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1 INTRODUCTION

The discovery of the internet has changed the eatuinteraction between people
around the globe. In today’'s world, people are ablateract with one another
effortlessly via different means, the location leé interlocutor having almost no
significance. Furthermore, it is not only the conmcation of people via the Internet that
has become more mundane but people also travelandrenore and therefore meet in
face to face situations. For example, in the Euragénion, the freedom of travelling
from one union country to another has been consbiqaromoted by the union. Thus,
there is a possibility for people to interact irotrer language than their mother tongue
on an everyday basis. Interaction, as a matteaatf €an be considered to be the essence
of languages; languages are learnt for the sakerafnunication. Today, English holds
an especially strong position as a lingua frannapkng the meeting of cultures and the
interaction of people across geographical boundaEeen though there are different
ways of communicating, much of the cross-cultungiiaction takes place in situations
where oral communication in particular is need€&tus, there is a clear need for having

speaking skills.

Foreign language learning and teaching shoulditgkeconsideration the teaching of
oral language skills. In other words, learners &hpuactice the production of speaking
as well as the conventions of communication in iothan their mother tongue. In
Finland, the lingua franca position of English bagn acknowledged as teaching English
is virtually a part of training in every educatidirsstitution found in the country. In
Finnish upper secondary schools in particular, Bhgs widely taught. As speaking is a
rather dominant way of conveying meaning, the skdr speaking should be taught at
school. Second language learning and teachinguraly/snoved towards a more
communicative aim in recent years. However, thervidence that teaching in Finnish
upper secondary schools tends focus on teachirtgmskills, which are tested in the
national final exam. The debate about adding alspgaest into the matriculation exam

has been ongoing for years (see, for example, ¥hi® 1991, Savela 1997). A speaking



test in the examination would ensure that speagiilts are in practice taught as well as
written skills. The lack of testing one of the ared language knowledge has been noted
by the Ministry of Education which set a workinggp in 2006 to examine the ways of
testing and assessing speaking skills. The worgiogp’s latest suggestion is to have a
national system for testing and assessing oraliage skills in the upper secondary
school which would also promoted teaching speagkilis. However, at the moment, the
matriculation examination of English or any othereign language does not include a
speaking test.

Thus, the aim of the present study is to discaverdpinions of teachers and students
regarding speaking skills in the situation wheme dpparent undervaluation of speaking
skills is indicated by the current structure in eppecondary school second language
acquisition program. Hence, the focus is on finddngif speaking skills are valued in
teaching even though the final exam does not te&tditionally, the research takes into
consideration whether teaching speaking skillseediffrom the beginning to the end of
upper secondary school, when the final exams dlasec Furthermore, the present
study aims to find out what affects teaching arariang speaking skills. Consequently,
the focus is on examining what for one hindersfouainother facilitates teaching and
learning speaking skills at school. Thus, the dirthis study is to develop quite an
extensive overview of the opinions of each parsyell as the factors that affect the
formation of these opinions, and the realitieseafching and learning this skill. The terms
oral skills, speaking skills and oral languagelskilill be used interchangeably in this
study.

In order to get an extensive view of the topic, plaeticipants of this study include both
teachers and students. There is not a wide bodgsefirch on this topic which would
include the viewpoints of teachers and studentghBieis the topic studied actively in
order for the information to stay up-to-date. Ohéhe more recent studies in a Finnish
context, which included both students’ and teaclmmions was conducted by Makela
(2005). Furthermore, many of the previous stutbbess more on issues surrounding

assessment of rather than aspects of teachingisgesMils. There are plenty of



materials on teaching speaking skills from the pofrview of methodology which do

not give insight into the reality of teaching. Y#te speaking assessment studies include
aspects of teaching speaking skills as teachingesiohg are connected. Thus, these
studies provide only narrow points of view on thpit. Testing and assessing speaking
skills have been studied, for example, by HuuskarehKahkonen (2006) and Saleva
(1997) One of the earliest studies in Finland alspaech communication skills in upper

secondary school was conducted by Yli-Renko in 1991

This topic has been of interest to me since my #lacls thesis in 2009. As the debate of
adding a speaking test is still ongoing, and tleeeethe position of speaking skills in
upper secondary school is questionable, my attemtes drawn to this topic again.
Additionally, as a future teacher of English, | viakerested in studying this topic as the
knowledge about factors that affect teaching spepgkills give insight to teaching in
practice. Thus, | hope that some of the notiorthimstudy are useful for the purpose of
actual teaching at school. | also wanted to sed agpects of language knowledge are

valued by teachers and students and also if tipgiians are similar.

In this study, | will first present theories on commnicative competence and viewpoints
about speech communication which give the theakiackground for speaking skills. |
will then describe the previous findings of othesearch on students’ and teachers’
opinions about learning and teaching speakingssKillvill then move on to describe the
present study: participants, data gathering andngtod of analysis. The results of the
study are presented next and discussed in theniolgpsection. This is finally followed

by the conclusion of this study.

2 COMMUNICATIVE COMPETENCE

For this study, | have chosen influential modelschthave each in their own way taken
forward the ideas on communicative competence. Qamuative competence and issues
related to it have been theorized by many reseeschrefact, Noam Chomsky (1965) is

seen as the pioneer for creating the term commtiveceompetence and thus the present
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study starts to examine the theoretical aspeatsmimunication and speaking from his
theorization. Chomsky’s ideas give a basis forthim®ry of communicative competence
but the term itself was introduced by Dell Hyme811) whose ideas the present will
present next. Hymes’ theorization is followed gn@le and Swain’s (1980) thoughts
which in the 1980’s developed into a theory of caiminative competence. The present
study moves then onto Bachman and Palmer’s (1986, which took the model of
communication even further later in the 1980s duadefore their ideas are also
introduced. The Common European Framework of Reter¢2001) is presented last as
it is a recent and a very influential model. Thenfiework is used widely in Europe and in
Finland it is used as a basis for creating slaN<ll requirements and criteria for

assessment in the curriculum.

2.1 The early stages of the of communicative competence

From the 1970’s onwards, communicative competeasedecome more and more the
aim in foreign language teaching (Hughes 2002: P83, the term competence was
introduced by Noam Chomsky (1965) and he also naatistinction between
competence and performance. &mpetencée means the knowledge the speaker or the
listener has about his or her language whegpea®rmancas the actual use of language
in real situations. In his linguistic theory, Chdimsargues that performance does not
reflect competence as hesitation, grammatical and false starts are a part of natural,
spontaneous speech. For Chomsky, linguistic knaydetkénotes language competence
because ideally a speaker or a listener is unaffiday memory limitation, distraction or
attention defaults to which Chomsky refers as grativally irrelevant conditions
(Chomsky 1965: 3). In his opinion, competence stheuklusively be associated with
knowledge of grammar rules. As Huuskonen and KabkRdBa006: 5) appropriately note,
in his theory Chomsky does not take into accouatt tiere are factors that influence the
speaking situation, such as the setting or theggaaihts, and therefore Chomsky’s theory

appears slightly simplified.
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Still, Chomsky gave Hymes (1971) a starting poiithwhe termcommunicative
competence By communicative competence, Hymes (ibid) meatiseapeaker’s skill
to produce and understand sentences appropritite tmntext in which they take place.
According to Hymes, young speakers do not onlynlegammatical rules but also social
rules, that is, for example, with whom, when, whend how to speak. In other words, a
speaker also learns the rules of appropriatenesapropriate language use. This
competence of appropriateness is acquired in smtehction with other speakers. In
short, Hymes argues that ‘there are rules of uigowt which the rules of grammar
would be useless’ (Hymes 1971: 277-278). Unlike i8sky (1965), Hymes takes into
consideration in his notion of communicative conepet the setting and surrounding in
which the speak event occurs along with grammakicalvledge. Thus, communicative
competence consists of grammatical competenceldmtantextual and sociolinguistic

competence.

In the 1980s, Canale and Swain developed furtreemibdel of communicative
competence and defined the concept in relation séttond language teaching.
According to Canale and Swain (1980), communicatmapetence consists of three
different components; grammatical, sociolinguisaied strategic competence. A fourth
component, discourse competence, was later add€ahgle (1983)Grammatical
competencewhich is also called linguistic competencensists of phonological rules,
morphological rules, syntactic rules, semanticgaed lexical items. In other words, it is
the competence of vocabulary knowledge, sentendevand formation, pronunciation,
spelling and understanding of meaningsciolinguistic competencgin turn, includes
pragmatic aspects of speaking. That is the ap@tgmess of utterances is various
different sociolinguistic contexts which dependtbe participants status, gender, and age
as well as other factorStrategic competenceaddresses the verbal and non-verbal
communication skills which speakers use in orderaimpensate their lack of
grammatical or linguistic knowledge and to incretieeeffectiveness of communication.
Finally, discourse competencedescribes the knowledge of cohesion and coherémce.
short, it means combining grammatical forms andmmegs in order to create consistent

speech or writing in different genres (Canale amai8 1980: 6-7, 11-10).
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Canale and Swain’s model of communicative competé&much more detailed than the
model of, for example, Hymes (1971). What is m@anale and Sawain (1980) examine
the topic from the view point of second languageleng which is a significant
difference to Hyme’s model. This model already ggures social nature of speaking and
that learners need to have knowledge how to spaadopriately in social interaction.

As this model takes into consideration a wide ramfganowledge that speakers possess,

it is usable for assessing learners’ knowledgesiaitilevel in teaching contexts.

2.2 A model of communicative competence by BachmanRaidcther

The communicative approach to language learningrbeanore insightful as Lyle
Bachman and Adrian Palmer started to develop thedel of communicative
competence. It is a model adopted from the oneraily proposed by Bachman only,
which he published in 1990. Bachman and Palmeasismi@éwork is a more comprehensive
model to Canale and Swain’s (1980) descriptionoofimiunicative competence. The
basis of Bachman and Palmer’s framework was taereanodel working for testing,
however, it has also become an influential desonpdf language ability. Bachman and
Palmer (1996) developed their framework as theiebet! that in order to assess
individuals’ languages skills the correspondencloguage skills in other situations
than in the test itself need to be demonstrateds;Ttney designed a framework which
describes the characteristics of language userslandhe characteristics of language use
tasks and test tasks. For Bachman and Palmerritie@gal interest in language testing is
language ability. Moreover, other characteristict heed to be taken into account are
personaktharacteristics, topical knowledgeandaffective schematebecause they are
not only important for test performance but alsolfmguage use (Bachman and Palmer
1996: 61-62). Bachman and Palmer define languagéauise

the creation or interpretation of intended meaningdiscourse by an individual or as the
dynamic and interactive negotiation of intended miregs between two or more
individuals in particular situation (Bachman aralrffer 1996: 61).
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Language use involves several complex interacémmsng the language users’ various
individual characteristics. Due to the complexityrderaction, Bachman and Palmer
(1996) believe that language ability must be cagrgid within an interactional
framework of language use. Their view about languaguses on interaction among
areas of language ability which damguage knowledgetopical knowledge

(knowledge about the real wor]@ersonal characteristic§e.g. age, sex, nationality and
educationandstrategic competencelLanguage knowledge and strategic competence,
which is a set of metacognitive strategies sughl@ing, goal setting or assessment of
communicative sources, are the two main comporuadritee most crucial characteristic,
language ability (Bachman and Palmer 1996: 62{6&)guage knowledge is the term
Bachman and Palmer use to refer to the concepingulage competence which is further

illustrated in figure 1.

LANGUAGE KNOWLEDGE
ORGANIZATIONAL KNOWLEDGE PRAGMATIC KNOWLEDGE

GRAMMATICAL TEXTUAL FUNCTIONAL SOCIOLINGUISTIC

KNOWLEDGE KNOWLEDGE KNOWLEDGE KNOWLEDGE

Knowledge of Knowledge of Knowledge of Knowgedof dialects/

Vocabulary cohesion ideational functions vaegeti

Knowledge of Knowledge of Knowledge of Knodige of registers

syntax rhetorical or manipulative

conversational functions Knowledge of natural

Knowledge of organization or idiomatic exmiess

phonology/ Knowledge of heuristic

graphology functions Knowledge of cultural
references and figures of
speech

Figure 1. Language knowledge model formulated bghBzan and Palmer (1996: 68)

In Bachman and Palmer’s model, language knowleslgediomain of information which
is stored in memory and accessed through metacegsitategies when creating and
interpreting discourse in language use (Bachma®:1®B). Furthermore, as illustrated in
figure 1, language knowledge consist of two maimgonents; organizational and

pragmatic knowledge which supplement each othenvglesuing communicatively
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effective language us@rganizational knowledgeincludes the ability to control the
formal structures of language, i.e. grammatical @xtbial knowledgeGrammatical
knowledgameans understanding formal and correct utterasgsentences which
include knowledge of lexicon, syntax, phonology anaphology Textual knowledges
needed when producing or comprehending texts (esfiaken or written). It consists of
the knowledge of cohesion and the knowledge obril and conversational
organization that are needed in order to form s&et® or utterances into text (Bachman
and Palmer 1996: 67-68).

Furthermorepragmatic knowledgeis composed of the ability to create or interpret
discourse by relating utterances or sentencestorieanings, to the communicative
goal the language user has and to the charaatsridtihe language use setting.
Functional knowledge and sociolinguistic knowledge the two areas which comprise
pragmatic knowledgd=unctional knowledgeefers to how utterances and sentences are
in relation with the communicative goals the larggiasers have. Functional knowledge
is further divided into four categories of langudigections: ideational, manipulative,
heuristic and imaginative. The final component atBman and Palmer’s framework,
sociolinguistic knowledge consists of the rulesppropriateness in particular contexts
of language use. It includes, for example, the Kadge of appropriate use of register,

dialects or cultural references (Bachman and Palra@6: 69-70).

Bachman and Palmer’s model of language knowledger&st and explanatory model
about the different components of language knovdettgs a more detailed model than
the previous models. Bachman and Palmer havex#@omple, included subcategories of
knowledge and thus more thoroughly explain the=dgiiit aspects of language
knowledge. It is important to note that curreneash on communicative competence is
based on the Canale and Swain (1980) and BachniteRamer (1996) models, as well
as the descriptions of the communicative languagepetence components found in the
Common European Framework of Reference for LanguiB@EFR). Accordingly, the
concept of communicative competence will next lespnted from the point of view of
CEFR.
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2.3 Communicative competence in the Common Europeamé&wark of
Reference

One of the most influential views about languag#ipiency today is presented in the
Common European Framework of Reference for Langjageich will be from now on
referred to as CEFR. The CEFR was designed to supybility in Europe, as well as to
enhance international communication and promotep=ration between different
educational institutions. CEFR is seen as the Eraoguideline for teaching and
evaluating proficiency in foreign languages evesuth it is not the only model of
language proficiency. The CEFR has functioned ashin source for planning national
curriculum in several European countries, Finlaaohtp one of them, which is an

indication of the effectiveness of the framework.

The framework defines language users as membeaiscaty or ‘social agents’ who have
specific tasks, which are not only language botm@ccomplish in certain circumstances.
Speech acts occur within language activities begelother activities form a wider social
context. In order to fulfill these tasks, individsiase their own specific competences to
reach goals. Thus, also in language learning, iddals as social agents develop a range
of competences; both general and also communickaingtiage competences.
Competences, according to CEFR (2001: 9), areuhed knowledge, skills and
characteristics that allow a person to performvéets. Language learning is further

explained in the framework as follows:

..They [individuals] draw on the competences airttisposal in various contexts under various
conditions and under variousonstraintsto engage ilanguage activitiesinvolving language
processedo produce and/or receitextsin relation tothemesin specificdomains, activating
thosestrategieswhich seem most appropriate for carrying outtdeksto be accomplished. The
monitoring of these actions by the participantsiteim the reinforcement or modification of their
competences (CEFR 2001: 9).

In other words, learners make use of their preveoyseriences in order to take part in
language activities that involve language processg$anguage processes are about
producing or receiving a text which is related pedfic themes and domains, learners

activate the strategies they need for accomplistieg tasks. By monitoring these
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actions, learners’ competences are being reinfaoedmnodified. Hence, communicative
language competence enables one to function thramgfuages (CEFR 2001: 9, Hildén
2000: 169).

