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1 INTRODUCTION

Language teaching is going through changes altithe. New theories about language
learning, the changing needs of the students amddimands of the outside world have
directed language teaching methodology through@ibty (Davies 1996: 1). The last
century alone has seen the development of langieaghing from grammar-translation
to audiolingualism and from humanistic approaches communicative language
teaching. However, today language teaching metlawedsnot seen similarly as they
were before. According to Kumaravadivelu (1994eciin Liu 2004: 138) we are living
in “the post-methods era”, in which the idea ofeeticism has gained more popularity.
In other words, language teaching is nowadays seea combination of different
methods and language teachers prefer to tailor teaching according to the context

and the specific needs of their students.

The need for changes in language teaching is edyecelevant in today’s global

society where the role of English has become muomgortant. Finnish students use
English in their everyday lives a great deal mdwantthey earlier used to. One of the
biggest reasons for this is the Internet, whickersffseveral possibilities to interact with
people all over the world in English (Leppanen, Nikand Kaanta 2008: 13). Many
students have contacts with native English speaketsare more familiar than earlier
with different English speaking cultures throughvelling and exchange programs.
Today the classroom is definitely not the only plaghere students learn English.
Because of this, teachers really need to think athair ways of teaching and the role
of English lessons: is teaching effective and dbescourage and motivate students to
actually use English outside the classroom? Ot mdre important to focus on form

and grammar because nowadays students get to ugeshEso much outside the

classroom? Indeed, teachers need to think whetkeskills taught in school correspond

with students’ real needs or not.

The purpose of the present study is to find outtwdrads of ways of teaching are used
today in English lessons in Finnish upper secondapols. Specifically, the purpose is
to find out whether there is a clear preferenchegiffor traditional teacher-centered
teaching, which focuses more on the structural cspef language training or
innovative student-centered teaching, which fociesgsally on all the language skill

areas and emphasizes student autonomy in the Igade@rning process. Moreover, the
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purpose is to find out students’ and teachers’ iops on different ways of teaching
English and to ask for the participants’ opiniorm@a the most effective ways of
teaching. In addition, students’ and teachers’ amnswvill be compared in order to find

out how their views and opinions differ from onetrer and how these converge.

Indeed, there is a need to study how English ightiin upper secondary schools in
order to find out what kinds of skills are actuadlynphasized today. Moreover, this
study will give valuable information for teachery lsking students’ opinions on

different ways of teaching and what kind of teaghihey consider as the most useful
and effective. Furthermore, it is important to camgstudents’ and teachers’ answers
because conflicts between their perceptions andi@ps on language teaching can
cause problems in learning and in classroom interacFinally, the present study is

relevant because similar studies have not beenucted earlier in Finland.

The present study is quantitative in nature aslttia was collected with a questionnaire
that consisted of Likert scale questions. Howewag open-ended question included in
the study survey offers a possibility for a quaiNta analysis as well. The data has been
collected in two different ways: the student pdpamts filled a questionnaire in paper
form and the teacher participants filled a simidprestionnaire on the Internet. The
answers for the Likert scale statements were aedlgtatistically and content analysis

was used in analyzing the answers for the openecgdestion.

I will begin by discussing the theoretical frametwaf the study. First, | will take a
closer look on the history of language teachingllsgussing general characteristics in
the development of language teaching and givingstotical overview of the most
popular language teaching methods (Chapter 2).rfsedowill move on to language
teaching today and discuss traditional and inngeatieaching, some factors affecting
language teaching and current trends in the largtearhing world. In addition, | will
take a closer look at the Finnish National Core riculum for Upper Secondary
Schools 2003 and the Common European Frameworkedéréce for Languages
(Chapter 3). What is more, | will introduce presokinnish and foreign studies on the
popularity and use of different language teachingthbds and on students’ and
teachers’ perceptions on language teaching (Chdptén chapter 5, | will discuss the

methodological framework of the present study aral results will be presented and
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analyzed in chapter 6. | will discuss the main ltsslimitations of the study and future

research in chapter 7 and finally, chapter 8 wah@dude the study.

2 HISTORY OF LANGUAGE TEACHING

I will begin this chapter by introducing generabchcteristics in language teaching all
the way from the Classical period to thé"a@entury. Furthermore, | will discuss the
reasons behind the changes in the ways language¢aught. After that, | will provide a
historical overview of the most popular languagecteng methods and trends in the
linguistic world: | will present the developmentlahguage teaching in the"2@entury
and discuss the Grammar Translation Method, theddDMethod and the Audio-Lingual
Method. Furthermore, the “Designer” methods of 18&0s, the Silent Way and Total
Physical Response, will be introduced. Finally,ill @wiscuss the shift from structure-
centered approaches to communicative approacheshan 1980s and introduce

communicative language teaching.
2.1 General characteristics in the development ofhguage teaching

