oral activities, there were only nine collaborative dialogue activities in all of the four 

textbooks. The highest number of collaborative dialogue activities in a single textbook was three. 

Other oral activities were as many as 42. As for written activities, course 2 textbooks had an 

emphasis on writer-centered activities (17/25), whereas course 7 textbooks had a text-focused 

emphasis (10/15). This shift from early stage writer-centered to a later stage text-focused emphasis 

reflects the CEFR competence levels (see Appendix 7) that the national curriculum refers to as the 

aims of upper secondary school language education. The B1 level of the CEFR expects the learner 

to be able to write short texts about personal experience and subjects of personal interest, while the 

B2 level expects students to be able to write reports and critical essays. The national curriculum sets

the goal for written and oral language competency for upper secondary school students to B2.1 in 

the CEFR chart, by the end of their final year. The course 2 emphasis reflects the CEFR chart 

competency level B1.
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Table 2 shows how many of the collaborative dialogue activities were form or meaning-focused. 

The textbooks did not have many collaborative dialogue activities in the first place, and only two of 

the nine were form-focused. There seems to be no indication of the activities having been chosen 

course specifically. The activities are distributed evenly among all the courses, and the two form-

focused activities appear in course 2 and 7 textbooks.

Table 1: The frequency of the different types of output-based activities

Oral Collabora
tive

dialogue

Non-
collabora

tive
dialogue

other Written Text-
focused

Writer-
centered

other Output-
based
total

(%)

Activities
in total

In Touch, 
course 2

18 3 16 0 14 4 10 0 31 (42) 73

Culture 
Café, course
2

19 2 17 0 11 5 7 0 26 (30) 87

In Touch, 
course 7

7 1 6 0 8 5 1 2 16 (24) 66

Culture 
Café, course
7

16 3 13 0 7 5 3 0 20 (24) 83

In total 60 9 42 0 40 19 21 2 93 (30) 309

Table 2: The distribution of focus on form and focus on meaning in collaborative dialogue activities

Focus on form Focus on meaning

In touch, course 2 1 2

Culture Café, course 2 0 2

In Touch, course 7 0 1

Culture Café, course 7 1 2
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Table 3 shows the written activities in more detail. As noted, there is a higher frequency of writer-

centered activities in course 2 textbooks (17) than there is in course 7 textbooks (4). What is 

notable, however, is that while writer-centered activities decline coming to course 7, the number of 

text-focused activities stays fairly similar throughout the courses. For example, Culture Café 

Course 2 has seven text-focused activities in total, and Culture Café Course 7 has six of them in 

total. It is not so much that the emphasis shifts from writer-centered to text-focused, but that the 

number of writer-centered activities drops so much that, coming to course 7, text-focused activities 

form the majority of the written activities (12/18). It is debatable, then, whether the writing 

activities in these two textbook series are sufficient for students to be able to reach the proficiency 

aims stated in the national curriculum for written competence. In total, of the text-focused activities,

the greatest emphasis is on content oriented activities (13/23), and genre oriented activities come 

second (9/23). There was only one function-oriented activity in all of the textbooks, and no 

structure-oriented activities at all. There were no process-oriented activities at all, either, so 

expressivist activities were the only writer-centered activities. Also, there were two activities that 

fell into none of these categories.

Table 3: The frequency of the different types of writing activities

Text-focused Writer-centered

Structure Function Content Genre Expressivist Process Other

In touch, course 2 0 0 3 1 10 0 0

Culture Café, 
course 2

0 0 3 4 7 0 0

In Touch, course 
7

0 1 3 2 1 0 2

Culture Café, 
course 7

0 0 4 2 3 0 0

In Total: 0 1 13 9 21 0 2

Both of the textbooks seem to have fairly similar emphases. They both prefer oral activities over 

written activities, and they have a similar emphasis on the respective activity types. The only 

exception is the course 7 textbook of the In Touch-series, since it has fewer oral (7) activities than 
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written activities (8). Nevertheless, it seems that there is a degree of uniformity in these textbook 

series. There are two main findings in the analysis. First, the small number of collaborative dialogue

activities (9/60), and their predominant focus on meaning (7/9). Second, the decrease in the number 

of writer-centered activities from course 2 (17) to course 7 (4), and particularly the absence of 

function-oriented activities. These findings indicate a direction that seemingly both of the textbook 

writers have taken. Because of this direction, activities, like collaborative dialogue, that would 

clearly be contributive to SLL do not appear in the activity repertoire of these textbooks.