Thus, for successful linguistic interaction, bodngral competence and communicative
language competence are needgeheral competenceshat is, the combination of
different skills, abilities and characteristicsg ot bound to any language but are called
upon for all different actions, language activitEsng one of them. General competence
also includes the individual’s ability to lea@ommunicative competencefurthermore,
consists of three components: linguistic, socialisgic and pragmatid.inguistic
competences include knowledge about the language as a systanistrknowledge about
the lexical, grammatical, semantic, phonologicahagraphic and orthoepic
competenced.exical competenceefers knowledge of and ability to use the vocabul

of a language. It also includes lexical elements grammatical elements. Lexical
elements comprise of fixed expressions, such assphverbs, and single word forms
where a certain word can have several differentninga, whereas grammatical elements
include, for example, articles and quantifiggsammatical competenés composed of
the knowledge and the ability use grammatical festof a language. In short, it is the
ability to form understandable phrases or senteandexpress meaning according to
specific grammatical ruleSemantic competentethe awareness and organization of
meaning over which the learner has contblonological competends knowledge and
skill, for example, about the production and peticgpof sound- units (phonemes),
phonetic composition of words and sentence phangbimsody). The ability to perceive
and to produce written symbols which compose writéxt is known asrthographic
competenceOn the contraryprthoepic competendacludes the skill to pronounce text
correctly when encountering it first in written flofCEFR 2001: 109-118).

The social dimension of language use is consideigdlarly to Canale and Swain (1980)
and Bachman and Palmer (1996)sasolinguistic competence. This competence is a
set social relation such as conventions aboutgr@is, expressions of folk-wisdom,

register differences, as well as dialect and acéenally, pragmatic competence
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comprises of three principles according to whiclssages are 1) organized, structured
and arranged, known as ‘discourse competence’&) tscarry out communicative
functions, i.e. ‘functional competence’ and 3) aged in accordance with interactional
and transactional schemata which can be referrad tdesign competence’. (CEFR 2001
118-123)

The concept of communicative competence is definéEbmmon European Framework
of Reference for Languages in great detail. Howatveioes not define the concept of
strategic competence as Bachman and Palmer didrdinework is clearly also aimed to
be a concrete tool for language learning and tgstthe framework includes advice for
teaching the knowledge areas of communicative ctenge. Additionally, the sill-level
description in the framework is very influentialdatine basis of the criteria used in
Finnish schools. The level of specificity is thegtest in CEFR compared to other
frameworks introduced in the present study. Heimcthis study different aspects of
communicative competence are understood similartiié¢ description of CEFR.
Common to all the definitions about communicativenpetence presented in this study
is that language competence is not only the knaydexbout the language but also ability

or the skill to use language in communicative situres.

2.4 Speech communication and oral language skills

After defining the idea of communication and cominative competence, speech
communication and oral language skills are examiteed. The ideas of speech
communication and oral language skills are defingtie following chapters as they give
further knowledge about what speaking skills cdris Thus, this section explores the

content of teaching speaking from a theoreticadjpective.

According to Hildén (2000: 172), all communicatie@guage functions are speech
communication in one way or another. Speech comeation takes place in interaction

where the speaker and the listener are simultahewusonnection with each other.
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However, face-to-face participation is not requiasdaking part in the same speech act
on different occasions is considered as speech comeation. Thus, transimitting,
receiving and replying a voice mail fulfill the n@gements of speech communication.
Yet, speech communication requisggeech communication skillsvhich consist of
linguistic skills, functional skills andstrategic skills. Linguistic skills comprise from the
ability to choose grammatically and phoneticallyreot forms as well as governing the
rules of nonverbal communication. The knowledgagdlying linguistic competence
contents in speech in order to create hypertesdlled functional skill which
corresponds to pragmatic and sociolinguistic coenpeds described previously in
connection with the CEFR. Strategic skills aregkiéls needed for planning and
controlling the interaction process and also fdrzing one’s own skills in speech acts to

achieve the communicative goal (Hildén 2000: 172}17

Accordingly,oral language skillsare part of speech communication skills. Oral
language skills denote the knowledge and skill &mage in different communicative
language functions where spoken text is produceéctémnaction and transmissions are
taking place in the target language. In these Istgufunctions, the sociolinguistic,
pragmatic and the linguistic competence as wethastrategic skills to use them, are
needed. An individual, according to Hildén (20003}, can have oral skills in several
different languages and the combination of theaésills contributes to the individual's
speech communication skills. Additionally, improgithe oral skills of one language
improves speech communication skills as a wholevétder, Hildén (ibid) argues that
oral language skills are language specific sucloras skills of Swedish, English or
German. | disagree with Hildén and claim that thed skills of one language contribute
to the speaking skills of another language. As skdls are the ability to function
successfully in linguistic situations, for exam@e&ess and phonetic features affect
successful interaction. Thus, mastering thesésskilone language surely contributes to
learning the skills in a language convergent irs¢heatures. Languages are known to
derive from linguistic families and thus similagi$i in language systems are known.

Figure 1 illustrates oral skills in connection wadbmmunicative competence.
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General competences:
- declarative knowledge
o knowledge about the world
0 sociocultural knowledge
o intercultural knowledge
0 awareness of language and communication
- skills and know-how
o practical skills and know-how
o intercultural skills and know-how

- existential competence Sociolinguistic competence:
- ability to learn - conventions about politeness
o0 general phonetic awareness - differences betvezgsters
and phonetic skills - dialects andeants

0 learning skills
0 heuristic skills

Pragmatic competences:
- discourse competence
- functional competence
- design competence Oral skills
(for example English)

Linguistic competences:

- lexical

- grammatical Strategies

- semantic - reception
- phonological - production

- interaction
- transmission

Figure 1. Foreign language skills in the domaicahpetences adapted from Hildén (2000:
174).

In order to speak in a foreign language, one haswe a certain amount of knowledge
about grammar and vocabulary (Bygate, 1987: 3)sThlarning these areas of language
contributes to learning speaking, but learning kpegis not merely about the knowledge
of these two areas of language. One has to, fanpbea govern the rules of
pronunciation and take into account non-verbal camiation as well as gestures which
have a significant role in speech acts. Bygat8T71® distinguishes thenowledgeabout

a language from thekill of using it with speaking practice. Thus, in ortiespeak it is

not enough to know how sentences are assembled bate the skill to produce and

adapt them according to the circumstances. In skiootvledge about pronunciation,
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grammar and vocabulary are needed along with tbevkedge how they are used.

Moreover, the skill to use this knowledge correatlyight circumstances is vital.

Bygate (1987: 5) further divides skill into two egbries; motor-perceptive skills and
interaction skillsMotor-perceptive skills refer to perceiving, recalling and articulating
sounds and structures of a language correctlyhont sthese skills relate mainly to
language production and perceptitmteraction skills are about the skill to use
knowledge and basic motor-perception skills to camitate. Interaction skills include
making decisions about communication, such asdh&at of the speech act and the
way it is done in a specific communication situatidll this is affected by the
communication acts that have taken place beforeramthich contexts communication
has happened.

The first internal factor that affects communicatie calledprocessing conditiongime
being one of the most influential ones. In spok®araction, the pressure of time can
have noticeable effects and speech fluency isetleaith the mastery of processing
conditions. Hence, a speaker is able to producectpat a normal speed regardless of the
pressure of time. The secomdgiprocity conditiondescribes the human nature of
communication as it happens in interaction betwaenor more speakers as there is a
speaker producing speech and a listener receilimmgiessage. Thus, the speaker does
not act independently but has to take the countemua consideration for example by

modifying vocabulary decisions (Bygate 1987 :7-8).

Language skill has now been distinguished fromuaigg knowledge, the latter meaning
the rules of language rules, i.e. rules of gramongaronunciation, and also the
knowledge to apply these rules. The former is abfwaigibility use the knowledge.

Bygate (1987) further notes that speech differmfraritten language as production skills,
that is facilitation and compensation devices,reeded. Thus, speaking does not equal
written language in a spoken form. Managing commation problems is also a feature
of speaking as is negotiation of meaning. Finatignaging the turn-taking and the

agenda are a part of managing the interactiorf {Bgbate 1987: 49). The skills a
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speaker has rely on a source of knowledge. Theke isklude mastering the different
known ways of communicating particular meaningse Wtore the skill is practiced, the
more knowledge about it is stored, thus learning twstructure sentences can be
memorized. All this knowledge is shaped and usatiffarent contexts with the help of
skills. Furthermore, the skills are in connectiathvone another. In other words, skills
include making decisions about important messdg®es,these messages are formed and
said while monitoring the entire communication aitan. Speaking skills then include
having the knowledge for example from message jptgtio accuracy skills. Mastering
just one of skill areas is not enough. The nat@ispeaking and the relation of

knowledge and skills are presented in the followiggre adapted from Bygate (1987).

Hildén (2000) describes the competence and knowlefigpeaking skills in a similar
way the CEFR (2001) does. Bygate (1987) cleadtimtjuishes knowledge from skills
instead of using a competence based structurestrideng speaking skills. Together the
theorization of these two creates the viewpointtesent study has. The role of time in
speaking, which Bygate mentions, is a significaart pf speaking. Hildén, on the other
hand, gives an extensive definition of speech comaation which is closely related to
speaking skills. Additionally, the array of compates presented by Hildén includes, for

example, the skills for learning which are sigrafit also in learning speaking.
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Figure 2. A model of oral language skills (Byga881: 50)
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3 TEACHING SPEAKING SKILLS

3.1 A historical view on second language learning aathing

Second language learning (SLL) and acquisition (Sh#&ve been influenced by several
views and theories. Different aspects of languagevedge have been in focus in
teaching as the changes in research have had awctimplanguage pedagogy.
Accordingly, there have been eras when certain wapsacticing languages as well as
certain areas of language knowledge have beeras fdhe ideas about learning started
to evolve in the 1950’s and quite soon also thenphenon of foreign language learning
gained attention. In time, theorists have beemgyyo create a model which would
explain and give further information about how laage learning happens and what
affects it. Hence, | next present views of SLL &oav emphasis has shifted from

behaviorism being at reign into current theoriesahmunicative language teaching.

In the 1950s and 1960s a behaviorist view was th&t mfluential theory. In this
approach, learning happens when stimulus is reddiyehe learner and the learner
responds accordingly to it. Thus, a repeated retefoent will create correct behavior,
which will eventually become a habit. For learngpgeaking this means extensive target
language usage as learning happens by imitatingeg@ting correct communication
patterns for different situations and substituting language patterns that have already
been learnt in the mother tongue (Mitchell and &8y2004:30-31). This approach was
criticized and therefore more focus was put intarexing first language acquisition,
which was believed to explain also foreign langulegening. It was found in the 1970s
that learning in all languages goes through sinstages. Thus, for example an order of
acquisition was found for English language andaswealized that first and foreign

language learning have similarities in many way#ghll and Myles 2004:34).

At the end of the decade, Stephen Krashen intratlbisemonitor model which is
divided into five basic hypotheses. In these hyps#is, Krashen defined learning from

acquisition, the first being a conscious processretearners know about language and
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the latter unconsciously acquiring language skiksin first language acquisition. He

also described learners to have a monitor whichitm@language use to be
grammatically correct. Thus, students who do notpce fluent and continuous speech
are in fact using their monitor too much whereasagprs who make several errors do not
use their monitor as they value fluent and fasespenore. Krashen also suggests that
language rules are acquired in certain order wbahbe predicted beforehand. He
continues that learner development is connected eamprehensible input by which he
means language that is syntactically right aboaenker’s current language competence.
However, in Krashen’s opinion comprehensible inputot enough but students need to
be responsive for the input (Mitchell and Myles 2084- 48).

Krashen’s hypothesis provoked discussion on theabinteraction in learning.
Interaction hypothesis sees the quality of inpwirngan effect on learning. Thus, the
more input changes, the more it is recycled andrpatother words in order to make it
more understandable, the more useful it is foleaener. Output hypothesis also
challenged Krashen'’s views as not only receivinggeehensible input was enough for
language development but also language produdiareded. Output really develops
second language syntax and morphology knowled¢gngsiage production forces
learners really to do grammatical processing (Miticand Myles 2004: 160). Krashen’s
input hypothesis does, however, state languagastiga to happen when the learner
understands messages and also when the learneeseirgut that is understandable
(Mitchell and Myles 2004: 165).

One of the most influential models of second lamgguaarning is Noam Chomsky's
universal grammar approach which has had mucheinfie on second language learning
research. This approach suggests that all humasmsahbuilt-in set of principles and
parameters that determine the form human languaig¢age. Because of this structure-
dependency, language learning is a constrainecpsodn other words, language
organization is quite strictly a result of the telaship different sentence elements, such
as words or morphemes, have. Thus, the basis gi¢ae, the units is created when

words are rearranged into higher-level structuféss makes second language learning
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easier as the built-in knowledge helps to knowdwaace the ways language works.
(Mitchell and Myles 2004: 52-55, 62).

From the cognitive approaches to language leaithi@grocessing approach focuses on
the processing mechanisms brains use in seconddgaginformation processing model
studies the how learner’s short term memory and term memory affect language
learning (Mitchell and Myles 2004: 99). Processabtheory is interested in the way
learners process linguistic input and the factdnmgclvhave an effect on the process.
Learners have linguistic knowledge which they Useugh computational mechanisms.
Language acquisition itself is seen as a procegettihg computational mechanisms
which as procedural skills are vital for procesdamgguage. Processability theory tries to
explanation for the above (Mitchell and Myles 20041).

The way learners’ interlanguage develops is thadaf functional perspective on second
language learning. The research examines how leareach the goals of communication.
In focus are also the speech acts that the letmiasto make and also the means of
making use of the physical, social and discoursgesth in meaning making. The

attempts to make meaning are seen as an esseautiaf pngoing language development
which is connected to the development of formatesys of grammar (Mitchell and

Myles 2004: 131-132).

Socio-cultural perspectives on language learnisg interaction as the key aspect of
language learning. In this view, language learmngeen as social action instead of an
individual process. Language, moreover, is seenrasans for thinking and making
meaning. When the learner is in contact with oth@msopportunity for creating new

language tools for meaning making arises (Mitcaetl Myles 2004: 193, 200).

Today foreign language teaching follows the iddasocmmunicative approaches were
languages are used in meaningful context, the camuation is interesting and all this

happens in situations which resemble real commtineaettings. The Common
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European Framework of Reference, for example, ®fietheory of language learning
from a communicative perspective (Hughes 2002: 26).

3.2 Teaching the spoken language at upper secondanplsa Finland

The national curriculum sets the guidelines foramiging education in upper secondary
schools in Finland. Each school is responsibledmnpiling a plan of education as they
are responsible for the execution of teaching acpece (LOPS 2003: 8). Furthermore,
the curriculum gives the instructions for the comtef teaching each subject and
additionally sets the goals for learning. Consetjygetine content of foreign language
teaching as well as its assessment is defineceigutriculum. I will now view the aims

and content instructions from the point of viewedching speaking skills.

The teaching of foreign languages, in this casedhehing of English, aims mainly to
give students skills to communicate across cultooaindaries. The students are expected
to learn to communicate in the specific way comroation is done in English and within
in Anglophone culture. Thus, the curriculum cleadts a communicative aim in English
teaching. Each of the courses has its own emphgis form of a topic, related
vocabulary and sometimes in the form of practi@again skills, such as stating an
opinion. However, the curriculum notes that in sif the emphasis on each course, the
students should have opportunities for practiciththe skills, that is skills of reading,

writing, listening and also speaking in English @®2003: 100).

The assessment scale in the curriculum has bediedjnom the skills level description
presented in the Common European Framework of Beter(CEFR) (LOPS 2003: 230).
According to the skill level scale, in learning Hely the students are to reach the skill
level of B2.1 in the end of upper secondary schbbis applies to all four skills,
speaking included. In this level, the studentsateave speaking skills which enable
them to present their ideas on topics that arkeir tange of experiences and to express
the meaning of these to themselves. Thus, in tagahis involves covering vocabulary
in different topics and learning methods, for exnghrases and sentences structures,

for expressing opinion and point of view. Furthar the student should be able for
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communication which does not appear either amusinigitating to the interlocutor.
Hence, the teaching should take into account idimnexpressions and make the students
aware that expressions cannot always be trans$&i@dht from Finnish into English.
What is more, the production of speech should Im¢imaous with few longer pauses.
Teaching should give the learners a stock of plragech gain time for answering and
skill to use other linguistic signals which holetturn to speak when formulating what to
say. Additionally students should face tasks wigiste freedom of speech and thus
develop their fluency.