The 2d" century has seen the development and experimeatrafmber of different
language teaching methods — some of them have cspviekely and are still used in
many places and contexts while some of them haveklgulost their popularity.
Probably the most common way to view the historyamiguage teaching is to do it
chronologically. However, according to Tornberg 20 26) the development of
language teaching can also be observed thematithtlyugh changes in certain
principles and trends. For example, the two opposleas about language teaching,
formalism (i.e. focus on form) and activism (i.ecfis on meaning) have regularly taken
turns in being the leading principles in languagaching methodology. Active oral
production in Latin was valued from the Classicatipd to the Middle Ages whereas
the Renaissance witnessed the rise of formalisrmeder, the ideas of Comenius made
oral language skills dominant during the™ldentury and again after that the idea of

formal instruction became dominant in languagehsegr

As Richards and Rodgers (1995: 1) write, it is ing@at to acknowledge that the issues
relevant in today’s language teaching discussi@nrext normally new. For example,
Tornberg (2005: 26) argues that drilling, which wia$roduced as an important
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technique in language learning after the 1950s,agaisally widely used already during
the 16" and 17" centuries. Indeed, the same topics emerge from tiintime depending
on what kinds of skills and learner proficiency aedued. Moreover, Tornberg (2005:
26) continues that language teaching can neveohsigered as objective because there
is always a strong connection between languagéite@and the society and its culture.
For example, the shift from the formalist GrammaranElation Method to
audiolingualism, which emphasized oral productisas originally caused by the
sudden need to teach new languages fast to Amesigldrers all over the world after
the Second World War (Johnson 2008: 163). In otlwds, the society has an influence

on the ways languages are taught at least on sorek |

As already mentioned, the changes in the theorieb @inciples about language
learning have affected the development and inventd new language teaching
methods. Linguists and language teachers are culystaying to find the most

effective ways of teaching languages and commail the new methods or approaches
is normally the belief that they are better and eneffective than the previous ones.
However, nowadays the idea of using only one spelihguage teaching method has
become quite old-fashioned and the idea of an tclesethod combining several

different methods has gained more popularity (Tti@®2: 10-11). Nevertheless, it is
important to know about different language teachimethods and about the history and
development of language teaching in order to unaedsthe present day. According to
Richards and Rodgers (2001, cited in Liu 2004: 138 study of past and present

teaching methods is important because:

1) it provides teachers with a view of how language teaching has evolved as a field; 2) teachers can adapt
methods and approaches as sources of well useticpreather than prescriptions to suit their owacténg
contexts and needs; and 3) they can provide teachers (especially novice teachers) with basic teaching skills
with which they can expand their own teaching repes.

2.2 A historical overview of the most popular langage teaching methods

Next | will briefly introduce some of the best knowhanges and innovations in
language teaching from the second half of tH& dgntury to the end of the ®@entury

mainly in a chronological order. However, it mustlemembered that different methods
often overlap with each other. Therefore, presgntive history of language teaching

strictly chronologically is impossible.
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As Larsen-Freeman (2008: 11) presents, one of ltesomethods used in language
teaching is the Grammar Translation Method, whiak also been called the Classical
Method, since it was used in teaching Latin andet&rdéven though translation and
grammar exercises had been already used for mamtyris, the idea of a specific
Grammar Translation Method did not begin to develapl the end of the Bcentury
(Tornberg 2005: 27). During that time language reay was considered beneficial
mainly because of the mental exercise and it wasrgdly believed that students would
not actually need to use the language. Therefogemhin purpose of the Grammar
Translation Method was to teach students to readhskate and appreciate literary
classics. As Richards and Rodgers (1995: 4) pait the method was widely used
from the 1840s to the 1940s, but it has never gisared totally and it is still popular in

modified forms in several schools all over the worl

Richards and Rodgers (1995: 3-4) explain that ihitemh to learning to read literature
in a foreign language the main purpose of Grammandlation Method was to develop
students’ intellectuality and mental discipline. Mdover, as Larsen-Freeman (2008: 11)
states, one of the goals in teaching studentseagiolanguage was to familiarize them
more with the grammar of their native language &mdhelp them use their mother
tongue more accurately. According to Richards amdigers (1995: 3-4), language
learning began with a detailed analysis of grammias which were taught deductively,
that is, the rules were taught first after whiclkeyttwere applied to translation tasks.
Earlier approaches to language teaching concedtrate translating longer texts
whereas Grammar Translation Method focused on esisghtences. Indeed, this was a
special feature of the new method - translatinggdéontexts was considered too
challenging for secondary school students. Vocaputaught in classes was based on
the texts translated and students were to memtrera in the form of lists of isolated
words. Moreover, errors were not allowed and beiogurate was the only way to pass
formal written examinations. In addition, speakigd listening were not valued and

the language of instruction was always the studerdther tongue.

Richards and Rodgers (1995: 5-6) point out, thahasvorld slowly started to globalize

and opportunities for communication among peodlear the world increased, a new
demand for oral proficiency in foreign languagessar Language specialists saw that
the language education given in schools failedetch students to actually use the

language. Therefore, new ideas and methods begaevelop. Attempts to change
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language teaching starting from the laté” X®ntury became known as the Reform
Movement. Even though the opinions of linguistshtbe best ways to teach foreign
languages differed to some extent, there were sggneral principles they agreed on.
First of all, and as Richards and Rodgers (199%5s8)»poken language was considered
the most important in language teaching. In adaljtib was generally agreed that like
children learn their mother tongue, also foreignglaage students should hear the
language first before seeing the written form. @ealiffering from the Grammar
Translation Method, it was considered that vocatyulaould be best learned from
sentences and from meaningful contexts, not frastaied lists of words. Furthermore,
translation into and out of the target language m@s thought to be unnecessary even
though students’ native language could still bedusecheck comprehension. Finally,
linguists agreed on the effectiveness of inductjr@mmar teaching, that is, students’

were to first become familiar with the context amdy after that the rules were taught.