5 DISCUSSION

The first research question that the present study sought to answer was: What is the frequency of 

output-based activities in the textbooks under examination? All in all, the textbooks had a relatively 

high frequency of output-based activities: 30% of all activities were output-based, and if one 

includes in the calculation all the activities that included incidental output or had an incorporated 

aspect of output, the percentage is even higher. Thus, it is evident that the textbook writers 

acknowledge the impact of output for second language learning. In a rough estimate, it could be 

said that the frequency of output in the textbooks corresponds to the point that Izumi (2003:183-

189) makes that input and output should complement each other in second language learning rather 

than appear separately. After all, without input, there can be no output.

Secondly, the study sought to answer the questions: What kinds of oral and written activities are 

there in the textbooks? and to what extent do the textbooks follow the guidelines set by the national 

curriculum in terms of output? The majority of the oral activities in all of the textbooks were 

meaning-focused discussion activities. Basically, this means that the aim of the activity is to have an

informal discussion of a certain length of a certain topic. These kinds of activities are important, 

because the classroom may be the only place where a second language student has the opportunity 

to speak the language that is being learned. Moreover, they encourage the functions of output: 

noticing, hypothesis testing and automaticity. There were relatively few collaborative dialogue 

activities, however. These activities, because of their different demands, trigger different use of 

language than discussion activities (Robinson 2011:1-25).  Task-based language learning is 

inherently meaning-focused, but collaborative language activities may be form-focused as well. 
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Swain (2000:99-102) presents a situation where two students engage in form-focused collaborative 

dialogue. In form-focused collaborative dialogue activities learners set out to solve a problem of a 

grammatical nature. While going through the activity, learners engage in knowledge building 

through verbalization. This verbalization, Swain (2000:104-112) argues, facilitates the learning of 

the shared language problem through thinking-aloud. It is arguable that since the activity is form-

focused, it provides the learners with the push from meaning-level to syntactic-level language 

production. 

The modified CEFR level B2.1 for oral language production, which the national curriculum sets as 

the aim for upper secondary school students, requires students to be able to “a rather good control of

grammar with occasional mistakes in oral language production”. The description itself is vague, but 

it is worth considering whether an almost solely meaning-focused oral curriculum will be enough to

achieve this level. Clearly, the textbook series that were analysed do not exploit the full potential of 

collaborative dialogue activities. It is impossible to make generalizations based on the findings of 

the present study, but it raises questions and directs attention to observing certain gaps in other 

textbooks as well. Teachers that use the textbooks examined in this study, or any other textbook, 

may find it useful to complement the textbook material with external task-based language activities 

or form-focused collaborative dialogue activities.

There was an emphasis on writer-centered written activities in the course 2 textbooks. In the course 

7 textbooks, there were roughly as many writer-centered activities as text-focused activities, the 

amount remaining static from course 2 to course 7. In other words, emphasis shifted away from a 

purely writer-focused, but the number of written activities decreased in total. Furthermore, one 

might assume that text-focused activities would have gained more emphasis towards course 7, 

because some development is expected of students' written skills in the time between the two 

courses. Text-focused activities teach how to utilize knowledge about content, structure, genre and 

function, in writing. This is knowledge that students need to use in their matriculation exam essay. 

Furthermore, the modified EFR level B2.1 in writing requires of the student to be able to produce 

demanding syntactic structures and to be able to use linguistic means to produce a clear, cohesive 

text. It is debatable whether the three or four text-focused activities per textbook are sufficient for 

students to meet these requirements, especially considering there is only one function-oriented 

activity in all of the textbooks. It should be noted, however, that textbooks may have other sections 

than units of activity that instruct learners on writing conventions. There may be separate 
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instruction pages or boxes dedicated for writing included in the books. However, teachers have to 

provide the material to utilize the instructions if the books do not have activities that are linked to 

them. 

There are certain problems with the analysis of the present study. One of them is the notion of an 

output-based activity. As noted, many kinds of activities may involve incidental output production 

or have sections devoted to output. For the purposes of the present study, the restriction had to be 

made in order for the categorization to be possible. Limiting the scrutiny to only output-based 

activities does not provide a completely realistic picture of the scope of output in EFL textbooks. 