According to the criteria in the curriculum, promiation and intonation are clear and
natural sounding at skill-level B2.1. Thus, teaghshould involve the practice
production and recognition of sound units and iatam. Especially the English
phonemes that are missing from the Finnish languag are therefore more challenging
to learn, should gain focus. Phonetic drilling isntioned in the CEFR as a way of
practicing pronunciation. Intonations along withrd@nd syllable stress are also factors
that differ between Finnish and English. They dffgeatly on speaker’s fluency and
understandability and are therefore important aspgeractice. Stress is a more
significant part of English than it is other langea to which Finnish is not an exception.
As a matter of fact Finnish is constructed moraiadosyllables and their duration in
pronunciation. Additionally, the word stress isibally always on the first syllable (Alho
et al. VISK 2008: 813). Hence, for Finns, the wetigtss of English is particularly
difficult to learn which should be taken into caesiation in teaching. It also needs to be
noted that grammar has a central role in intellggpeaking. Thus, teaching speaking is
in relation with teaching grammatical aspectshia ¢urriculum criteria description,
grammatical inaccuracies are acceptable to the guey significantly hinder
understanding. (LOPS 2003: 242, CEFR 2001: 35,C8ke-Murcia et al. 2010: 184-
189)

In order for the students to meet the describedirempents of successful communication
in English, the interactive nature of speaking $thdne rehearsed in pair and group work.

It is important that students speak in face to fteations with different people and use
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language in meaningful ways, for example in answeexercise questions. It also needs
to be noted that the tasks and topics should Irerest to the students. It is also in my
opinion important that the teacher sets an exawipinglish being used in the class as
the mean of communication. The CEFR stresses tpertance of the teacher as a

speaker models but also as a model of attitudeahility to use a foreign language.

3.3 The current situation of teaching oral skills apepsecondary school

As | have introduced principles of teaching Enghsgischool, | will now present the
current situation of learning English in Finland.the following section, | will describe
teaching speaking skills at upper secondary sanamnnection with testing as study
results show teaching and assessment to be imedwi he connection between
assessment and teaching is also presented bypiteseatatives of student and teacher
interest groups in this section. | also believe bwh students and teachers value the
language skills that are assessed slightly more tthe skills that are not assessed. Thus,
this section gives a historical background to prongpa speaking test as a part of the
matriculation examination and thus shifting spegkiom the secondary position to an

equal place with other areas of language knowledge.

In Finland, English is widely taught at differeetéls of education. As a matter of fact,
English is the most popular foreign language aS%M®f the elementary level students
choose English to be their first foreign languagsettidy. This means that for the
majority of Finnish students learning English €at the age of nine. Thus, in Finland
more time is used to learn English than any otbezi§in language. Because of the
several proceeding years of English studies, lagrBnglish follows an advanced

syllabus at upper secondary school.

There has been plenty of talk about adding a spgakst in the foreign language
matriculation exams in Finland already in the efithe 1980s and in the beginning of
1990s (see, for example, Yli-Renko 1991). Alread§988 the Ministry of Education set

a working group which aimed to find out how a speghest could be implemented in
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the matriculation examination (Lukiokoulutuksen Kigan kielitaidon arviontityéryhman
muistio 2006: 8). Another working group was setly ministry in 2005 with the same
task, however, still at the present a speakingsestt a part of the examination, even

though the working group proposed one.

The Federation of Foreign Language Teachers imRth(SUKOL) supports having a
speaking test in the examination. The chair offtfukeration sees speaking test as a
motivating factor for the students to learn speglskills. Students are in his opinion
usually motivated to learn what they are testedromthermore, he thinks that speaking
skills and their teaching would gain the value #raposition it deserves if a test is
added (Hameed 2011). The National Union of Fingesheral upper secondary students
also stated in 2005 that a speaking test shouétitled to the matriculation examination.
The Chair at the time stated that the lack of akipg results less teaching of speaking

skills during upper secondary school (STT 2005).

In the Finnish curriculum, where the aims and conté teaching are set, speaking is
acknowledged as one of the skills of language Aseording to the curriculum, the aim
is to develop students’ ability mbmmunicatevith people from different cultural
backgrounds. Furthermore, students should havd egpartunities to practice all areas
of language knowledge, speaking included, in atheflanguage courses. Similarly,
students’ skills should be assessed in all of thasa The assessment scale in the
curriculum, on the basis of the Common EuropeamEreork of Reference, gives a
description of the skill level students should redaring upper secondary school. In
short, according to the skill level requirements student are expected to have quite
fluent speaking skills, the ability convey meanwighout having to struggle greatly even
though some grammatical inaccuracies may happ&@P8.2003: 100, 230, 240)

In addition to having a speaking test, the worlgngup set by the Ministry of Education
in 2005 also suggested one of the advanced languagses in curriculum to be changed
to a mere speaking course. This proposition leathémge in the national curriculum and

from 2010 onwards Finnish upper secondary schadkesits have been able to complete
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a speaking course where speaking skills are at$eden the end of the course with a test
provided by the National Board of Education. Tharse is voluntary and thus a separate
certificate is given to the students at graduatis@an indication of taking part in the
speaking course and in the following test. Forléimguage teachers, the change gave
additional training funded by government. The tiegrfocused on improving the
teachers’ ability to teach and assess speakinig $iileraiden kielten ja toisen

kotimaisen kielen suullisen kielitaidon arviointkiossa 2010: 1-2).

In my opinion, having a speaking course in uppeosdary school is a positive change.
Students have an opportunity to improve the shdl is easily set aside as it is not tested
in the national exam. Especially at the end of ugpeondary school when the
matriculation examination draw closer, there iseagpossibility that little speaking
practice is done. However, the voluntary naturthefcourse leads to the fact that not all
students receive speaking training albeit it isttuelents’ own choice. Then again, the
students who patrticipate in the course are moshfiknotivated learners which affect

learning positively.

4 STUDIES ABOUT STUDENTS’ VIEWS ON LEARNING ENGLISH
SPEAKING SKILLS

The previous sections described the theoreticateqas and terminology. This section
focuses on studies about learning English speadiitig from the students’ perspective.
Most of the research on this field is done morenftbe view point of assessment or the
actual teaching of speaking. There is not a widdylws research about the learners’
opinions nor are the factors that affect teachimg)laarning speaking skills examined
from the students’ point of view. However, in theian context some research is found
on students’ opinions on learning speaking sKilgthermore, a few studies also present
students’ and teachers’ views simultaneously. Aty Khamkhien (2001) and another
by Makela (2005) included both the students’ aredtédachers’ viewpoint in the research.
Even though the number of research is not overwinglnan interest in studying

different aspects related to learning speakindsséie seen early on. One of the earliest
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studies on learning speaking skills is Yli-Renka@search from the beginning of the
1990s.

Khamkhien (2001) conducted a study where he sud/8¢& Thai learners’ motivation to
study English skills. He also studied the studepésSonality, their attitudes towards
English teachers, classroom environment and instnal media and finally the students’
attitudes towards English language. The particpahthis study were university
students aged between 18 to 20 years, which isptige same age group that took part
in the present study. Furthermore, all the pardictp of Khamkhien’s study considered
teacher’'s model of speaking important and theyrijlestated the willingness to speak
like the teacher. The participants also indicatelésire to speak like a native speaker of
English. It has to be noted, though, that in Thadl#uent English speaking skills
indicate wealth and better social position whichsthontribute to learners willingness to
speak native like (Khamkhien 2001: 100).

Khamkhien (2001: 95-96) found that the participanfthis study had a high motivation
for learning English as they saw English skillsfuka the future, in further studies or in
professional life. However, the majority was afrafdnaking mistakes and nervous
about speaking in English in front of other peopleamkhien (ibid) interviewed the
students and found out that they were reluctaspé&ak if they were unsure of the answer
or if they were afraid of the teacher correctingrth Al-Zedjali’s study (2009: 127) of
thirty-one Omani girls’ beliefs about learning Eisglshowed that the participants were
worried about making mistakes and thus they comtieidh less to oral activities. However,
the students also found the teacher’s correctienmaitive. As Al-Zedjali (2009: 127)
this indicates that the way correction is donerhash influence on students’ courage to
speak. Thus, teacher’s role as a courage givergkemerges. In the Thai schooling
system, the conventions of teaching speaking anéamng errors may differ and thus
the students might experience feelings of intimatatin the Finnish teacher education
practice, correcting individual students’ pronuticia or other aspect of speaking is

advised to do subtly as students may easily b@diaged to speak.
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Similarly to Khamkhien (2001), de Saint Léger andr&’s (2009) study, where thirty-
two students self-assessed their French speakiltgjiskan Australian university,

showed lack of confidence as one of their biggesterns in the beginning of the
language course. Generally, the participants hatlesdt French for eight years, six in
secondary schools and two at university and theg sidying an advanced language
course at undergraduate level, and yet they expmteshyness to speak. The feeling of
intimidation was connected with language proficielavel as less proficient students felt
intimidated to speak with more skilled peers (daSaéger and Storch 2009: 278). The
role of courage in speaking is emphasized whestigents actually named confidence
as their strength in connection with oral skillarthermore the researchers’ thought it be
interesting that students did not find learningngm@ar or pronunciation as difficult. This,
in my opinion, could be an indication of gettingoegh practice in learning these areas of
language knowledge and thus there is less intinoid@volved in learning them
However, it was also found that over time the stisigained more self-confidence and
were thus also more willing to speak in the sedanduage in class (de Saint Léger and
Storch 2009: 269, 275). Generally, the studentiepexl small group discussions over to
whole group discussions even though this was notalsematic. For some, small group
discussions were challenging too. Yet, for othemalsgroup discussions were
opportunities to speak more without the pressuie lufy group (de Saint Léger and
Storch 2009: 277-278).

Mékela (2005) conducted a quite vast study whergtidied 734 English text books and
also the opinions of 233 teachers and 375 studentsal practice at senior secondary
school in Finland. Mé&kel& (2005: 109) found alse skudents to view learning to speak
in English important. Sixty-eight per cent of thadents in this study reported speaking
to be the most important skill to learn. The studextso found learning English pleasant
and not too difficult compared to learning othebjsats (Makela 2005: 113-114). The
students also felt that they did not get enoughpetice as they were willing to
increase oral work. Makela (2005: 158) argues thetjte done at schools is not
meaningful enough and offers the explanation far lck of meaningfulness to be
teacher-centered class room work. Unlike de Saéget and Storch’s study (2009), the
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students in this study saw teacher led work to bstimportant and indicated low
importance for group work (Makela 2005: 111). Hoee\t is also pointed out that the
weaker students thought group work to be impopaesumably because of the support
working in groups offer. Makela also found a diéfiece between girls and boys. Boys
favored group work and having an oral test in ttarioulation examination whereas
girls had more negative attitudes. Girls foundr@ay English more difficult than boys
did. In Mé&kel&'’s opinion, girls experience more 13&ss to speak which could give
explanation to these differences in gender (M&aRre@b: 159).

The results of a study conducted by Yli-Renko ()98Finland show that already in the
early 90’s there was growing interest in reseagh@arning speaking and also
examining students’ opinions. Yli-Renko’s quantitatstudy had 236 participants from
central and southern Finland. The results of thidysdo not differ from the results of the
studies described above as students were foundgrience shyness to speak. What is
more, Yli-Renko (1991: 60) found girls to be mareitl speakers than boys (Yli-Renko
1991:60). Further results of girls being more ghgadkers were also found by Ahola
(2009:20) in a study of forty Finnish upper secagdahool students. The reason for the
shyness of speaking was in both studies noted tbeblack of time used for practicing
speaking (Ahola 2009, Yli-Renko 1991). Furtherméteamkhien’s (2001: 99) study
results also showed that there is not enough tinhestrn speaking and the student felt
that the teacher did not have time to talk anéiigb the students speak. Additionally,
some of the Thai students remarked that the cdiosks were too grammar oriented.
Khamkhien (2001: 101) points out that class sizggh in Thailand with an average of
45 students per class which could explain the stisdieeling of not getting enough
attention from the teacher when learning speakmé&inland, the average group size in
upper secondary school varies at times greatlytatiee course based system
(Jaaskelainen and Kauppinen 2005: 31). Thus, thebauof students might differ
greatly from one course to another. In gradesYitothe Finnish comprehensive school,

the average class size is twenty pupils (OPM 2008).
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5 STUDIES ABOUT TEACHERS’ VIEWS ON TEACHING ENGLISH
SPEAKING SKILLS

As the students opinions about learning speakiillg skere presented in the section
above, | will now move on to the studies that cabertopic from the teachers’
perspective. Two of the studies, those of Khamkhieth Makela, presented above
included both students and teachers. Thus, thasstiwlies are presented in this section
two yet from another point of view. A study by Hkasen and Kahkonen (2006) gives a
vast sampling about the teachers’ opinions as egetith Tattari (2001) these two
studies include a large part of Finland geograplyicdenderson et al (2012) conducted
a very recent Europe-wide study which includedhee’ ideas about pronunciation
teaching. As teaching pronunciation is a part atkeng speaking, this study gives

current information about the topic.

A Turkish study interviewed 18 English as a Fordignguage (EFL) teachers who were
teaching according to the language teaching sygteem by the CEFR in a private
university {ncecay andncecay 2010: 318). The results show that a hatief
participants in the study considered all the sldéas of language knowledge equally
important. However, another half considered spepgkills as least important skill to
teach in a language courdadecay andncecay 2010: 319). The teachers stated that the
school program, which affects teaching greatly veyed the impression that teaching
speaking is secondary. The teachers further casditiat the lack of oral materials, the
loaded program as well as large class size ledeém@i Turkish in the classes. The use of
Turkish was seen to have a negative effect onileguspeaking skills.ificecay and
Incecay 2010: 321)

Huuskonen and Kéahkdnen (2006: 65) also surveyathées’ opinions about teaching,
practicing and assessing oral skill in Finnish ugezondary schools. Together with
Tattari (2001), who studied teachers’ opinions alspeaking skills too, they
geographically covered the whole of Finland. Bdtldies found the teachers to view
speaking skills as an important part of languagatedge. According to Tattari (2001:
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84) the teachers felt that speaking skills coultdalty gain a little emphasis. However,
the studies found also factors that hindered tegcspeaking. The lack of time was the
most common reason hindering teaching speakinggichiers’ opinion (Huuskonen and
Kahkonen 2006: 78, Tattari 2001: 56). The lackimktwas connected to large group
size. The lack of time was also mentioned as afgignt hindrance in the results of
Ahola (2009) and it was connected with the loadsttent of teaching. Oral language

skills are not the only area of language skillgstach.

Further on, according to Huuskonen and K&hkdne@g383-84) the Finnish

Matriculation Examination, which at the present swgas only written skills, creates a
wash-back effect where teaching focuses only disgkiat are needed in the test itself.
Ahola (2009: 25) also reported about teacher egpee of language teaching being exam
focused in courses and as a whole teaching aintedéanatriculation examination.
Huuskonen and Kahkonen (2006: 84) also reportatkstuelated factors such as
shyness to speak and the lack of motivation asfaciomplicating teaching speaking.
Additionally the students lack of confidence inith@vn abilities to speak made teaching
in the teachers’ opinion more difficult. Thus, there indications that teachers not only
teach the theoretical knowledge of how to spedknglish and provide tasks for

practicing but also support students’ confidenciéding and courage students to speak.

While naming hindering factors, the teachers alsationed facilitators of teaching
speaking skills in the study of Huuskonen and Kalekt(2006). The teachers’ referred
to students’ motivation to learn and realizing it@ortance of speaking skills as
favoring teaching speaking. Furthermore, the stagults of Ahola about facilitators of
speaking (2009) show findings alike. Huuskonen laélkonen (ibid) report that
teachers were able to recognize the students’ ataiivto learn English for the purposes
of the future, be it for future studies or work.ejfcontinue that for some teachers the
course materials, that is the course book and #xeircises, provide support for teaching
oral skills. The same remark was made in the stfidyhola (ibid) where teachers stated
that suitable materials enable the teacher to foaugaching instead of using resources

for finding materials.
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Nonetheless, Huuskonen and Kéahkonen (ibid) fouadhters to state their own attitude
to be a significant promoter of teaching oral laagi skills. Having a positive attitude
and a method of practicing any language area onadhg mentioned by the teachers.
(Huuskonen and K&hkdnen 2006: 85-86, Ahola 2009: 25

The study of Makela (2005) demonstrates how teatbginions can be inconsistent.
The results of his study show Finnish teachersate@la positive view on practicing oral
skills and teachers reported to do plenty of oratfice in classes. However, the written
tasks, such as essay writing and grammar tasksiwéne teachers’ view the most useful.
In my opinion, this contradiction questions the amoof speaking practice the
participants of this study do in class in realifiaus, the results give indication that
teachers’ are not fully aware themselves what tladye in teaching and learning or does
their teaching really implement the matters thaytbonsider to be important. In the
opinon of Mé&kela (ibid), which | agree, the appaticin of written tasks is an effect of
the matriculation exams. Accurately, the vast mjaf the test is compiled of written
tasks. Moreover, the results of this study showfarénce of opinion between the more
experienced and recently graduated teachers. Ymathers seemed to value more pair
work and oral exercises than their older colleagliegMakela 2005: 146).