Because the Grammar Translation method did notesatdn teaching students to
actually use foreign languages, the Direct Methedame popular and widely used at
the turn of the century (Larsen-Freeman 2008: 22%3ording to Richards and Rodgers
(1995: 9) the name of the method came from the tHaa students learn best when
foreign language is used directly and spontaneomislythe help of visual aids. Indeed,
the Direct Method was based on the principle thattarget language should be the only
language used in the classroom and only the voagnbuised in everyday life was
considered important. The new method underlined tmportance of correct
pronunciation and grammar and both speech andniiigfecomprehension were
considered important. Moreover, grammar was taughictively and new issues were
always introduced orally. When compared to the GnamTranslation Method, Larsen-
Freeman (2008: 29) states that the Direct Methosl mvach more communicative and
there was more interaction from teacher to studants from students to teacher. In
addition, it was now acceptable and recommendedstizients to communicate with

each other during the lessons.

Even though the Direct Method was very popular @&ngeemed that it really was

effective in teaching a foreign language, Brown94:956) points out that the method
proved to be difficult to use in schools where tie@ssroom sizes were bigger than in
private schools, the time and budget was limited @achers were not that educated.

Because of this, it eventually did not succeedublis education in Europe or in the
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United States. In addition, Brown argues that teespnality and skills of the teacher
might have affected more to the popularity and essaf the method than the actual

principles behind the method.

Brown (1994: 56) states that because the Direct hbtktlacked a thorough
methodological foundation, its popularity declinedthe 1930s and teachers began to
use the Grammar Translation Method again. Neversiselthe emphasis on written
skills did not last long and oral-based approadtaged to gain popularity again. As
Johnson (2008: 163) points out, the Second World Waused a sudden need for
American soldiers to learn new languages: they werg all around the globe and they
needed proficiency in the languages of their alied enemies. The U.S. military gave
the funding for language courses focusing on okillssand after the new “Army
Method” had proved to be somewhat successful, aggwducators all over the world
became interested in the new methodology, whicthén1950s became known as the
Audio-Lingual Method (Brown 1994: 57).

In similar manner as the Direct Method, the Audingual Method regarded
communication as the primary skill in language mé@g. Nevertheless, as Larsen-
Freeman (2008: 45-47) explains, supporters of thdigkLingual Method believed that
the best way to learn communication was throughod& drills and repetition, not
through communicative situations. In other wordg& purpose was to overlearn the
target language in order to be able to use it flyein addition, the importance of
pronunciation was emphasized with the help of tapeklanguage labs and errors were

considered harmful.

According to Brown (1994: 45-59), the golden ageh#f Audio-Lingual Method was
the 1960s. The idea of a continuous intense comtdhtthe target language attracted
language educators and made them believe thasiaviast and effective way to learn a
new language. However, Richards and Rodgers (133bpoint out that people began
to gradually notice that even though the new metlad effective in teaching students
to memorize words, sentences and dialogues, ihdiducceed in teaching students to
actually communicate in real life. Eventually, cbas in linguistic theory in the sixties
resulted in the decline of audiolingualism. Forrapée, instead of accepting the idea of
language learning as a set of habit formation,litiguist Noam Chomsky underlined

the importance of “deep structure” in languagereay. Whereas the supporters of the
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Audio-Lingual Method believed in the importance iofitated behavior in language
learning, Chomsky argued that people must have ladge of underlying abstract rules
whereby they are able to form and understand utesathey have not heard before.
Moreover, he continued that in order to master & fEguage and to understand its
complicated rules people have to use their owritplid reason and to think (Larsen-
Freeman 2008: 53).

According to Brown (1994: 58), language learningeach increased significantly in
the 1970s. As Larsen-Freeman (2008: 53) writessgmtions about how people learn
languages changed drastically. Human cognition emaghasized and instead of seeing
learners as passive recipients, they were seerctag garticipants in the language
learning process. Indeed, it was now believed ltshers have to make errors in order
to test their hypothesis and in order to discoterrules and structure of the language.
This change in the linguistic theory and the grayinterest to how people learn
languages resulted in several “innovative” methatsich were also later called the
“Designer” methods of the 1970s, such as Commurlignguage Learning,
Suggestopedia, The Silent Way, Total Physical Respand The Natural Approach
(Brown 1994: 58-66).

According to Johnson (2008: 180), the Silent Way &ntal Physical Response were the
two best known of these methods. As Larsen-Freg@@®8: 64) points out, the Silent
Way highlighted learners’ independence from thehea and in order to achieve this,
the teacher was to be silent for most of the tild@reover, instead of correcting
mistakes verbally, different aids were used to maleanings clear (Johnson 2008:
180). Larsen-Freeman (2008: 113) explains thatTdtal Physical Response, instead,
underlined the importance of enjoying the learrpngcess. The purpose was to reduce
the stress students experience while learning asidaa connection was made between
physical actions and learning. Moreover, the sugpsrof this method believed that
foreign language learning should be similar to ty children learn their native
language, which is why students learned to firstemstand the language and only after
that to produce it (Larsen-Freeman 2008: 113). Adiog to Johnson (2008: 179),
common to all of these humanistic approaches ofl8i&s was the emphasis of the
individual learner and the importance of activetipgration and self-discovery in the
language learning process. Moreover, these newadsthighlighted the significance of

the learners’ feelings and cognitive growth. Acdogdto Rodgers (2001), the period
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from the 1950s to the 1980s can be referred taras Age of Methods”. Indeed, these
three decades were characterized by a number td datailed methods for language

teaching.