Therefore, it could prove useful to study activities more closely in addition to making rough 

categorizations. Also, there is more to the textbook series than the student textbooks that were 

analyzed in the present study. The series have teacher's guide books that include additional 

activities, and Culture Café has an additional students' grammar book called Grammar Rules that 

includes different kinds of activities. The reason Grammar Rules was not included in the study is 

that it is difficult or impossible to tell which activities are meant for which course. Even if there 

were a course specific division, teachers are free to utilize the book as they see fit. Therefore, 

including the book in the analysis could have decreased the validity of the study. Lastly, the aspect 

chosen for examining oral and written activities is not the only aspect one could take. The overview 

that the present study provides is an overview that fits the aims set for this particular study. Oral and

written language could be approached through different theories, or the theories of the present study

could be extended to study written and oral language in more detail.

Lastly, it is worth considering what we are teaching when we are teaching language. According to 

the sociocultural theory, language is a tool used for mediation. Collaborative dialogue is a form of 

activity that comes closest in taking this idea into practice. In other words, it is the closest that we 

get in the classroom to the primary function of language. Since collaborative dialogue activities are 

sparse in textbooks, it seems that we are teaching students about language rather than how to use it. 

More importantly, we are not using the product of our learning. Collaborative dialogue activities in 

textbooks are not the only way language can be used as a tool for mediation. Teachers may engage 

students in real world activities of language use inside or outside of the classroom or by using 

technology. 
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6 CONCLUSION

6.1 Summary

The present study set out to examine what the frequency and type of output-based activities in 

Finnish upper secondary school EFL textbooks is. It also looked at the national curriculum and 

CEFR to compare the results of the analysis to the guidelines the national curriculum sets for upper 

secondary school English teaching in reference to CEFR. The CEFR scale that the national 

curriculum refers to is a modified EFR for the purposes of Finnish upper secondary school language

education.

The analysis of the present study was conducted using theory-guided content analysis. It found out 

that there are certain gaps in Finnish upper secondary school EFL textbooks. There were very few 

collaborative dialogue activities, and only two of them were form focused. Some types of written 

activities were also underrepresented. There was only one function-oriented activity, and no 

process-oriented activities at all. Moreover, the number of written activities was smaller than the 

number of oral activities, and there were fewer written activities in the later stage books than the 

early stage books. However, in total, the frequency of output-based activities was fairly high, 

considering the number of incidental output and the output that appears as a part of a non-output-

based activity.

The findings of the study indicate certain gaps in the textbooks' activity repertoire, and thus directs 

teachers to think about means to fill them. The gaps may hinder students' ability to reach for the 

competency levels set by the national curriculum and the modified EFR, to an extent. The small 

frequency of collaborative dialogue activities suggests difficulties in producing oral language with 

the desired accuracy, and the lack of function-oriented written activities may result in students' 

inadequate knowledge of writing conventions. 
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6.2 Implications for further study

A point of interest for further study would be to analyze textbooks from the past few decades to see 

at which point output-based activities have begun to appear. The results could be examined in 

relation to contemporary SLL theories, and see which of them have influenced textbook makers. 

Swain's output hypothesis was born in the 1980s. The present study shows that at least the two 

textbooks that were examined have an ample number of output-based activities. However, it does 

not imply what the situation was from the 1970s to 1990s or the early 2000s. A study that would 

examine textbooks from a longer period of time could provide insight on how long it takes for a 

theory to gain ground in EFL/SLL.

In addition to that, the present study could be complemented by looking more closely into the 

analyzed activities. Simply the fact that a certain type of activity exists in the textbook, does not 

mean that the activity would automatically contribute to learning. The activity could be of bad 

quality. For example, a genre-oriented written activity might have bad instructions, or its subject or 

theme might be demotivating for the student. Oral activities could be studied similarly. Given the 

small number of written activities in the two textbooks that were analyzed in the present study, such

a study would provide insight as to whether the existing activities cater for learner needs or not. 

Moreover, teachers most likely skip activities which they do not find useful. If certain activities are 

of bad quality, it could mean that teachers tend to skip them, which, in turn, means that students 

might end up having gaps in their knowledge. The study could be extended to examine the 

thematics in textbook chapters, and discuss how motivating they might be. 
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