Henderson et al. (2012) did a very recent studyiaBaglish pronunciation teaching
practices from the teachers’ point of view in sefzemopean countries including Finland,
France, Germany, Macedonia, Poland, Spain and &tétmd. The researchers found that
the teachers felt they had an insufficient amodititaoning or no training at all to teach
pronunciation (Henderson et al. 2012: 5). Pronuiwrigoractice does not cover teaching
speaking as a whole but it is a significant parthefability to speak and thus this finding
is notable in the present study. Only in Finlanel tdechers found the quality of
pronunciation training to be above the average. él@n the Finns also stated that they
had received practice on pronunciation but wereghan the tools to teach it
(Henderson et al. 2012: 13).
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When the teachers were asked to rate the import#reeglish and pronunciation in
relation with other languages, the results shov kigry appreciation in all countries,
Finland being no exception. (Henderson et al. 202)2.The results in Macedonia show
teachers to value pronunciation but they prioriteenmunication over the skill of
pronunciation. Communication, moreover, is whath&ag is aiming to achieve in their
opinion. However, in Spain the participants felittenough is not spent on practicing
pronunciation. The skill is felt as a difficult oteelearn by the students and the teachers
yet the students would need practice on it. Né&edess, the teachers state that more time
is used for learning the skills needed in the enitexam at the end of the year which is in
accordance with Huuskonen and Kahkénen’s (2006)iqusly described findings in
Finland. In Spain too, the end of the year tedtdacspeaking test and thus teaching

speaking skill is secondary (Henderson et al. 2Q02.

The teachers were also asked about how aware tbendheir learners’ motivation to
learn, their learning goals and desires. The Fmpéagticipants recognized the students’
skills more than their goals. Further questionibgut the Finnish teachers’ awareness on
their learners’ skills resulted the teachers meig the shortage of time and large group
sizes as reasons for not being accounted for tateens (Henderson 2012: 16). Yet, the
teachers thought their students to have a highvatadn to learn, however, variation is
also found. A similar finding was done also by Hkarseen and Kahkoénen (2006: 85).
Thus, the heterogenic nature of language leardéfsyence in motivation and also the
different skill level the learners are at must efffieaching. The teachers also stated that
the Finnish students most often aim for understiledeommunication instead of native
like pronunciation as the role model set by knowm§ abroad show that there is no

need for flawless pronunciation (Henderson 2012: 18

6 THE PRESENT STUDY

Speaking has arguably gained more attention indgorf@anguage teaching. In the past
other areas of language proficiency gained moentdtin in teaching but now speech

communication, that is conveying a message in boteraction, has gained more value.
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At the moment teaching oral skills is a very catr®pic in the field foreign language
learning and teaching and the change in curricafuthe Finnish National Curriculum
has inspired the discussion even more. Howevetpttie is not unproblematic. There
has been an attempt to include a speaking tesetmatriculation exam for almost two
decades no\see, for example, Romo (199%jithout any success. This topic has not
been widely researched and the studies rarelydedlne point of view of both parties;
students and teachers. Additionally, the studiestipgoncentrate on the teachers’

perception on teaching oral skills. The researgtstjons of the present study are the

following:

1. What are the students’ and the teachers’ opinibositadearning and teaching oral
language skills?

2. What affects learning and teaching speaking satlischool?

3. Is learning and teaching speaking skills differierthe beginning and in the end
of upper secondary school?

4. Have the students’ and the teachers’ opinions dleaating and teaching

speaking skills changed during the last two years?

On the whole, | expect that the students have daimare confidence to speak as they are
now older, have more training and experience irakipg. Then again, based on my
previous study results and the results of othessll lexpect boys to be more confident
speakers than girls.

7 METHODS

7.1 Participants

The patrticipants of this study were students aadHers of two different upper secondary
schools in Finland. School 1 was located in a naickited city in central Finland
whereas school 2 was located in a small town itheon Ostrobothnia. There were forty

five participants altogether and | aimed to hawtoae number from both schools to take
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part. However, due to practical issues at the ddhazentral Finland, there were thirteen
participants from this school and thirty-two fronofthern Ostrobothnia. What is more,
the answers of one student in central Finland reeembe eliminated as half of the
guestions were left unanswered. Thus, the quamgtdata consist of forty-four students’
answers altogether. Twenty of the respondents b@ys and twenty-three girls as one
respondent had not answered the question abouegehitthis stage of upper secondary
school, at the end, the students were aged betaigbteen and nineteen years. The vast
majority of the students aimed to graduate in gireng of 2011. | chose the third year
upper secondary school students as the participétitss study because one of the aims
of the present study is to see is there any difiezeon the students’ perceptions on oral
skills in the beginning of upper secondary schaoal at the end. In addition to compiling
the data from the students in the form of a quesage, four students were also
interviewed. Three of the interviewees were fenaad one male. Interviewees A and B
were both girls from school 1 and they had studiadlish since third grade in
elementary school. Interviewees C, a boy, and @lawere from school 2. Interviewee
C had started to study English already from gradeds this had been an opportunity in

their elementary school.

In addition to the students, two teachers took jpathis study and they were teaching the
students taking part in this study. Teacher A wienaale teaching the students in central
Finland. Teacher B was a male teacher teachingrith@rn Ostrobothnia. Teacher A
worked in a school where many other English languagchers worked too whereas
teacher B was the only English language teachéreimpper secondary school.
Accordingly, teacher B had been teaching the stisdien three years that being from the
beginning to the end of upper secondary schoolcAe&aA, on the other hand, had taught
some of the students before but some were takauyese taught be her for the first time.
Both had several years of teaching experiencelandhad also taken part in the
additional training provided by the Ministry of Ezhtion in order to teach students in the
new speaking course. The following table 1 sumnearthe characteristics of the

interviewed participants.
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Table 1. A summary of interviewees’ background iinfation

Participant School Gender the beginning of
English studies
Teacher A 1 female -
Teacher B 2 male -
Student A 1 female grade 3
Student B 1 female grade 3
Student C 2 male grade 2
Student D 2 female grade 3

7.2 Datagathering

From the students, the data was gathered via diguesire. | wanted to get a vast
sampling from the students as the previous stualidhis topic have concentrated more
on teachers’ point of view. Thus, a questionnairt@ch efficient use with larger groups

of participants, suited the purposes of the prestnly the best (see, for example, Alanen
(2001)). The data was gathered in February 200li¢haas the last month when the
students were attending school. The students voemre t® go for a reading break and get
prepared for the matriculation exams. The Likec&ls questionnaire included 23
statements and three open-ended questions. Theajunesre was compiled in Finnish as
| thought that the students’ native language waiNe them freedom of expression, it

would prevent misunderstandings and assure thay@we understand the statements.

There were very few alterations done to the questoe in order for the results of this
study and the previous study to be comparable. thaegjuestionnaire in the present
study is similar to the one | used in my studyrfor bachelors’ degree. Nevertheless, a
few word choices were altered and a few questier® \added to questionnaire.
Additionally, based on my peer feedback | triedriake the questionnaire as clear as
possible and thus | paid more attention to the alkxyout and correct spelling. To get a
more in depth view of the students’ perceptiongeanning oral skills, I also interviewed
four students. They were recruited volunteers ftbengroups which filled in the

guestionnaire
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As a guestionnaire sets some limitations to thefof questions and answers, | decided
to interview the teachers. The teachers make nideealecisions which concern
classroom situations, for example time manageneamdask choices, and thus |
expected interviews to give me more in-depth infation about teaching and practicing
oral skills. For similar reasons, | also intervielnstudents. | wanted to strengthen the
students’ point of view on this topic in this studygeneral. As the questionnaire focused
more on finding out about the students’ opinion attdudes, the interviews gave a better
opportunity to examine the factors that affect bétag and learning speaking skills from
the students’ point of view. The interview quessidar students and teachers as well as

the questionnaire are found in the appendix.

The interviews were semi-structured which enafséedquestions to be planned
beforehand. Semi-structured interviews do not sgtlianitations to wording or the order
the questions are asked in each interview butadstieey give the participant a freedom
of speech (Tuomi and Sarajarvi 2009: 75). Interungywvas also included as a means of
collecting the data due to its flexible nature @mngral. Interviewing enables clarifying
guestions, repetition and confirming understandiingomi and Sarajarvi 2009: 73).
Similarly, the participants did not have restriagoon reflecting their own opinions or

telling about their view with their own words.

The interviews were audio taped on the participgrgemission and later transcribed.
Teacher A from central Finland and the studentsifboth locations were interviewed in
Finnish as it was their native language and thwe ¢faem a relaxed and free way of
expressing their opinions. Teacher B, on the dilaed, is a native speaker of German.
As there was not an opportunity to use Germanatatiguage, he preferred English as
the language choice. As a non-native speaker afighinhe felt that his English skills are
more adequate and give him freedom of speech amot@relaxed atmosphere to express

his opinions.
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7.3 The method of analysis

The main purpose of this study was to find out vdtatlents’ and teachers’ think about
learning and teaching speaking skills and whatcdfthis process. This objective was
kept in when compiling the questionnaire and plagrihe interview questions. The
design of the questionnaire in this study is almmagtout exception similar to one used
by Ahola (2009). The basis for the questionnaimeffom Huuskonen and Kahkoénen
(2006). For the present study, | reviewed the goesaire of Ahola (2009) by clarifying
the spelling and rewording of some statements. asany previous experience with

this specific questionnaire, | also excluded andkeddstatements which suited the present
study better. For exampldearn foreign languages the best when | get &agpas much

as possiblavas excluded andt upper secondary school, plenty of time is used f

learning grammamvas added.

Despite all the revision and proof reading, theas an error in the questionnaire as
statement number Z3peaking in English is easy for mvas also mentioned in
connection with statement numi2& In my opinon, enough speaking tasks are done in
classesThus, statement number 20 is slightly problemarid the results for that
individual statement are not completely reliableadldition to reporting the main
findings of my study, | will also pay attentionstatistically significant differences
between genders. When planning the present staityed also to compare the
differences between schools. However, the diffezsneill not be reported as the number
of participants is relatively low from central Famid and thus statistical differences are

not to be seen and their reliability could be questd.

The data from the questionnaire was analyzed stafly by using a T-test. The open
guestions, however, were analyzed qualitativelyil@rly qualitative analysis was done
to the interview data by transcribing it. The tremstion did not include pauses, false
starts or hesitation as this study does not do@mational analysis. Instead the analysis
was done on the content of the interviews. In ottends, different themes and

connecting opinions and ideas were searched fovéR011 : 139).
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In the questionnaire, the students were also askedlicate whether they had
participated in the study | conducted for my bacheldegree (Ahola 2009) as it was
before known that several would have. Howeverntlagority of the students, that is 68.
2 per cent, did not recall whether they had paudi@d in the previous study or not. Thus,
the aspect of having a sampling of participantstapart in the both studies was

excluded from the analysis in this study.

8 RESULTS

The aim of this study was to discover the opiniohstudents and teachers on the matter
of learning and teaching speaking skills. | was atserested to find out how the

opinions of these two sides meet and has the patits’ perception on the matter
changed in time. In addition to finding out thetattes towards practicing speaking skills,
| also focused on examining the factors that affeathing and learning oral language
skills. In each section, the results are reponteohfthe view point of the students first

which are then followed by the teachers’ view oa thatter.

As this study is not focusing on seeking differenbetween genders, | will report such
differences only when they have statistical sigaifice. Additionally, the questionnaire
data is not analyzed from the point of view of eifnces between schools as the groups
of participants are uneven. There is a smallergdparticipants from school 1 than
from school 2 and thus statistically significarffeliences are rare, consequently almost
unfeasible to arise and therefore not reporteck difierence between variables is
statistically significant when the value of p isseghan 0.05, which is also signaled with a
single asterisk in this study. A double asterisised when the difference is significant,
that is p < 0.01. A very significant differencefasind when p < 0.001 and indicated with

three asterisks. Finally, when p value is gredtant0.05 there is no statistical difference.

The questionnaire has five different sub-classesiwmeasure students’ general attitude

on learning English, their courage to speak, vievpracticing speaking skills, opinions
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about the use of time and the role of a teacheffiaatly the role of free time. There are
more questions focusing on students’ view on peagispeaking skills and teacher
related factors, that is, time usage and speakdehmitan in other sub-classes. Hence,
emphasis is slightly more on these aspects, howthepther sub-classes are equally
important. The results of each subclass are dematedtin the following table which

presents the mean of each subclass.

4,5

3,5

2,5

1,5

0,5

0 T T
General view on Courage View on practicing Teacher related Freetime
learning speaking speaking factors

Figure 3. Students’ opinions about learning speaakkills; the mean of different
guestionnaire subclasses

8.1 The reliability of the questionnaire

The questionnaire questions were designed in cagsgand the reliability of each
category was tested by using Cronbach Alpha whattutates the alpha coefficient if a
particular item would be deleted from a categoiyug, the figure indicates which item
reduces the internal consistency of the overaigaty and therefore the omission of this
item should be considered. The Cronbach Alpha nmeasaternal consistency reliability

of the items by giving a figure between zero andgsmne. When the test indicates a
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result of p > .7 in a study where each categorgists of less than 10 items, the

reliability is good and the statements correlaté ({@@rnyei 2009: 95). In the fourth
category, which measured teacher related isswenstnt numbet2 In my opinion, too
much time is used to learning speaking skifisve to be problematic. Thus, the statement
had to be deleted on the account of reliabilitye Tésults of each topic were the

following:

1. Students’ general view on learning speakindsskil
Cronbach’s alpha: .650

2. The confidence to speak

Cronbach’s alpha: .778

3. Students opinions about practicing English simepgkills
Cronbach’s alpha: .796

4. Teacher’s influence on learning oral languagkssk
Cronbach’s alpha: .705

5. The influence of free time on oral languagenéesy
Cronbach’s alpha: .643

The reliability is very good on three of the subsdes but slightly under the limiting
value in two categories. However, the value is \aoge to the required value and thus
the categorization is applicable and the databidisstill, the present study will put

slightly more emphasis on the categories that taie¢he best.

The questionnaire comprised of twenty-five Likezge questions and three open
guestions where the students could express maely fiteeir ideas on set questions. The
students were also asked to indicate their gentemdich school they were representing,
however, any other personal information was ndtgyad for the sake of anonymity. The

Likert- scale questions had five answer optionscilaire the following:

1. I strongly disagree

2. | disagree to some extent
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3. I don’t have an opinion
4. | agree to some extent

5. | strongly agree

8.2 Students’ and teachers’ opinions about learningteaching speaking
skills

In general, the students had a positive view omleg to speak in English as the sub-class
mean for this section was 4.1, which is also tlglést mean of all the subclasses.
Furthermore, the positive attitude is reflectedbByl per cent of the respondents strongly
agreeing and the rest, 40. 9 per cent, agreeiagrt® extend with the statemerit€arning

and practicing English speaking skills is, in mympn, an important part of language
proficiency.The results of statement numbefé&aching speaking skills at upper secondary
school is importangive further indication of positive views as fordpe out of forty-three
participants, who had answered the question, eigemgly agreed or agreed to some extend
with the statement. The sub-class that measureestsi general opinion received a high

mean among both boys and girls. The results argtifited in table 2.

Table 2. Boys’ and girls’ general view on learngpeaking skills

Gender N Mean Std. Deviation | Std. Error Mean
Students general 1 Boy 20 4.0750 49404 11047
view on speaking 2 Gir 23 4.1087 52671 .10983

In the interviews, the students were asked whe#agning speaking is important. All the
interviewees had a positive stand on English spgaskills being taught at upper
secondary school. Student D stated that speakigbtrbe the most important skill you
need and student A said that oral communicati@iftés) the means of interaction
between people. Student C also reasoned the Igashspeaking skills to be significant
as English, a global language, has an importaatinolvork life as well as in free time.
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Onhan se tulossa koko ajan tarkeemmaksi ja tarkedssinVarsinkin englannissa etta
kun se englannin kieli yleistyy joka maassa niifjqraettd. Sehan on tydelamassa ja joka
paikassa mihin matkustaa. Nykydan matkustamineylkistyy niin paljon. Silla

[englannin taidolla] parjaa sitten tuolla ympariaimaa. (Student C)

It is becoming all the time more and more import&specially in English, as English
language becomes more common in every country.itt\working life and everywhere
you travel. Nowadays travelling too becomes so miclu survive with it [English skills]
all over the world.