As Larsen-Freeman (2008: 121) points out, towardshd of the 1970s linguists began
to, again, question the new methods. Students nhigh¢ learned linguistic structures
but when it came to actual communication outside dlassroom, the skills were not
that good. Indeed, it soon became apparent thatemas a language includes
considerably more than just linguistic competehesmguage educators realized that the
knowledge of how to communicate in different sosi@iations was as important as the
knowledge of the language itself: the significaméecommunicative competence was
finally acknowledged. These ideas caused a majifir ishthe field from a linguistic
structure-centered approach to communicative appesm in the early 1980s
(Widdowson 1990, cited in Larsen-Freeman 2008:.121)

Richards and Rodgers (1995: 66) argue that instéadeing communicative language
teaching as a single method, it should be seen approach because there is no single
model behind the teaching. Depending on the leayileeir goals and the surroundings,
the content of communicative language teachingesaai lot and compared to earlier
methods, it offers a greater possibility for indwal interpretation (Richards and
Rodgers 1995: 83). Nevertheless, according to baFseeman (2008: 121-135),
everything that is done in communicative languagaching has a communicative
intent. Moreover, the role of the teacher is toapeadviser, not an authority and the
students are seen as communicators. Interactiangdigssons happens in the target
language and authentic materials are strongly rewamded in order to make the
exercises purposeful. In addition, even though camioative language learning
stresses the importance of communication, all tha fanguage skills — speaking,

writing, listening and reading — are consideredessary.

As Brown (1994: 77) points out, communicative laage teaching has maintained its
dominance since the 1980s. Probably the biggesbretor its wide popularity is the

fact that nowadays people need to communicate fieign languages and learning
grammar and linguistic structures is not enoughreduer, instead of restricting the
teacher and the students to a narrow, specific &fridaching, communicative language

teaching offers numerous possibilities to learn newguages and gives language
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educators the freedom to decide what suits thejpgaes best, as long as the teaching
has a communicative intent. Even though communiedinguage teaching has been
the biggest trend in language teaching alreadyhi@e decades, Richards and Rodgers
(1995: 83) point out that this approach as wellitmepponents. First of all, there is no
guarantee that communicative language teachingitabse for all levels. Second, the
opponents raise the question of how teachers wngnunicative language teaching
can evaluate their students. Moreover, because cmicative language teaching
requires a lot from the teacher, critique has fatb® how suitable this approach is for
non-native teachers. Finally, the usefulness of dhproach has been questioned in

situations where students have to continue togakenmar-based tests.

As mentioned earlier, language teaching methodshareseen similarly today as they
were before. Language teachers have to decide wihdt of teaching suits their

purposes best and even though communicativeness dedbe the trend nowadays, the
idea of eclecticism, the freedom to tailor teachingthe specific needs of the class

regardless of latest trends, has gained more pafyudanong language educators.

3 LANGUAGE TEACHING TODAY

As discussed above, nowadays teachers often peetdioose and blend different ways
of teaching depending on students’ needs. Therefwth traditional and innovative
ways of language teaching are used. In this chadpteill discuss what the terms
traditional and innovative language teaching mé&aust, | will take a closer look on the
definitions of traditional teaching and after thatill move on to present what kinds of

things are usually connected with innovative teaghi

In order to understand the field of language edonabetter, it is relevant to
acknowledge what directs language teaching todhgréfore, | will also discuss key
factors affecting foreign language teaching and takcloser look at two documents
directing language education in Finland: the Fihni¢ational Core Curriculum for
Upper Secondary Schools 2003 and the Common Eumopeanework of Reference
for Languages. Finally, | will present the curréminds in language teaching today and
different approaches connected to the dominant adethe. communicative language

teaching.
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3.1 Traditional and innovative teaching

Traditional methods are characterized by teachetecedness. According to Novak and
Gowin (1984, cited in Norrena 2011: 25), Bernausl &uardner (2008: 390) and
Choudhury (2011: 35-36), it is assumed that teachez the ones who make students
learn by giving them all the information they neéutleed, the teacher is seen as the
organizer and controller of all classroom actiwtié-urthermore, Novak and Gowin
(1984, cited in Norrena 2011: 25) emphasize theoimapmce of teacher’s charisma in

lessons.

According to Chism (2006: 3), traditional teachimgppens only in classrooms and at
fixed times. The lessons follow the same routing E@arning is an individual activity
which demands privacy. What is more, lessons asedan course books (Nowak and
Gowin 1984, cited in Norrena 2011: 25). Bernaus @addner (2008: 390) argue that
the focus in the lessons is on learning the elesnantl structure of the language.
Moreover, Choudhury (2011: 35) continues, repedigpractice, mechanical drills and
memorization of grammar rules are emphasized idittomal teaching. As Larsen-
Freeman (2008: 18) points out, the language ofuingbn during lessons is most of the
time students’ native language. Moreover, Bernau$ @ardner (2008: 390) mention
tests as a way to evaluate students’ achievememmadlitional teaching. Furthermore,
they hypothesize that in traditional teaching inh@ common for teachers to develop

their teaching by asking feedback from students.

According to Choudhury (2011: 37), the idea of waive teaching and learner-
centeredness is the result of several innovativepeetives on language teaching that
have emerged during the recent decades. Choudhwgtions the humanistic
approaches of the 1970s which emphasized the emsaticthe learner and after that the
rise of communicative language teaching as crufzators in the development of
innovative teaching. Both Choudhury (2011: 37) &sdnaus and Gardner (2008: 390)
see innovative teaching as student-centered: thesfis on the learner, who is in charge
of his or her own learning. Bernaus and Gardneticoe that all the exercises done in
lessons encourage students to interact with eder and with the teacher in the second
language. Moreover, they argue that in innovateaching, all the four language skill
areas are considered equal and that the importainstident feedback is emphasized.