When asked to estimate their peers’ attitudes ealspg skills, the interviewees stated

that there is variation between individuals. TH&dlilty or easiness of learning English

seemed to have a significant effect on the attimd&earning speaking skills. Student A

mentioned that some students are shyer and thesfane have trouble with speaking

whereas others do not let the mistakes they mak#f¢ot speaking. Student B stated that

the ones who have realized the importance of spgaikills have a more positive

attitude. Student D thought that quite a few dovadtie the new speaking course or do

not think speaking skills as important. She coneethis with the general lack of interest

towards foreign language learning.

Example 2

Example 3

Se [asenne] vaihtelee hirveesti ihmisesta riippuetkut on sellaisia tosi arkoja, etta ei
uskalla l&hte& tunnilla mukaan ja sitten siind asi vaikee mitédéan keskustelua luodakaan.
Jotkut taas on paljon rohkeampia ja sitten tulgemihetta vaikkei sitten ihan oikeen
meniskaan niin se ei haittaa niitd. Tosiaan riipmsi paljon henkilosta. (Student A)

It [attitude] varies a lot from one person to amottOthers are really sensitive so that
they don’t have the courage to participate in clagsthen it is really difficult to create
any kind of conversation. Others again are mucherboid and then speech comes even
it does not go as it is supposed to, it doesn’tenalt really depends on the person.

Sitten sellaset jotka on huomannu sen, etta sé@rkeetd ostata puhua myds. Ne on sitten
helpommin siind hommassa. (Student B)

The the ones who have noticed that it is importahinow how to speak. They are more
easily on the thing.

The teachers shared the students’ positive vielgaming speaking. Both teachers

thought that learning speaking skills is importandl they had the impression that the
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majority of the students have a positive attitumte Teacher A stated that languages are
learnt for the sake of using them and that a lpeagé of the language people use is in a
spoken form. Teacher B also mentioned that or#lsskie a skill needed later in life but
at times students do not understand that they ayance to practice the skill at school.
Yet, the new speaking course that was recentlycatitleurriculum divided the teachers’
opinions. Teacher A was very critical towards tbrmation and she had been in touch
with the Ministry of Education in order to chandpe ttcoming legislation change. She
argued that the change would create the diffeneatsaof language to be separated.

Example 4

Se [uusi puhumisen kurssi] pahimmillaan johtalaesii ettd kohta meilla on kirjottamisen
kurssi, lukemisen kurssi. Kielitaito jos mik& aismmonen, jota pitdis monipuolisesti ja
semmosena pitkdna jatkumona ajatella. Etta ei lerubemmosia pitkia jaksoja jossa sa
et kayta kielta eikd mydskaan eriyttda yhta kigiba osa-aluetta omaksi kurssikseen.
(Teacher A)

It [the new speaking course] at its worst leadsawaing a course for writing, for reading.
Language skills if anything are the ones that sthéwel practiced in varied ways and
should be considered as a long continuum. So lileat twouldn’t be long periods of time
where you don't use the language nor should aeiagta of language knowledge be
separated to its own course.

Teacher B, on the other hand, viewed the changergositive, working for improving
speaking skills. However, he thought that the opuvas insufficient as it was not
compulsory for all students. In his experience,ahmeady skilled speakers were the ones
taking part in the course and the students whaonalblems with their skills, and thus in
his opinion should attend the course, did not. fbllewing example is an illustration of

his opinions.

Example 5

| think maybe it is not enough. Because it isanobmpulsory course it is anyway
optional. And maybe there is a difference dependiggu teach in a bigger town or in a
small town like | do. In a bigger town maybe tha an these kinds of course might be
quite big. So many applicants may be there. Hetbignsmall town, | have made the
experience that the students who want to takeipdnis oral course already have quite
good, have quite good oral skills. (Teacher B)
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8.3 Students’ and teachers’ opinions about practicpegking skills at
school

The majority of the students had a rather positieg/ on practicing English and speaking it
as the sub-class mean for this item was 3.6. i&&tenumber 18 is nice to speak in
Englishreceived the partial or total agreement from $f&f.cent of the students. The
positive attitude reflected also in statemehw®uld like to learn to speak like a native
speakeras the results show 34.1 per cent to agree pardiadl 27.3 per cent to agree
completely with the statement. However, this st&einimad also been a difficult one because

almost a third, 27.3 per cent, did not state tbpinion.

Practicing speaking skills, however, did not reeaiverely positive results. Statement 7
Learning speaking skills is in my opinion difficaftd statement 23, which measured the
same topic rephrased, gave indications that stadeve difficulties in learning speaking.
The results of statement 7 show deviation in opisias 34.1 per cent of the students agreed
to some extent with the statement but an equakpéage somewhat disagreed. Furthermore,
equally three respondents totally agreed and deealwith the statement and thus combined
the results indicate the majority of the responslémthave opposing views. When the results
of statement 28peaking in English is easy for e examined from the view point of
gender, a statistically almost significant diffezenndicates boys to find speaking easier than
girls do. Table 2 illustrates the results of stagatrv and table 3 the difference of opinion
between boys and girls on the easiness of leaor@danguage skills.

Table 3 Students’ experience on the difficulty péaking English

IQ7 Speaking in English idifficult | Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Cumulative

Percent
1 | strongly disagree 3 6.8 6.8 6.8
2 | partially disagree 15 34.1 34.1 40.9
3 1 do not have an opinion 8 18.2 18.2 59.1
4 | partially agree 15 34.1 34.1 93.2
5 | strongly agree 3 6.8 6.8 100.0
Total 44 100.0 100.0
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Table 4. The difference between genders on thaessbf speaking English

IQ23 Spea_lklng in N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error P-value
English is easy
for me Mean
1Boy 19 3.58 1.071 246 .021(%)
2 Girl 22 2.77 1.066 227

The teachers saw practicing speaking skills as rtapt Teacher A stated that input has a
clear role in learning speaking and that langu&dks should be used in classes. Thus, the
decisions about the usage of time teachers makedeasie in learning speaking skills.
Teacher B thought that several students were ntetiv@ learn which is seen by the
willingness to use the language both in and outsiaeses. The following example
reflects the teachers’ opinions.

Example 6
Sellanen kielen tunti on aika huono tunti, josppilaat eivat ole keskustelleet, kayttaneet
ite sitd vierasta kieltd. Se ajan kaytto siellanilia. (Teacher A)
A such language lesson were students haven't disdusised the foreign language is a
quite bad one. It is the use of time in class.

Example 7

many students have positive attitude like | sa&ftble these are the ones who are active in
the lessons as well so they really even try tolsjaeglish in the classroom from time to
time they even speak English outside the classr¢beacher B)

The teachers aimed to teach speaking skills by mgatkie students to practice the skill in
various different tasks and methods. Pair work, @grdialogues and group discussions were
mentioned by teacher A whereas teacher B also kmmamall talk, cultural knowledge and
revising phrases and situated language. Teachtsofsaid that with upper secondary school
students she probably trusted too much on the que\knowledge the students have and did
not do as much preparatory work before lettingstivelents do the actual speaking practice.
Teacher A also stated that it is acceptable td-ursgish in her classes and she used it herself
too. Teacher B had a different stand on the langusgge in class. He aimed to use English
only for teaching, including teaching grammar. el hhowever, been asked to use less
English, which he did not find to be beneficial fbe students’ learning.
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Example 8
Totta kai ma puhun ja ma puhun vierasta kielté péljon kun mahollista. Mutta on ihan
ok mydskin puhua suomea. Ja oppilashan puhuuisita kmilla h&n pystyy viestimaan.
(Teacher A)
Of course | speak and | speak the foreign langaagauch as possible. But it is also ok
to speak Finnish. And the student speaks the |lageghia/she is able to communicate with.
Example 9

| have been asked also not use as much Englisleiclassroom as | do because the
weaker students they won't follow [...] but now | leareally also found myself
explaining things in Finnish, using Finnish in tiassroom because | don't want to
frustrate the weaker students. But anyway, | ddulkould be good in the long run.
(Teacher B)

Teacher A continued that for the students pradisipeaking skills might not appear obvious.
The tasks that are done in classes do not alwgyesaapo students as tasks that rehearse
speaking skills. Thus, sometimes students do ren evalize that they are practicing oral

language skills. Example 10 illustrates the opirobteacher A.

Example 10

Monta kertaa huomaa etta kun he tekevéat jotatngletté he opettelevat itse asiassa sita
suullista kielitaitoa. Oppilaalle se nayttaytyy &hme teha mitdan. Me istutaan ja
puhutaan taalla, me vaan istutaan ja pelataaratgaikacher A)

Many times you notice that when they do somethiivag they actually practice speaking
skills. To the student it seems like we are nohdanything. We are sitting and speaking
here, we are just sitting and playing games here.

8.4 Students’ opinions about the use of time and te&chae in learning

The questionnaire also measured students’ opir@bost time usage and teachers’ role as a
speaker model. The subclass on this matter recaivedan of 3.4. The time related
questions were difficult ones for the studentsrsveer as a high proportion did not have an
opinion. | do not knowwas chosen as the answer in staterdfriough time is used to
teaching speaking skilend statement 2@ my opinion, enough of speaking tasks is done
during classedy 40.9 and 36.4 per cent of the students resdgtiHowever, when asked
about whether too much time is used in upper seargrethool for practicing grammar or

not, the students indicated a clearer opinion gfrftga considerable amount of grammar
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practice. Thus, 59.1 per cent somewhat agreedreedgompletely with statement Bb
upper secondary school, a plenty of time is usegracticing grammalthough 36.4 per
cent had the trouble of stating an opinion. Fomiiweseven out of forty-two answers the
teacher model for practicing speaking and pronuiatiavas important. 40.9 per cent also
used teacher produced speech as a model for theispeaking. However, another 30.8 per
cent partially or strongly disagreed with statentsit use teacher‘'s speech/ pronunciation
as a model for my own speech/ pronunciatiims statement also had one of the highest

deviations in the whole study.

In the interviews all of the students were of tipgh@n that speaking skills had not been
practiced enough. Student A firmly stated that gotime had not been used and continued
that she could not recall too many times when spgadkills would have been practiced. She
pointed out that often tasks are given in clashaut preparatory work or the theoretical
knowledge of how the task should be done. She \sasohthe opinion that there was a lack
of instruction. This was a common feature in adl thterviewees’ answers; they all stated
that speaking skills are learnt in the side of pspects of language knowledge. Student D
said that the focus had been more on grammar atdh question of having enough
practice varies from one teacher to another. Onthé speaking course, learning speaking
skills gained a central role in learning. Studenta@ed that if the teacher does take into

consideration the quiet students, the practicéhf®m is almost non-existent.

Example 11

Ehka ei. Joillakin se tulee siina tunnilla sekgobn aktiivisia. Siind saa sité harjotusta

olemattomaksi. (Student C)

Maybe not. For some it comes during classes, tivbgeare active. There you get the
practice but if the teacher doesn’t take into aotdie quiet ones. For those it really is
pretty non-existent.

Example 12

Se varmaan riippuu vahan koulustakin, opettajadtdta ei siihen aivan alyttémasti
kylla muuten kayteta [aikaa] kun siellda puhekutasiBe paino on siina kieliopissa kylla,
mutta tietenkin se siind ohessa tulee kun niitéytéyenglanniksi keskustellaan opettajan
kanssa koko ajan. Kylla sita ehka vahan sais lig&tadent D)

It probably dependens on the school too, on thehya But it's not really used oodles of
[time] other than in the speaking course. The ersigha really on the grammar, but of
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course in the side it comes when you need to sipelakglish with the teacher all the
time. Surely it could maybe be added a bit.

8.5 The role of courage in learning speaking skills

The subclass that measured students’ courage ai speeived the lowest mean of 3.3 in this
study. The results of statemenitidave courage to speak in English in cladsad a high
deviation of 1. 253. The results show an equalgreege of 31.8 to partially agree but also to
disagree with the statement. The results of statedi@ have courage to speak in English
outside of schopbn the other hand, show that 65.9 per cent ofdBpondents shared the
opinion completely or partially. The differencedanfidence between genders is not
statistically significant when the results of theale subclass are examined. However, a
gender difference that is almost statistically gigant is found when both statements 4 and
17 are contemplated separately from the entity.r€kalts show girls to have a lower mean

than boys in both statements.

Table 4. Students’ confidence to speak in Engltssthool

IQ4 | have th(? Courage N Mean Std. Deviation | Std. Error Mean P-value
to speak in Englis
in classes
1Boy 20 3.75 1.070 .239 017(*)
2 Girl 23 2.87 1.254 .262

Table 5. Students’ confidence to speak in Englisiside of school

IQ17 | have th(_e Courage N Mean Std. Deviation | Std. Error Mean P-value
to speak in Englis
outside of school
1 Boy 20 4.10 718 161 0.24(*)
2 Girl 23 3.43 1.121 234

In the interviews, student A and B described thdveseas shy speakers. Student A felt
that it was difficult to speak in English and preetit in the classroom with her peers
hearing. One of the reasons for that was the lasb@aking practice at school, in her
opinion. She had, however, gained more confidenspéak from free time activities but

she stressed that school had not contributed tmtnease of courage. Student B had a
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similar experience of getting more courage fronoatside of school. She had been an

exchange student which had affected to her condiglém speak.

Example 12

Koulussa vaikeeta. M& oon silleen melko ujo kunkmidiin sitten se tuntuu jotenkin
hirveen hankalalta etté uskaltais l&ahtee puhumigdié fiokassa englantia kun kaikki
kuuntelee ja ei sitéd kun, sita koulussa harjotettisi vahasen. Mun mielesté ainakin.
Niin ei siihen tullu semmosta rohkeutta. Niin gitfes jostain sanan aantamisesta ei ollu
varma yleensé meni siihen ettei yrittanykaan aésitévaan silleen kirjaimella, miten se
kirjotetaan silleen luki sen siitd. (Student A)

At school difficult. I am kind of shy after all. felt somehow really hard that you would
have the courage to speak English in the class wheryone is listening and it’ not, it's
practiced very little at school. In my opinion aast. So it didn’t get that kind of courage.
So when you were unsure of pronouncing a word, llysiiavent to the point that you
don’t even try to pronounce it but letter by letthe way it's written, that's how you say
it.
All the interviewees agreed with the idea that leas could courage students to speak.
Both student B and D mentioned the way a teaclaetseand manages the errors students
make in classes to be an influential factor to stisi courage building. Further on,
student D said reactions on errors to have antaeffethe atmosphere in the class.
Student C noted that students easily choose t&insésh in classes and thus teachers
could remind them to speak in English. He also meed the role of feedback from the
teacher; teachers could give praise to the studdenising English. Student A thought
that students should also do other forms of woak tbnly pair work. Pair work was also
acknowledged in the open questions in the questioa.nA respondent from school 1

stated the importance of getting to choose theopeis work with.

Example 13

En tieda, mutta mielestani oppilaiden on saataeaptiattéda kenen kanssa suullisia
harjoituksia tekee. Opettaja ei saisi yhdistelldillg oppilaille tdysin vierasta partneria
suullisiin harjoituksiin. (Questionnaire 1)

| don’t know but in my opinion students’ should getchoose with whom they do oral
practice. The teacher shouldn’t connect shy stisdeith a completely strange partner in
speaking practice.
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Example 14

Kyllahan se [opettaja] voi siind, ihan niin kuméi perustuntikayttaytymisella, ettéd miten
suhtautuu siihen jos oppilas vaikka lausuu vaaiméin. Kyllahan se luo tietynlaisen
ilmapiirin siihen luokkaa, ettd uskaltaa puhuaug&nt D)

Really the teacher can just there, like just whth basic behavior in class, that how
reacts if a student for example pronounces wroriketthat. It really creates a certain
kind of atmosphere to the class, that you havedueage to speak.

The teachers were also asked if they aimed to gewstudents to speak in English and how
they do it. Both teachers reported that they prewhspeaking in English and tried to courage
the students to speak as much English as possiblasses, for example in the situations of
revising homework together. Teacher A wanted tcelotlie threshold for speaking in

English by making the students to work in pairgrups. In addition, in her classes using
Finnish is acceptable when the students are garsgvers and they do not know how to give
it in English. Furthermore, if a student did noblnthe answer in English, she asked the
whole class for help instead of putting pressuréhenndividual student. Teacher B was
slightly more critical about the students usingritsh. He urged the students to use English
when they were giving answers in Finnish. Speakinglish at home was also something
that teacher A told the students to do for gettimaye courage. She suggested the students to
speak by themselves if they were worried about sormat home hearing them speak.
Additionally she also mentioned internal languapeaking and pronouncing words silently
as a way of getting more courage for speaking wiitiers.

Example 15

Niin, no tunnilla se nyt on itsestaan selvyys, [jod sa et tieda sita vastausta englanniksi
niin totta kai s& saat sanoa sen suomeksi. Jughsalkuka tahansa sitten, voidaan kysya,
joo meilla on nyt tammdonen ongelma tata ei osakkdei osaa tata, muistaisko joku.
Onko se suullisen kielitaidon rohkasemista? Mustaisakin. He tarkistaa kotitehtavat
paasaanttsesti niin etta he joutuvat kerro pariégta parille, puhu parin kanssa.
(Teacher A)

Well, yes in class it is obvious [...] if you don’h&w the answer in English then of
course you are allowed to say it in Finnish. Jikst &ny one then, it can be asked, yeah,
we have this kind of problem here, doesn’t knovs.tRiekka doesn’t know this, does
anyone remember. Is that encouraging speaking8Kill my opinion it is. As a rule they
check their homework so that they have to tellrthartner, show to the partner, speak
with the partner.

Yes, | do it as often as possible. When | ask thagnestion in English and they answer
in Finnish, | always encourage them to use Engl(iEbacher B)
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8.6 The role of free time in learning speaking skills

In addition to the aspects described above, thetiumaire also measured the role of free
time in learning speaking skills. The mean for gub-class was 3.6, indicating that the time
outside of school has an impact on learning spgalStatement 10 was a question about
practicing speaking skills outside of class timd @meceived the highest deviation of 1. 285
in this study. A total of 43.1 per cent of the resgents indicated that they do not practice
speaking skills in their free time by either contelg or partially disagreeing with the
statement. On the other hand, a close number, gl per cent, either completely or
partially agreed with the statement. The reasothempolarization of opinions is found when
the statement 10 is viewed from the perspectivgeafler. The results show a statistically

significant difference of boys practicing speakskgls in their free time more than girls do.

Table 6 Gender division on practicing speakinsskutside of school

IQlO I practice speaking N Mean Std. Deviation P-value
skills in my free timg)
1 Boy 20 3.55 1.146
.007(**)
2 Girl 23 2.52 1.238

The majority of the students felt that the instiaeigiven at school gave them the skills to
communicate in English as 61.4 per cent indicaggdeanent with statement 1am able to
communicate in English based on the skills | hawaerit at schoolMoreover, boys were
found to agree with this statement more often tjida and statistically the difference is
almost significant as the p value is 0.028. In addito that, the statement 22eed English
skills in my free time e.g. when | traveéasured the need for English skills. By agreeing
with statement thirty-two students, that is 72.7 gent, signaled English to be useful in their

free time.

From the interviewees, students A and D mentionégtihet as a place for needing English
skills. Student A also mentioned watching movied student B a close equivalent, watching
TV, as an activity where English skills are need&gath student A and D also noted that they

did not have the experience of getting to use Bhgh Finland much. Student C, however,
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had experiences of using English in his home toespie of it being a smaller one in a
remote location. In his summer jobs he had encoedt®reigners and had had the need for
English speaking skills in the form of small taitudent B had also made acquaintances

during her year abroad with whom she needed English

Example 16

...Pitaa toissa sitten vahan rupatella siina. Kg#éon, etta taallakin sita [englannin
suullista kielitaitoa] tarvii. Vaikka néin pohjosesja korvessa ollaankin. Kylla se
tannekin asti vaan tulee. (Student C)

| then need to chat at work. It really is thatihplish speaking skills] is needed here too.
Even though we are so up north and in the woodealty comes all the way here.

8.7 Factors affecting teaching and learning speakinits €kt school

Both students from central Finland, that is A andtated the influence of the group as a
factor affecting learning speaking. Student A dhat the reactions of peers, for example
laughing albeit harmless, create inhabitationsf@aking so that the whole group is listening.
The atmosphere in class, which is created by thieeagroup, affected students’ participation
and the way tasks are done. In addition to thatattitude of the person one is working with

has a role too as pair work is a common form oéaebing speaking skills.

Example 17

Sitten se kuinka hyvin muutkin lahtee siihen mukaai onko ne niin, etta ei vois
vahempaa kiinnostaa. Koska se tuntuu tosi tyhmj@lsésiella sanotaan ettéa lue nauhan
perdssa ja siella itekseen rupee selittaa, niiéédtyrehtyy siihen. Sitten voi olla myds
se, minkalainen tydrauha siella luokassa on. (Stude

Then how well others go along with it or is likeath couldn’t care less. Because it feel
really stupid if it says repeat after the tape #reh you start to explain all by yourself, it
really quickly dries up right there. Then it cas@be, the kind of peace and quiet there
is for studying in the classroom.

Example 18

Se on aika paljon kylla ehk& se ryhméahenki. Ettasulla on semmonen pari jonka
kanssa sa voit keskustella, tai jos siis molemimaiset lahtee siihen keskusteluun
mukaan, niin sitten sité pystyy harjottelemaan sitéllista kielitaitoo. Mutta sitten taas
jos on sellanen tosi hiljanen ryhma, se on todiegtia sitten. [...] Siis se miten paljon
sitd saa kaytettyd. Kylla se ryhma on vaan avaijitekna rohkaistuuko ihmiset
puhumaan. (Student B)
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It really is a lot maybe the group atmosphereoli \ave a partner whom you can talk
with, or if both people go along with the conveisaf then you are able to practice
speaking skills. Then if the group is a really quiee, it is really difficult then. So how
much you are able to use it. The group reallykeafactor in whether people get
encouraged to speak or not.

Student C emphasized the role of different taskdygnd hearing spoken English.
Additionally, he thought that it is important tttae tools for speaking are given through the
actual teaching of the basics of speaking. Withktimvledge of how to speak in English the
practice of speaking skills can then begin. Stu@eshared his view on the significance of
hearing English but added that also the role & frme matters. In her opinion, the amount
of listening that is done outside of school in &iddito one’s own activity have an effect.
Both students were taught by teacher B, who usadynalways English in teaching, which
student C and D showed to appreciate in theirrsités. Student A also mentioned the way

speaking is taught. She valued teacher given speeauhples over recorded speech.

Example 19

ainakin oon saanu paljon semmosta hyvaa esimejklsémmosta, etta kun on vaan
kuullu sen ettéa miten se oikeesti menee. Ja ditiaropettaa ne perusasiat, ne perusteet,
niin sita pystyy ite sitten rakentamaan semmos#a. diiten valilla pystyy ite
antamaankin ulos semmosia, ihan oikeita lauseltdé&kin. (Student C)

Example 20

Noh, se vaikuttaa ainakin aika paljon, ettd mitaiten vapaa-ajaalla kuulee sita puhetta.
Itella tulee paljon siita etta sita kielitaitoagetn kuullu jossakin[...] Etta se vapaa-ajan
aktiivisuus vaikuttaa siella tunnillakin tosi paljoJos ei oo vapaa-ajalla yhtaan
kiinnostunut eika paina mieleen, mité kuulee osien véahésen vaikeempaa tunnilla.
(Student D)

The students were also asked whether having on® teachers affected learning speaking
skills. In the opinion of student A, it is positit® have more than just one teacher as the
teaching style of one might be more suitable fardeng than that of another teacher. Student
B, C and D thought that it was good to have a fiamieacher. Student C found it useful to

be familiar with the teachers’ style of teachindgragjuently changing teachers might confuse.
Student C noted that when the teacher is unfamitighe beginning students hesitate in
speaking. She continued that having a familiariteacreates a certain kind of atmosphere
where students have the courage to speak. Studer@nfloned also that when the teacher
does not change too often, the teacher knows tigests better and is then able to help them

in learning.
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When the students were questioned more specifiaddbt favors learning speaking skills,
they consistently mentioned the different tasksedainschool. Student B mentioned
discussions in pairs and the importance of havingsa vocabulary. She also noted that
memorizing things, such as common phrases worksiorthe beginning. Student C
highlighted giving presentations as a task typetthd worked for him. He said that in
presentations he really knew when he succeedealsmthe points that needed more practice
became clear. Student A made the reference oftaresting topic as a motivator for doing
speaking practice. She also thought that the &patild not be too challenging lexicon-wise
as for example the requirement of knowing too @majing vocabulary, for example
scientific, might put an end to the conversatidmd®nt D emphasized students own
contribution in and outside class but also noted tine structure of the lesson has an impact

on how many opportunities for speaking there are.

Example 21

Jos viittaa aina ja sitten tietystihan se riipgiité tunnin rakenteestakin, kuinka paljon
siella yleensa ylipaatdan puhutaan. Kylla se ontiavesaus. Ei siihen varmaan mitaan
semmosia hirmu kikkoja 00. Se on vaan se oma &tiin siella tunnilla ja myds vapaa-
ajalla. (Student D)

If you always raise your hand for answering anchtbiecourse it depends on the
structure of the class, how much speaking is dbeeet It really really yourself being
active. There aren’t probably any tricks to itjulst is you being active in class and also in
your free time.

For hindering factors the students mentioned sédéfarent aspects. The role of the group
was repeated in the statement of student A. Thaioes of peers, in the opinion of student
A, influenced the confidence to speak. Student Dtrored the role of courage too but in a
more general way as she though the lack of coumgpeak to be a hindrance for learning
speaking. Furthermore, student B thought that & diaruptive how much Finnish is used in
classes by the teachers and then also by the ssu@&undent D, on the other hand,
recognized how English only teaching caused diltiiesi in learning for the weaker students.
He said that the basics are not mastered by thkewveaes and thus, teaching in English

does not benefit them at all.
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Example 23
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Se jos siella on tosi huono ryhméhenki ja jod&ieh jotain semmosia, jotka tai ei
valttAmatta tarkotuksella sitd tee, mutta sittaattaa ruveta nauramaan. Jotain tammosta.
Se syo0 tosi pajon itsetuntoa, ei sitten uskalléeliimukaan semmoseen. (Student A)

If there is a really bad group atmosphere andeférare some people who don’t
necessarily do it on purpose, but they might ssaighing. Something like this. It really
eats up your self-confidence, then you don't haugrage to go along with things like
that

Ainakin jos pelkaa sitd, etta ei uskalla puhuai jaskalla vastata sitten. Niin pelkaa sita,
ettd sanoo vaarin. Etta ei edes yrita, niin siban(Student D)

At least if you are afraid of it that you don’t leathe courage to speak or you don't have
the courage to answer. So you are afraid of sayigong. So that you don'’t even try
then, so then no.

For teachers, the hindering factors were relatdddsettings of teaching. Group size one the

things that in the opinion of teacher A could bptbmote teaching speaking but also impede

it. She stressed that in addition to having a grtoobig, it is also important that group sizes

are not too small. In small groups teaching becoindser experience, too intensive and

interaction lacks variety. An ideal group size garbetween sixteen and under thirty students.

Additionally teacher A noted that realizing all tthatters that can be done orally instead of a

written form contributes to teaching speaking skilaving enough time for teaching

speaking was in her opinion as important as grazg $eacher A had also the view point

that the new speaking course, which substitutedobiiee advanced courses in the

curriculum, creates a pressure of time in the otberses.

Example 24

Ehké se, ettd opettaja oivaltais, mita kaikkeatebda suullisesti. Etta sitéa ei oo pakko
valttamatta kirjottaa tai jos sen ensin sanoo séin kirjottaa tai painvastoin. [...] No
nythan tésta opetussuunnitelman uudistuksestawlasksena se kerran jos sitten yks
tammaonen suht tiivisasiasiséltdinen kurssi muutestiullisen kielitaidon kurssiksi.
Sehan lisaa paineita sille muille kursseilla kdgitéille ainekselle. Oppilaat kuitenkin
haluaa hyvia arvosanoja sitten loppu kokeestaaik# on ihan yhté tarkee kun se
opetusryhman koko. (Teacher A)

Maybe that the teacher would realize what can e dwally. It's not necessary to write,
or if it said first then it is written or vice v&a [...] Well, now this renewing of the
curriculum has resulted that if one of quite coht@mpact courses was changed into a
speaking course. It adds up the pressure on therialatovered in the other courses.
Students want after all good grades from the fiestl. So time is as important as group
size.
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Teacher B approached the subject from the viewtdifactors that hinder teaching. Thus,
by changing the aspects that hinder, teaching apg#kpromoted. Teacher B criticized
teaching to be too matriculation exam orientedtaddck room for spontaneity. He thought
that the main aim in teaching should be in creatipgortunities for freer communication
without the pressure of the matriculation examorabr the course exams. Hence, the main
focus should be in practicing the language skilldifferent contexts instead of practicing for
a test. He also felt that the multiple tests thatiants face and the demand of passing them
along with grammar create pressure in learningteaching and sometimes even putitto a
secondary position. The course based system wadta that enables this situation to
happen. That is, in a larger scale the aim thaltways in mind and which teaching is the task

of passing matriculation examination.

Example 25

So there should be really more chances also torzgaritate freely without having this
pressure all the time in your neck about all kinfithings. [...] Also taking maybe the
pressure from the students away that they haveot& more their vocabulary test, the
course test, they have to know this and that gram@facourse grammar is very
important but very often this kind of technicaldbing or these kind of technical aims
like passing the test, passing the examines ieridemay be put the necessity to practice
the language itself a bit on the background. (Tea&)

Furthermore, the role of the Finnish language viss mentioned as a hindering factor by
teacher B. In his experience, many of the studamsot used to talking in English and
neither are they used to their teacher teachirignglish. When teaching English in Germany,
he had the experience that the students had ftvent&ching in the target language to be
very rewarding and they did not ask for it to tak&ce in the native language as he had been
asked to do in Finland. He felt that for the studétwas more a matter of motivation than
having the skill to understand English. He felttttiee standard and demands for teaching in
upper secondary school should be high and thubdwdd be able to use the target language
for teaching. Another hindrance caused by theiBimlanguage in his view was the

difficulty students had in pronunciation and theylaey learnt words.
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Example 26

Their [students] native language itself might Hgtan the way of practicing English
because they have difficulties in pronouncing patér words correctly, and they very
often even when they learn vocabulary they realbnpunce the words like they read
them even they have been told the correct sampladmy, many times. [...] it takes
sometimes some time also to tell them or to tehemtor to make them to understand
that is not the way to practice English in a ndtway. (Teacher B)

Teacher A was reluctant to emphasize the individuadent’s attitude as a hindering factor
as she noted the entire group to have an impa&.gooup could in her words be a very quiet
one, where much enthusiasm for doing tasks isaotd whereas another could be almost
too loquacious. The teacher’s task is in thesastns to choose tasks that are suitable for
each group. As a clear hindrance she stated tigeid@e spoken in classes to be written

language, not genuinely spoken language.

Example 27

Mehén puhutaan kirjotettua kieltd. Me ei lahetéeesti kovinkaan monessa tilanteessa
opettamaan, siis harjottelemaan oppilaiden karessen®sta oikeeta, puhutta kielta.
Hirveen monet jutut pohjautuu siihen, etta se téldrjotettua tekstia. (Teacher A)

We speak written language. We don't really starneny situations to teach, to practice
that kind of real, spoken language with the stusléviany things are based on that there
is written language.