As Choudhury (2011: 37) points out, students ates@aisers of a language and the



16

teacher’s role is to be an adviser and a motiv&mthermore, he continues, the teacher
has an important role in creating the best possidéssroom environment and

atmosphere for learning.

According to Shear et al. (2009: 1), innovativecteag is characterized by three
factors. First of all, and as stated also by Chowgd{2011: 37) and Bernaus and
Gardner (2008: 390), innovative teaching is studemtered and activates students.
Secondly, teaching is not limited to classroomsstdad, in addition to normal
classroom teaching, it is advisable to offer stislé@arning opportunities outside the
normal school environment. Thirdly, integratingarrhation technology to teaching is
important: computers and the Internet offer numerpassibilities and excellent tools
for creating a student-centered learning envirorimievertheless, it is important to
acknowledge that information technology is a meamd not an end in itself: teachers
need to familiarize themselves with the functiond @ossibilities of computers before

integrating information technology to their teachin

To sum up, these two sets of practices differ feanh other significantly. Traditional
methods are characterized by teacher-centerednéstha focus during lessons is on
form, structure and accurate production. Moreouegcher is considered as the
protagonist in the classroom. Innovative strategiasthe other hand, are characterized
by student-centeredness, which means that the @utorof the language learner is
emphasized. In addition, the focus of the lesssmmiholistic understanding and fluent
communication. These two sets of practices alsierdifom each other in the way in
which they evaluate students’ progress in languagming. It is often hypothesized
that traditional teaching favors written exams l&s main tool of evaluation, whereas
teachers using innovative strategies also tesestadoral proficiency and consider all
the four language skills equal. Furthermore, intiweateaching emphasizes the
importance of student feedback in developing lessand it is hypothesized that
teachers preferring innovative teaching often dsé&irt students to evaluate their

teaching performance.

3.2 Factors affecting language teaching today

As discussed earlier, language teaching has beengih several changes during the

history. But what is the situation today? Even tffo.communicativeness is widely
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valued, other ways of teaching are still not fotgot As Larsen-Freeman (2008: 177)
points out, all the language teaching methods usatie 20" century are still being
practiced to different extents in different sitoas. According to Hinkel (2006: 111),
the popularity of methods depends a lot on theeoxdnit is definitely more challenging
to, for example teach language with communicativethmds in a lecture hall with
seventy students than with a group of ten studerdassmall classroom. In other words,
the group size and the physical setting can aHegpteat deal on the way languages are
taught. Moreover and most importantly, learnerg€deeand goals direct teaching. When
planning a course, language educators need targkeccount how well the students
should and need to learn the language: while othave to learn a new language in
order to use it in academic written contexts, athrarght only need it in practical oral
situations. In addition, other resources suchras,tmoney and the skills of the teacher
and the effort he or she is ready to make for #msdns are relevant factors in
determining the way language is taught. Finallyrsea-Freeman (2008: 184) points
out, that it is often outside the control of teash® decide the way language is taught.
The curriculum and the exams often force teachereach a foreign language in a

specific way, even though they would want to trgnething else.

Hinkel (2006: 110) argues that there are four factbat have affected crucially the way
languages are taught today. First of all, the decih the use of specific methods has
led to a situation where teachers have a larggroresbility in planning the courses.
Even though, as Trim (1992: 9-10) points out, thexea general acceptance of
communicative competence as the central goal iguage learning and learners are
nowadays seen as active participants rather thapaasive recipients of teaching,
teachers have the freedom to choose the waysdfitepwhich best suit their purposes.
Trim continues by pointing out that the most sigiaint current trend in language
teaching today is methodological pluralism, meartingt all the positive features of
different methods should be absorbed. Larsen-Fred@@08: 183) agrees with Trim’s
idea and introduces the conceptpoincipled eclecticismwhere teachers create their

own methods by taking features of other methodspnincipled manner.

Another factor affecting language teaching todagoading to Hinkel (2006: 111), is
the growing emphasis on both bottom-up and top-dskills. Even though continuous
exposure to a foreign language and communicatiterantion develop students’

communicative competence, studies have shown thhowt traditional, form-focused
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instruction learners’ syntactic and lexical accyradll not develop. In other words,
both ways of teaching have to be applied in teachirorder to develop students’ four

language skills equally.

Third, Hinkel (2006: 112) argues that new knowleddmut English affects language
pedagogy. English language is studied all the tand there are large corporas of
spoken and written English from different countrigegisters and genres. These
findings of real-life language use can, accordiagHinkel, direct English language
teaching and improve learning. Nevertheless, tfecesf of corpus findings to English
language teaching have also been questioned betteufiadings are often very much
connected to a specific native culture and theeefeless for learners who have no

opportunities to interact with native speakers laade no access to that culture.

Fourth, according to Hinkel (2006: 113), integrasedl multiple skills taught in context
affect language teaching today. Indeed, nowadagsfdhus of teaching is often on
meaningful communication and the goal is to develeprners’ communicative
competence. Therefore, the popularity of teachimgpugh a foreign language has
increased considerably. Content and language mtiegdjlearning has gained popularity
and different variations to it have developed, sasmultilingual education, immersion,
enriched language programmes and language shoMmiisto, Marsh and Frigols
2008: 12). As Oxford (2001) says, the most prominadvantage of content and
language integrated learning is that it acquaie@rders with authentic language.
Moreover, students realize that the foreign languhey are learning is a useful tool in
interaction, not only a school subject or a kepags an exam. Nevertheless, as Hinkel
(2006: 113-114) points out, the effectiveness ohtent and language integrated
learning has also been questioned in situationgevlearning is limited to only few
hours of classroom instruction and input. Furtheendhe effectiveness suffers in
situations where it is challenging for the teacteemaster both the language and the
subject matter or where the students concentrdyeooniearning the subject matter and

do not have motivation to learn the language dfuasion.

The focus on communication and the image of thenkxaas an agent rather than as a
passive recipient of teaching in language educationbe seen from the Finnish school
curricula. Indeed, the importance of learners’ ovactivity, autonomy and

communication are emphasized already in basic ¢idncaAccording to the Finnish
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National Core Curriculum for Basic Education (20@4) “the function of the working
approaches is to develop social, learning, thinkimgrking and problem-solving skills,
and to foster active participation”. Furthermoegdhers are advised to choose working
approaches, which in addition to other things “suppearning that occurs through
interaction among the pupils”, “promotes socialitbdity, an ability to function in
constructive cooperation, and the assumption gfaresibility for others” and “develop
capabilities for taking responsibility for one’s nwearning, for evaluating that learning,

and for seeking feedback for purposes of refleabimgne’s own actions”.

According to the curriculum the focus in languagaching before third grade is clearly
on oral communication and comprehension. Duringlege3-6 the focus continues to be
mostly on oral situations even though the role gften communication grows as well.
Finally, in grades 7-9 the importance of writtefllskurther increases even though it is
also important to develop students’ language skillmore demanding social situations.
Indeed, the language skill areas that are emplthaftect the way language is taught: if
oral skills have the biggest role, it could be assd that more innovative teaching is
favored. Furthermore, if written skills are domithateachers might choose more
features from traditional teaching. Neverthelesisikka (2009, cited in Norrena 2011:
29) argues that instead of giving advice on howetach, the curriculum for basic
education focuses only on describing the contehtdifterent subjects. Therefore, it

does not support teachers in the teaching-leapriogess enough.

Kangasvieri et al. (2011: 52) point out, that ewbough the curriculum for basic
education emphasizes communicativeness in langeaghing, the study results show
that knowledge about language is still more impurtdhan the actual ability to use
language. Furthermore, according to Pitk&dnen-H(2@83: 12), language teaching still
revolves too much around textbooks, which is careid as one of the problems in
language teaching today. In addition, Luukka e{(2008: 64) state that the content of

textbooks is still very traditional and therefoestricts language teaching.

Because this study focuses on English teachingnnigh upper secondary schools, |
will next take a more closer and detailed lookhet Finnish National Core Curriculum
for Upper Secondary Schools 2003 and discuss whdttairects teaching towards

innovative or traditional ways of teaching.



20

3.3 The Finnish National Core Curriculum for Upper Secondary Schools 2003

The Finnish National Core Curriculum for Upper Sedary Schools tells a lot about
the current trends and skills valued in foreignglzage learning in Finland today. The
curriculum is planned by the Finnish National BoafdEducation and it defines the
objectives and core contents of each subject taughtipper secondary schools.
Moreover, according to the Finnish National BoaifdEalucation, the government
decides on the amount of time used for instrudtiodifferent subjects. The curriculum
used today is already ten years old, but a newctlmm is being reformed and will be

implemented in the schools in 2016.

As already mentioned, Trim (1992: 10) argues thatstudents are seen more as agents
than as passive recipients of teaching in the i@ass. Indeed, even though his ideas
are already twenty years old, the curriculum praved they are still valid. According
to the curriculum, students should “be familiar twitheir own strengths and
development needs as communicators and languageetea and “know how to
develop their language skills through strategies #ne appropriate to their development
needs, study assignments and communication ta®¥ational Core Curriculum for
Upper Secondary Schools 2003: 102). Moreover, doogrto the curriculum it is
important that language instruction provided in empsecondary schools supports
students with independent study of languages “bpiig them to understand that
achievement of communication skills requires pessace and diversified practice in
communication” (National Core Curriculum for Uppgecondary Schools 2003: 102).
Indeed, students’ role as active participants &irtbown language learning process is

emphasized.

Moreover, according to the curriculum, “studentssinioe provided with opportunities
to listen, read, speak and write for different sgs on every course, even though the
priorities emphasized vary from course to courdé&tional Core Curriculum for Upper
Secondary Schools 2003: 103). In other words, twichent states that it is important
to practice all the four language areas. When lgplkat the course descriptions on
compulsory courses in language A (the syllabustestain grades 1-6 of basic
education), there are two courses in which the emighis clearly on oral

communication and one course in which the emphasi® written expression. Other
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courses place equal emphasis on both oral andewr@dmmunication or there is not

any mention about the skills emphasized.

The curriculum highlights the importance of cullurssues and multiculturalism as
well. Indeed, according to the curriculum the pwweois to develop students’
intercultural communication skills and help studentd “develop their awareness,
understanding and appreciation of the culture withie area or community where the
language is spoken” (National Core Curriculum fqupdr Secondary Schools 2003:
102). In addition, the curriculum states that fgrelanguage teaching is seen not only

as a practical and theoretical, but also as armllsubject.