The teachers’ opinion about the course based systenalso asked in the interview.
Teacher B thought the course based system to peospetaking skills as the topics and
themes change from one course to another and peastakents into practicing speaking.
Hence the variety gives students many opportunitiepracticing speaking skills.
Teacher A brought forward another point of viewshe mentioned the course bases
system to have negative characteristics in a lgipl school. The teachers might teach
individual students only in one course during threé years of upper secondary school
which she found to be difficult both for the stutiand for herself as a teacher. As a
teacher, she found it challenging to get a fullenstanding of the students’ skills and
familiarity about the students takes time. Forghalents, it takes time to find the peers

they find comfortable working with and finding thewn place in the group.
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8.8 Teaching speaking in the end and in the beginafngpper secondary
school

Students A and C, D had the view that learning lépgaskills is more challenging in the end
of upper secondary school than in the beginningd&it C noted that vocabulary and the
language structures had become more difficult énléist year. Students A and D stated that
students were expected to produce their own sp&gkbut getting much support from
materials. Furthermore, student D specified thahébeginning learning speaking skills had
been more about learning to pronounce the indiVidwads and reading aloud texts. Student
A brought the view point that all do not reach shél level that is required, however, in
teaching it is assumed that the students are rkdkedsthan they actually are. Student B had
similar ideas about the beginning as the othervigeees had, but made the notion about the
end being more matriculation exam focused. Speakamyin her opinion left slightly on the
background. Two respondents had made a similarrkeiméhe questionnaire by answering
the open questions. One of them signaled thatstal&ious that less attention was paid on

speaking skills because of the forthcoming mataitah exam.

Example 28

... nykyaén oletetaan etté se tulee meiltéd itsesg@d@nglanti, ettd meilla ei oo mitaan
ongelmaa. Pitis olla siin& etta ruvetaan puhumaametaan aihe ja sen pitais lahtee
tosta noin vaan sekunnissa. Ja sillon lukion algssali enempi semmosta, etta just
ohjattiin ettéd mista esim. annettiin vaikka aihaiffen siihen annettiin alaviitteita etta
naista esim. voitte puhua ja tallasta. Etta nytetaan olettaa jopa ettd me osataan liikaa
tai kaikki ei valttamatta oo silla tasolla, milléeidan oletetaan olevan. (Student A)

Today it is assumed that it comes automatically Emeylish, that we don’t have any
kinds of problems. You should be there to starbkjpey, the subject is given and should
get started just like that in a second. And intibginning of upper secondary school it
was more the kind that you were guided where farmg{e the except topic was given
and then it was given footnotes that you can @eals about this and like that. Now it
may be assumed that we are able to do too mudfabnbt everyone is necessarily on
the level we are assumed to be.

Example 29

Lopussa ei tietenkaan tehty niin paljon suullisi@jdituksia, kun keskitytdan yo-
kokeessa tarvittaviin asioihin. (Questionnaire 2)

Of course as much speaking tasks weren't doneeirtiad when the things needed in the
matriculation exams are in focus.
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Teacher B felt that the most significant changé tllees place between the first and the last
year of upper secondary school is students’ fartiisvith teaching methods. The

unfamiliarity of having a communicative approachdaching in English was in the view

point of teacher B was clear in the beginning antirae passed teaching becomes easier for
him as does learning for the students. Thus, heéhal there is a development on the students’
behalf on using the language in class. Howevergssindents also have problems with their
attitude towards learning English.

Example 30

At the beginning it could be with some studentieast, quite difficult to warm them up
for using the language as often as possible, toomtaem up for even developing a
positive attitude towards the language. If you tbave that in a way so you don't have
any interest in developing your skills or oral kkivhatever. (Teacher B)

Teacher A saw a difference in the students’ atitadd confidence about their skills in
comparison with others. She noted that the schuoivorks has a high average requirement
set for entering. Thus, at the beginning studer@siaecustomed to being very skilled but in
comparison with others shape their view aboutdhnguage skills they have. In the end, these
students might become rather quiet and only wiltmgvork with familiar peers. Hence,
students’ own conception about language skillsamasffect on how they receive information
and how they act during oral practice. Teacher gcdbed it a phenomenon of polarization

to be evident in the end where the weaker and tire skilled students are easily detected.

Example 31

... he jotka on huomanneet ettei he siind ryhmaskkaam siina karkipaassa, niin heista
saattaa tulla aika hiljaisia. He mieluummin, hetgak aika tarkkaan sen tyoparin ja
puhuu vaan sille. Eika juurikaan vastaa yleisestkassa. [..] Joo eli myohempina
vuosina, siis kolmannen vuoden kursseilla selkgestikee, ettéa se oppilaan kasitys siita
omasta kielitaidosta vaikuttaa siihen, ettd mitén bttaa vastaan tai miten han
kayttaytyy siella suullisissa osioissa. (Teacher A)

Those who have noticed that they are not in thefdhe group, those might become
quite quiet. They prefer, they choose quite cahgthleir partner to work with and only
speak to that. Don’t really answer generally in¢less. Yeah, in the later years, in the
third year courses then it is clearly seen thasthdent’s own perception about the
language skills affect how he/she takes in or helgle behaves in the oral
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The students’ and teacképpinions about learning and teaching speakiilisshave been
studied by Ahola (2009) with similar meth«than in the present studi questionnaire wa
conducted for students and the teachers were iategte. When the questionnaire rest
betweentie previous study and the present study are exairtimere are not gre
differences. However, the results of the presemtysshow a smaller mean for each of

guestionnaire subclassesudents view on practicing speaking skills beheonly excejion.
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General view Courage Students' Teacher Freetime
on learning view related
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Figure 4. The mean values of students’ opinions about diffeaspecton learning
speaking skills in 2009 and 2C

9 DISCUSSION

The studies of Khamkhien (2001), Makela (2005) a8 as one from Kahkdnen al
Huuskonen (2006) demonstrate sints in general to have a high motivation to le
English A similar finding is made in this study ¢heresults show students to hav
very high motivation to learn EnglisThis was clearly indicateit the results £ 72.2
per cent of the studenmi#ho signaled tchave a need for English skills in their free ti

Thus, for the studentsarning English has a clear purpose and Engligls ske seen ti
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be purposeful. In addition to that, the sub-class measured students’ general attitude
towards learning speaking skills received the hsgingean in this study. When the
opinions of both, students and teachers, are exahan the importance of learning
speaking skills, the opinions were convergent. fEaehers had positive views about the
role of speaking skills in language teaching. Thmmunicative goal in learning was
recognized by both teachers and the same ideaeflasted also by students in the
interviews. A European study also shows teachetisin& that students have a high
motivation to learn English (Henderson et al. 20T8)e teachers in the present study
were found to have comparable ideas. The resuttsesk two studies give an indication
that the lingua franca position and the importasidenowing English have been
internalized which shows in the high motivatiorig¢arn the skills for communication for
the learners’ part. In the present study, the Uisefs of English was clearly stated in the
interviews by student C and also by teacher B, sdw the students were learning skills

that are needed in life. It is an example of stisleand the teachers’ opinions being alike.

However, the results of the section which measatedents’ attitudes towards practicing
speaking skills showed the topic to be complexerEthough the majority of the students
have a positive view on learning speaking skihig, attitude can vary from one individual
to another. The results show that it is for one fyee experience of difficulty or easiness
of learning speaking that affects the view butdnother the student’s experiences of
shyness to speak to have a great impact on learfimggquestions that measured the
level of difficulty experienced by the studentslearning speaking skills had a great
standard deviation, which shows the heterogenigreaif learners. The students’ might
think it is important and useful to learn speakskdls but their attitude to practicing it

differs as for some learning speaking is easy wdsefer others it is difficult.

One of the matters creating challenge to learningliEh speaking is pronunciation. In

the interviews, this was mentioned by both a sttidad a teacher. Student A told that
students have a tendency of pronouncing Englislisvaccording to the phonetic rules
of Finnish instead of applying the pronunciatioagtices of English. She did not

explicitly say this to be a challenger in learnmg her answers signal to me it to be one.
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Perhaps there is not enough pronunciation praatisehools, as in the study of
Henderson et al. (2013) teachers stated to aim todhe overall skills of
communication. Furthermore, the same remark abmwering and pronouncing was
made by teacher B who noted the application ofiBinphonetic rules to be an approach
or method that the students applied in their leaywf English words. Instead of seeing
this merely as a way for learning adopted by thdests like teacher B did, | also see it
to be a matter of courage. | believe that studdatsot feel confident enough for trying
to pronounce English words. In addition to neegirmnunciation practice, the students

need to be encouraged into trying to pronouncelwdeay accordingly.

Thus, pronunciation sets some challenges for spgdkit more importantly the students
seemed to lack the confidence for speaking as devama speaking in front of others. In
this study, the role of confidence in speakingesimto central position which is in
connection with the results of de Saint Léger atwich (2009), where students named
the confidence to speak as one of their assetamihg speaking. In the present study,
the students reported a lesser contribution intfiag speaking skills, be it pair or group
work, if they felt shyness to speak. Further om, ititerviewed students were of the
opinion that teachers could courage students taksipedifferent ways, one of the ways
being the teachers’ reactions to errors. It is irtgpd that teachers give corrections, as
Al-Zedjali’'s (2009) study results also show, bug g8tudents’ comments give the notion
of a teacher to be an important courage giver.t&@aehers indicated to recognize a
connection between speaking and courage as theyakéz to name ways of
encouraging students to speak. However, they diémphasize the role of courage in
teaching even though the results from the stuatetitis study indicate this to be a much

more important matter than teachers seem to perceiv

The confidence to speak proves to have a centmln@racticing speaking skills and
using the skill itself. A Finnish study by Huuskongnd Kahkonen (2006) and another by
Yli-Renko already in 1991 made the notion of studeshyness to speak affect teaching
speaking. The studies of Khamkhien (2001), Al-ZBdR009) as wells the study results

of de Saint Léger and Storch (2009) in non-Finsistiings show courage to be a shared



68

issue of students from different backgrounds. midfid, the Finns’ shyness to speak is
thought to be a specific feature of the people,d@r, in my opinion, it is more a
unifying character of all foreign language learn&#hat is more, like the study results of
Yli-Renko (1991), the results of the present stgihe indication for girls being more shy
speakers than boys. This is further supported $tudy finding made in 2009 about the
courage difference between boys and girls (Ahol2020 Further on, also Makela (2005)
gave boys’ courage for speaking as an explanatiobdys finding authentic tasks easier
than girls also and for boys’ more positive attéudwards a speaking test in the
matriculation examination. It has to be noted thatdifference in courage between

genders was statistically almost significant in pinesent study.

Another factor that affects practicing speakingigigantly is the role of the group. This
was mentioned by the students and also by teach8tullents told the atmosphere of the
group have an effect on doing speaking practicey®re worried about making
mistakes in front of their peers as they worry dliba reactions of others. Even though |
did not analyze the data for differences betweéndas, | think it is noteworthy to say
that the students who were attending school 1g at¢hool when the number of pupils is
taken into consideration, were also the ones strgéise role of the group. Additionally,

in the open questions a respondent from schooldertige remark that shy people should
not be forced to work with people they are not famwith. The role of the group or the
partner was not stressed by the students from $@hacsmall school. Student D from
school 2 mentioned teachers’ reaction to errorsdate a certain atmosphere, however,
the role of peers was not emphasized. Thus, Neetieat the students in a small school
know each other better and usually work with theesgeople form one course to
another. Hence, they do not experience similaagdns of having to work with

unfamiliar people and having to create a complately atmosphere from one course to
another as students in a larger school have. Gandpair work are often favored in
teaching but the results show that these methodsiKing are not problematic from the
view point of speaking. In these methods of workihg important the partner or the
other members of the group are actively particigatiTeacher A described role of the

group from the point of view of a teacher. In hgpe&rience some groups are by nature
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guieter ones than others which affected to hehiegcstyles and material choices. |

think the nature of the group surely forms fromithgividual students’ characteristics

but | also see a connection with the social dinmmsif learning which | have already
described. Thus, some groups might become quietause the group atmosphere or the

peer reactions do not reinforce speaking.

In the teachers’ opinion, group size and time resmsihave an effect on teaching
speaking. The significance of group size was nated in the results of Huuskonen and
Kahkonen (2006) where large groups were foundrdéri teaching speaking. The same
was found in the preset study, but in additiorhtat,ta group too small was noted to
hamper learning. Thus, when planning the execudfdoreign language teaching, it is
important to take into account the social naturkeafning and remember that small
groups are not automatically the best promotetsarhing speaking. Time was also
mentioned as an important aspect of learning arajuage skills as had been mentioned
in the study of Huuskonen and Kahkdnen (2006) anol#(2009). The results of the
present study are in accordance with these stadiésth of teachers felt the pressure of
time. Teacher A signaled the teachers’ responsitalout the use of time and yielding
time for practicing speaking skills. Teacher B eigreced pressure of having to teach
several things tested in tests. Thus, in my opihi@nvas pressurized to use the time in

other ways he would at times have wanted.

The students had varied opinions about the usenef fThe questionnaire results do not
give a clear signal of students having enough spgakactice. However, the results
show the majority of the students to think thanpeof time is used for learning
grammar related issues. The student interviewsleldo presume that more time is used
for teaching grammar than speaking skills whiclelldve to be a demonstration of
speaking skills being in subordinate position ® $kills which are measured in the
matriculation exam. The evaluation of using enotiigie for practicing speaking skills is
challenging to do as the assessment of gettinggtnpractice varies from one individual
to another. What is enough for one student mighimthe experience of another be

insufficient.
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The wash-back effect of the matriculation exam @uedartificial nature of spoken
language that is used for teaching speaking wérer atfluential factors. The
matriculation examination is a force in teachingapng which is also noted by
Huuskonen and K&hkodnen (ibid). In the present staggecially teacher B referred to the
structure of upper secondary school, where subgettaught in courses which have
several tests, and to the significant final tesiciitends to become the focus in teaching.
This was also noted by the Spanish teachers isttlty of Henderson et al (2013). The
aim of teaching and learning is then to pass thieicogation exam and thus the students’
learn skills needed in the test which teacher Bcazed. Teacher B felt that it is
especially this setting that takes the communieagiwal away from teaching. Speaking is
left to a secondary position as it lacks from thameination as | have argued earlier on in
this study. Spanish teachers reported in the stéithenderson et al (2013) that the focus
in teaching is on the matters tested in the fimahe A student made the same reference
in the open questions of the questionnaire andastagly noted thadf coursespeaking

is not rehearsed as much as the focus is on takeiam as if it was obvious. | think this
aspect was mentioned by teacher B in particulavitishis foreign background he views
the Finnish system differently. Teacher B took parnhy bachelor’'s study and he made
the same remark of teaching being matriculatiomegantered (Ahola 2009). The Finns,
however, socialized into the system, might acdeigtéasier and think it to be self-
evident feature of teaching and our upper secorstdrgol system. Finally teacher A
brought forward the fact that teaching speakingpise on the basis of teaching written
language. Thus, the issues of authenticity in teacshould be viewed from this

perspective as well.

In addition to factors that hinder teaching spegkthe results also show factors that
enable teaching speaking skills. For the teaclieesnost significant promoter was the
realization of doing different language practicallyreven though the materials offer a
written task for rehearsal. This is also in my eg@mone of the most influential factors as
the teacher’s role as a decision maker is undoljpsaghificant in teaching. The students

recognized this as well by stating that there isat@®mn between teachers on how
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speaking skills are practiced and how much timesed for it. Hence, the teacher can do
plenty by supplying speaking practice in multiplays. Teachers need proper education
in order to feel comfortable to teach speaking.réfore, the additional training given to
teachers in connection with the new speaking comeseadequate and it should be
continued to supply in the future too. Furthermanehe training the teachers should be
given the tools to teach speaking as was noteddmyletson et al. (2013). In their very
recent study, the teachers noted that they hadtlpasnunciation but were lacking the
methods for teaching pronunciation, a major pagp&aking. The results of the present
study showed also the connection between studectsof courage to speak when they
were experiencing uncertainty about pronunciatiash thus pronunciation practice is

important.