Moreover, the curriculum includes language proficielevels based on the evaluation
scale of the Common European Framework of Referéarceanguages (CEFR 2001:
24-29). The levels describe foreign language piexficy at six levels: A1 and A2, B1
and B2, C1 and C2. In the National Core Curricultinese levels are further divided
into smaller levels in order to make assessmerniereabhese proficiency levels set
concrete goals for foreign language teachers aathdées by showing which levels
students should achieve, depending on the sylldboisexample, students who have
started studying English in grades 1-6 of basiccation (the “A language”) should
achieve level B2.1 in all the four language skiktas by the end of upper secondary
school.

As can be seen, the curriculum only outlines theega goals and aims of language
learning in upper secondary schools and therefffeesolanguage teachers the freedom
to plan and tailor their teaching according to tloevn interests and preferences, as long
as the themes and goals are covered. In other waatter than telling how to teach
languages, the curriculum focuses on the goalscamdome. In fact, the only thing
referring to the actual teaching is the recommeadato use authentic material
(National Core Curriculum for Upper Secondary Sdso2001: 103), which is a
common feature in communicative approaches. Howelecause the curriculum
emphasizes students’ active role in their own laggulearning process, the equality of
all the four language skill areas and multicultisral it could be argued that it directs

teachers to use more innovative ways of teaching.
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3.4 The Common European Framework of Reference fdranguages

The Common European Framework of Reference for lages, abbreviated as CEFR,
is an extensive guideline document about langueaming, teaching and assessment. It
was put together by the Council of Europe in 20@é&rawenty years of research in
order to improve co-operation among educationalitut®ns in Europe. In its own
words, the document provides “a common basis far é¢haboration of language
syllabuses, curriculum guidelines, examinationstbi@oks etc. across Europe” (CEFR
2001: 1). Indeed, the main aim of the documenb igfter clear definitions of language
teaching and learning objectives and in that wakemia easier to evaluate language

proficiency in an internationally comparable manf@ouncil of Europe 2012).

As many other European countries, also Finlandusasl the CEFR as the main source
in planning language curricula. As already mentihnthe Finnish National Core
Curriculum for Upper Secondary Schools 2003 usesldhguage proficiency scales
based on the six level evaluation scale of the CEWNRreover, the ideas of
communicative competence and the importance oftilwrdanguage proficiency, which
the CEFR promotes, can also be seen in the curmtuindeed, the Common European
Framework of Reference for Languages and espediadiydocument’s description of
language proficiency has become very influentigEurope among language educators

in language teaching, testing and assessment.

The common reference levels are represented invadeddferent ways for different

purposes. Language skills can be summarized ineshwgistic paragraphs as well as in
more detailed overviews of different language skilas, such as accuracy or fluency in
spoken performance. For example, below are degmgpof the general language skills

an Al basic user and a B2 independent user shautlet h

Al. Can understand and use familiar everyday espes and very basic phrases aimed
at the satisfaction of needs of a concrete typ@. iB@oduce him/herself and others and
can ask and answer questions about personal dstailsas where he/she lives, people
he/she knows and things he/she has. Can interaatsimple way provided the other
person talks slowly and clearly and is prepareleip.

B2. Can understand the main ideas of complex textath concrete and abstract topics,
including technical discussions in his/her field sgfecialisation. Can interact with a
degree of fluency and spontaneity that makes reguntaraction with native speakers
quite possible without strain for either party. Ganduce clear, detailed text on a wide
range of subjects and explain a viewpoint on actdpissue giving the advantages and
disadvantages of various points. (CEFR 2001: 24.)
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As can be seen, neither the National Core Curmouhor the CEFR provides direct
advice on how to teach languages. Neverthelesset# goals and provides detailed
descriptions of different skill levels which shoulde achieved in different

developmental stages. In other words, teaching laathing objectives are clearly
defined in the document. In addition to the langupgoficiency scales, the CEFR also
provides a detailed analysis of the situations dochains of communication and the

knowledge and skills communicative situations regj¢Council of Europe 2012).

3.5 Current trends in language teaching

As already mentioned, communicative language teacls dominant in the linguistic
world today. Nevertheless, the approach is verpdrand offers teachers the possibility
to teach in numerous different ways and with irdiinl interpretations. According to
Larsen-Freeman (2008: 137), the postmethod erasdmrs the development of several
different approaches connected to communicativguage teaching, such as content-
based, task-based and participatory approachesatd¢®084: 279, cited in Larsen-
Freeman 2008: 137) argues that the difference le#tvitbese three approaches and
communicative language teaching is the fact thaérwhn communicative language
teaching students “learn to use English”, theseethapproaches offer students the
possibility to “use English to learn it”. In othetords, the focus is more on the process

instead of the content.

As mentioned above, content-based instruction mesathing some other content with
the foreign language. In this approach, the fosugn the subject matter atehrning

the language is more unconscious. As Brown (20®j: @oints out, content-based
instruction demands more from teachers because hiasg to be experts in two

subjects, the foreign language and the actual nbtaeght.