The students highlighted the role of different tagles as a favoring factor of speaking
skills. However, from the teachers view point, @sanoted that students do not
necessarily recognize the tasks to rehearse speskilis. This could give explanation to
the questionnaire results showing students to barenwhether they have had enough
practice for learning speaking skills. Thus, inctéag, the teachers should use various
different methods and tasks for learning but alsi&erthe students aware what part of
speaking skills they are practicing. In additiorthie tasks, the students emphasized
individual’s own participation in class. Active piaipation favored learning speaking
skills. The role of the teacher was, however, cag&n mentioned as teachers were
expected in teaching to take into consideratiomthiet students too. Further on, the
students put emphasis on using English outsideladad and having an interest to
develop speaking skills during free time. The tgas that the time resources are limited
at school and in order to achieve a high skill leag interest to learn speaking outside of
school seems to be needed in the students’ opiflemresults show a statistical
significant difference of boys practicing speakskils more during their free time than
girls do. Additionally in the light of the resultspys have more confidence as speakers
than girls. Consequently, it could be argued thist the additional practice that boys
seem to do that contributes to their confidencgpiak. It could be one of the reasons

that create the difference in confidence to spedwéen the two genders.
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In the end of upper secondary school the studefitthfit learning speaking skills had
changed to be a more challenging matter. The\efglectations of being skilled at the
end but not necessarily meeting the expectatidiesicher A acknowledged it from her
own teaching too as she reported to do oral pewtith lesser preparatory work with the
third year students because she expected the ssutdananage with a simplified
introduction. However, individualized teaching shtbnot be forgotten in the later years
of upper secondary school education as the sk#ll lexpectations might now meet with

the students actual skills.

| expected the students to be more confident speakéhe end of upper secondary
school as they are more skilled and experienceakgpge. My hypothesis seems to be
inaccurate as the results show the mean for thelagls that measured courage to be
lower now than in a previous study where the pigdiats were first year students (Ahola
2009). The age of the learners or several yedesaofing the same subject does not seem
to directly increase learners’ courage even thdhglresults of de Saint Léger and Storch
(2009) support this view. They results show stuslémigain more confidence as their
studies proceeded. Furthermore, neither do seyeaa$ of learning the same language
necessarily contribute to the students’ couraggtak which the results of the present
study show. This can also be seen from the de 8&ger and Storch’s study (ibid) as the
students of that study had been learning the témggtiage for several years but still
experienced shyness at university. In the end, i@ indluential factor seems to be the
students’ self-perception of themselves as a leaméeacher A mentioned. As learners
mature, they create an image of themselves asdiesawhich has an impact on learning

in the latter years of upper secondary schoohénstudy of Huuskonen and Kahkoénen
(2006), the teachers had named the students ovuef imelheir abilities to speak bring
difficulty to teaching speaking. Teacher B noteat tin the beginning of upper secondary
school studies, he has to warm up the studenthiéoEnglish only teaching approach and

to English being used as the means of communicatiolass.
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The opinions of teachers and students were si@ilarany instances and generally they
share a positive stand on learning and teachinakapg skills. They mentioned different
aspects for example when asked what hinders lepspeaking skills, which is expected
as they present their opinions from different poioft view. The opinions of teachers
differed significantly only on the matter of usik@nish in classes. Teacher A was of the
opinion that Finnish is accepted in her classestlatistudents can use is too. Teacher B,
on the other hand, preferred to use only Engligmsrteaching. Having to start using
Finnish in teaching was in his opinion a negatiwarnge which would not contribute to
their learning of English. He had a previous exgrare of using English fully in teaching
where the students had found the target languaghiteg rewarding and thus he wanted
continue using the same approach. In my opinionguss much of target language in
class is advisable, however, teaching grammardnatget language might be too

challenging for the weaker students and thus thia@ndongue could be used.

10 CONCLUSION

Teachers and students have very positive viewstabauning English skills and
speaking in general, however, the reality of paag the skills shows the construction of
opinions and attitudes to be more complex. Thegmtestudy demonstrates the role of
courage in foreign language learning to be in kesitpn. The study results give, in my
opinion, indication that teachers should pay mdi@néon to the ways they could
courage students to speak. Thus, it is not enaugive the theoretical knowledge about
speaking and then practice the skill but also aiticourage students in different ways.
More specifically, the present study also givesayeither indication of girls being more
shy speakers than boys and boys to practice spgeakthe free time more than girls do.
Hence, in teaching explicit ways of encouragingistus to speak, not merely practicing
the skill, should be in focus more.

In addition to the above mentioned factors, thesdoature of learning speaking also has
a great impact on learning the skill. In pair andugp work, it is important that all the

members actively engage doing the tasks or otherthis practice is unsuccessful and
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can create negative experiences for some leaffieesgroup atmosphere can either
courage or discourage learning speaking which lgptd the role of peers and the
contribution of all to learning. Even though thegp atmosphere is for the most part
created by the students, the teacher can affantitry to create a more tolerant learning
environment. One of the clear teacher contributieritsacher’s reaction to students’
errors. Additionally some groups and some studarggjuieter by nature, which the

teacher should take in the account in teaching.

The students highlighted active participation dgrfasses as well as being interested
enough in learning speaking to rehearse the skiflide of school as favoring factors for
learning speaking. Thus, they recognized that kEraralso have their own responsibilities
in learning. Boys also seemed to use more of fregrtime for learning speaking. The
results show a statistically significant differerafédboys practicing speaking more outside
of school than girls do. Over all, the studentafibiearning speaking skills meaningful
for the purposes of free time and work life in thure. This is could be the influential
factor behind students’ high motivation to learrgish which was found in the present

study.

The teaching of speaking is promoted when teadkeatize the possibilities of teaching
speaking skills; written tasks can be converted aral ones. Additionally, the group size
can either be a hindrance or an advantage in tegchal language skills. The results of
other studies show teachers to find a large graogbehning teaching speaking. The results
of this study also remind that equally importan igroup size, which should not too
small for versatile interaction. Teacher B in tliegent study saw cultural factors as
hindering teaching speaking skills. The studentewaused to communicate in English
and to have teaching in English. Additionally, ttagplied the Finnish phonetic rules to
vocabulary learning, which was a hindrance in tpi@ion of teacher B. Teacher A, on
the other hand, raised an issue about the natssabfehe spoken language taught at
school. The language used for teaching speakiagtislly written language in a spoken
form. Teaching speaking skills would be promotetthére would be less of a demand for

testing and teaching aspects that are tested.idddily the matriculation exam seems to
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affect teaching and as a speaking test is notdieclun the examination, there is some
decline of teaching speaking at least in the engpper secondary school. This is not the
experience of the participants of the present sthdialso an experience of Spanish
teachers who teach in a system where the final éaeks a speaking test. Thus adding a
speaking test into the matriculation exam would enatal language skills fully equal to

other skill areas for which | strongly argue.

Decisions about the use of time are importantterteachers’ part in order for speaking
skills to be rehearsed. This was noted by bothgsim the present study. Students
experienced that plenty of grammar practice is darsehool, however the majority was
little unsure whether there is too little speaklgmgctice or not. This is partially explained
by the fact that students do not always realizettiey are practicing speaking skills and
thus teachers should make the rehearsing of diffesiglls more transparent to learners.
The teachers felt a pressure time in the lack ohtgmeity. As the programs are loaded,
there is little room for a more free communicatiddditionally, the course based system
was criticized to create a wash back effect thaices to the content of teaching. Thus,
teaching in upper secondary school has a tenddrfogusing in the matriculation
examination at least in the latter year of uppeoedary school in the experience of the

participants.

Teacher B makes a valid point about the coursedostsecture in upper secondary school
in this study. The course based system has itsgihre and weaknesses one of the latter
being the multiple tests the system provides; west, end of the course tests and the
matriculation examinations that are consideredetedry important in Finland. These
create a pile of tests which should not becoméabes in teaching. As the current
matriculation exam lacks a speaking test, teacamtylearning speaking suffers in the
end. Henderson et al (2013) noted this to happ&panish setting where the situation
with the final exam is equivalent. Thus, | suppaiting a speaking test into the English
matriculation examination which would arise oraldaage skills into equal position with

other areas of language knowledge.
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The group of participants was relatively narrovitirs study, and therefore it is difficult
to make any generalizations about the results. Mewéor example the gender
difference between boys and girls in courage takgeems to be a repeated finding of
different studies but it should be studied furtbier In future research, the participant
group should be larger and geographically spreaddoeralizations. Additionally the
reasons for girls being more timid speakers shbalthvestigated. The future research
could for example examine are boys and girls tokaignificantly differently in the
education system for a gender difference of coutadrappen. Within the topic, there is
also an opportunity for interdisciplinary reseaashgender studies give insight into
research in the discourse of gender. Additionatig,present study did not aim to find out
how the students practice speaking skills outsfdsloool, which would be an
opportunity for further research.
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX 1 The interview questions for teachers

1.

What kind of education have you had and how longheu been working as a
teacher?
In your experience, has the emphasis in teachiraygio languages changed?

How?

3. How long have you been teaching the students tgsangin this study?

4. Does the course based system in upper secondarglschyour opinion, have an

effect on teaching speaking skills?

5. Do teachers get in your opinion enough trainingiéaching speaking skills?

9.

What is your opinion about the latest change inctireiculum, the adding of a
new speaking course?

In connection with the change in the curriculumteon, teachers were given
additional training. Did you take part in the triaignand did it give you tools to
teach speaking skills?

How important do you consider teaching speakintissta be in upper secondary
school?

How do you try to teach speaking skills?

10.In your opinion, which factors favor teaching spegkskills?

11.In your opinion, which factors hinder teaching dpeg skills?

12.What is in your opinion the students’ attitude tosglearning speaking skills?

13.Do you aim to courage students to use speakinis skitlass and outside of class

time? How?

14.1s teaching speaking skills different in the begagnof upper secondary school

than it is in the end?

15. Would you like to comment learning and teachingagpey skills in any way?

guestions for students
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APPENDIX 2 The interview questions for the students

How long have you been learning English?
What is your experience about learning English?

What is your experience about learning English kipgeskills?

A 0N PE

How important do you consider teaching speakintissta be in upper secondary
school?

What is in your opinion you peers’ attitude towaleksrning speaking skills?

In your opinion, can a teacher somehow couragespéaking in English?
Where do you need English skills?

Which factors affect learning speaking skills insd?

© © N o a

In your opinion, which factors favor learning speakskills?

10.In your opinion, which factors hinder learning skiag skills?

11.1s teaching speaking skills in your opinion diffetéen the beginning than in the
end of upper secondary school?

12.Should teachers in your opinion take in to accaypeiaking skills in assessment?

13.1Is it in your opinion significant that speakingaaskill has its own course?

14.Has enough time been used for teaching speakifig skupper secondary school?

15.Does having either one or more teachers an effel#arning speaking skills?

16. Would you like to comment learning and teachingagpey skills in any way?
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APPENDIX 3 Questionnaire for the students

Hyva vastaaja!

Tama kysely on osa Jyvaskylan yliopistossa tekeng#giannin kielen pro gradu-tutkielmaa.
Tutkielmani aiheena on englannin suullisen kidditen opettaminen lukiossa. Vastaa alla oleviin
vaittamiin asteikolla 1-5 (1= tayseri mielta, 5= taysirsamaamieltd) ympyroimalla mielipidettasi
lahinna oleva vaittama tai kirjoita vastauksesesrarattuun tilaan. Kyselyn vastaamiseen on aikaa
10 minuulttia.

1. Olen a) mies b) nainen
2. Olen vastannut samanlaiseen kyselyyn ensimniéiggiskeluvuotenani a) kylla b)ei c¢)en
muista

Taysin  Jokseenkin Ei mielipidettd JokseenkinTaysin

eri mieltd eri mied samaa mieltd sameaéelta
3. Englannin suullisen kielitaidon oppiminen 1 2 3 4 5
ja harjoittelu on mielestani tarked osa
kielitaitoa.
4. Uskallan kayttda englannin kielta 1 2 3 4 5
oppitunneilla.
5. Englannin suullisen kielitaidon 1 2 3 4 5
opettaminen on lukiossa tarkeaa.
6. Haluan oppia dadntamaan englannin kielen 1 2 3 4 5
sanastoa.
7. Suullisen kielitaidon oppiminen on 1 2 3 4 5
mielestani vaikeaa.
8. Haluaisin oppia puhumaan englantia 1 2 3 4 5
syntyperaisen puhujan tavoin.
9. Oppitunneilla kaytetaan mielestani 1 2 3 4 5
riittavasti aikaa englannin suullisen
kielitaidon opettamiseen.
10. Harjoittelen suullista kielitaitoa myo6s 1 2 3 4 5
vapaa-ajallani.
11. Pystyn kommunikoimaan englannin 1 2 3 4 5
kielelld koulussa oppimieni tietojen ja taitojen
avulla.
12. Oppitunneilla kaytetaan mielestani liikkaa 1 2 3 4 5
aikaa suullisen kielitaidon opiskeluun.
13. Englannin kielella puhuminen on 1 2 3 4 5

mielestani mukavaa.
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14. Pyrin kadyttamaan englannin kielta 1 2 3 4 5
oppitunneilla.
15. Kirjallisten taitojen oppiminen on 1 2 3 4 5

mielestani tarkedmpaa kuin suullisen
kielitaidon oppiminen

16. Otan mallia puheeseeni
englanninkielisista televisio-ohjelmista tai
elokuvista.

17. Uskallan puhua englannin kielella koulun
ulkopuolella.

18. Otan mallia opettajan 1 2 3 4 5
puheesta/aantamisesta oman puheeseeni/
aantamiseeni.

19. Mielestani on tarkeaa, etta opettaja 1 2 3 4 5
kayttaa oppitunneilla englannin kielta, jotta
saan mallia omaan puheeseeni.

20. Oppitunneilla tehdd&an mielestani
riittavasti suullisia tehtavia. Englannin kielella
puhuminen on minulle helppoa.

21. Opettajani rohkaisee minua puhumaan
englannin kielella niin tunnilla kuin vapaa-
ajalla.

22. Tarvitsen englannin kielta vapaa-ajallani
esimerkiksi matkustellessa.

23. Englannin kielella puhuminen on minulle
helppoa.

24. Puhuminen/ suulliset harjoitukset auttavat
minua oppimaan vierasta kielta

25. Lukiossa on kaytetty englannin tunneilla
paljon aikaa kieliopin opetukseen.

26. Kerro lyhyesti millaisten opetustapojen ja &efen uskot omasta mielestéasi olevan
kaikkein hyodyllisimpid englannin suullisen kieldan oppimisessa? Millaista suullisen kielitaidon
opetusta olisit toivonut englannin tunneille?




84

27. Mieti englannin suullisen kielitaidon opetuktkio opintojesi alussa ja lopussa. Onko englannin
suullisen kielitaidon opetuksessa mielestasi joliakien ero, kun mietit lukio opintojen alkua ja
loppua? Millainen?

28. Vapaa sana! Voit vapaasti kommentoida englasuitiisen kielitaidon opettamista ja
oppimistalukiossa.

KIITOS OSALLISTUMISESTASI!
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APPENDIX 4 The descriptive statistics of the questionnaire

N | Minimum | Maximum | Mean Std.
Deviation

Q3 L_earning and practicing speaking skiIIs_is_, Ny | 40]4 5 459 |a97
opinion, an important part of language proficiency
Q4 I have courage to use English in class a4]1 5 332 |1.253
Q5 Learning speaking skills at upper secondary 24| 3 5 2.40 | 583
school is in my opinion important
Q6 | want to learn to pronounce English words 23l 3 5 434 | 608
Q7 Learning speaking skills is in my opinion diffiailt | ;414 5 300 11121
Q8 1 would like to learn to speak English like a néive | 44| ¢ 5 368 |1.116
speaker
Q9 Enpugh time is in my opinion used for teaching |44 5 314 |1.069
speaking skills
Q10 I practice speaking skills also in my free time | 4], 5 302 1285
Q11 I am able to communicate in English on the 242 5 370 | 930
basis of the knowledge and skills learnt at school
Q12 In my opinion, too much timeis used to learn | 4414 5 103 | 759
speaking skills in class
Q13 Speaking in English is in my opinion nic aal1 5 357 |1149
Q14 | aim to use English during classes aal1 5 325 |1102
_Q15 Learning writter_l skills is i_n my Qpinion more aal1 5 257 | 846
important than learning speaking skills
Q16 | use English speakng TV_— programs or movies | 444 5 389 | 920
as a model for my own speaking
Q17 I have courage to speak in English outside of |,,(4 5 377 |1.008
school
Q18 | use teacher's speech/pronunciation as model | 441 1 5 305 |1.257
for my own speech/pronunciation
Q19 I_n my opinion, it is important that the teacher | ,,|4 5 371 1111
uses in English in class so that | get a model fony
own speaking
Q20 In my opinion, enough speaking tasks is done | ;514 5 319 |1.052
during classes. Speaking in English is easy for me
Q21 My teacher encourages me to speak in Englic | 45/, 5 274 11071
both in class and outside classes
Q22 | need English skills in my free time e.g. wheh | ,,[, 5 305 | 939
travel
Q23 Speaking in English is easy for me 2|1 5 319 h.153
Q24 Speaking / oral practice helps me to learn 242 5 2.00 | 889
foreign languages
Q25 In upper secondary school, plenty of time is esl| 44|, 5 368 | 857

for learning grammar