Larsen-Freeman (2008: 144) says that task-basdrldtien reminds content-based
instruction because the purpose of both approaishis provide a natural context for
using language. Nevertheless, the focus in tas&ebéesaching is only on the foreign
language instead of two subjects. The purposetisaith students a foreign language by
giving them interactive and communicative tasksolhiey have to solve together. In
this way, the attention is drawn from the langumthe task and learning the language

becomes unconscious.
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According to Brown (2007: 50), there are confligtiopinions on whether task-based
teaching differs from communicative language teaghor not. However, Larsen-
Freeman (2008: 146) argues that there is a signifidifference. Even though similar
tasks can be used in communicative language tegelinvell, the focus is, according to
Larsen-Freeman, always on a particular languagetifum or form, whereas in task-
based teaching the teacher uses a variety of eiffdmguistic forms. Moreover, the
focus in task-based instruction is more on compdethe task, not on the language used

during the process.

The third way of teaching focusing more on the pescinstead of the content is
participatory approach. Larsen-Freeman (2008: p60)ts out that because the focus of
this approach is on meaningful content, it resemblentent-based language teaching.
Nevertheless, instead of another subject matterctmntent is built on topics that are

somehow related to the personal lives of the stisdeNloreover, students are

encouraged to take action and do something abeuptbblems they have discussed
during the lessons. For example, if students dsaimout the high prices of public

transport, the teacher might give them a task itever real letter to transport services
requesting to lower the prices. In this way thesdes become more meaningful and
authentic. As Larsen-Freeman (2008: 154) arguehjsrapproach as well the language
follows from the content instead of thinking abduh advance.

Whether these three approaches differ from comnatine language teaching or not,
Brown (2007: 50) argues, depends on how commur&#dinguage teaching is seen. If
communicative language teaching is seen as an Umkezm for all the ways of
teaching a foreign language with a communicativenty these approaches can be
considered simply as different versions of commaiive language teaching. However,
if communicative language teaching is seen as a& marrow approach with specific
goals and ways of teaching, these three conceptsbeaconsidered as their own
approaches to language teaching. All in all, sdvdifferent ways to teach foreign
languages communicatively have developed duringldlsé decades and as Brown
(2007: 18) points out, foreign language teachinghwa communicative intent has
established a firm position in the linguistic world
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4 PREVIOUS STUDIES ON THE POPULARITY AND USE OF DIFFERENT
LANGUAGE TEACHING METHODS

After discussing the previous history of languaggching methods and essential views
on language teaching today, | will move on to pnéisg previous studies made on the
popularity and use of different language teachimghods Even though a study like the
present study has not been made, language teachétbods and students’ and
teachers’ opinions on language teaching have béatied from slightly different
perspectives. These studies have concentratedeomisih and popularity of different
language teaching methods and on the perceptiosimdénts and teachers on different
ways of teaching English or other foreign languadi@sll begin with foreign studies: a
research covering several countries all over thddweill be discussed first and after
that | will present studies limited to only a feauntries. Finally, | will present studies
conducted in Finland.

4.1 Foreign studies

Liu (2004) studied the use of different languageckéng methods by teachers in the
postmethod era. The purpose of the study was tbdut and understand how familiar
language teachers all over the world are with téffié language teaching methods and
what kind of teaching and methods they prefer. gdtber 448 language teachers from
different countries took part in the study. Thecteag contexts, institutional settings,
educational levels, years of teaching and classsdizey usually taught varied a great
deal, which made the participant group very diverse

The results showed that the respondents were nawsilidr with communicative

language teaching and an eclectic method, meahegdmbination of several different
language teaching methods (Liu 2004). Moreover, od@ting to the results,

communicative language teaching and an eclectichodetvere the most common
methods used in all proficiency levels. Nevertheldélse findings showed that teachers’
use of specific methods clearly decreased witmbkyarat advanced proficiency levels,
which validates Brown’s (1997: 10) earlier assummptithat methods are more
indistinguishable from each other at advanced tetlehn at lower levels. Finally, the
study showed that from all the methods, teachee$éeped communicative language

teaching and an eclectic method the most. Evengthdarammar Translation was
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among the least favorite methods, it was still useghany contexts especially in larger
classes and with learners at low proficiency levéls already mentioned, Larsen-
Freeman (2008: 184) argues, that teachers arelwaysiable to control the way they
teach. Liu's study confirms this argument: accagdio the results, not all English
teachers can do what they prefer because of a nuohlfactors, such as the class size
and the examination system. Indeed, if the clasdiftg students it might be impossible
for the teacher to for example evaluate studental proficiency or if there are
compulsory exams which only measure written skdlgl communication might easily

be left out from the lessons.

Bernaus and Gardner (2008) conducted a similalystu®pain. However, finding out
what kinds of language teaching strategies teaalmad was only a part of the study.
The purpose was also to compare teacher and stpdecgptions of strategy use and
find out the effects of those strategies on stugleathievement and motivation.
Altogether 31 English teachers and 694 studentk paot in the study. The student

participants were 15 years old and in their lasir yg¢ compulsory secondary education.

The participants were asked to rate the frequeric®6odifferent language teaching
strategies used in their lessons. Bernaus and €af@008) divided these strategies into
traditional and innovative ways of teaching, eveaugh they were not identified as
such in the questionnaire. Statements referrinyaditional strategies, such akdsk
students to memorize lists of vocabulamy “I allow my students to speak Catalan or
Spanish in class referred to teacher-centered teaching whichalasady discussed,
focuses on the structural aspects of language abestatements referring to innovative
teaching, such asvly students play games in class “| surprise my students with new
activities in order to maintain their interest'emphasized student-centeredness and
focused on communication. Moreover, innovative beag emphasized the role of the

student in the language learning process.

According to the results, even though the use hémint language teaching strategies
differed a lot depending on the teacher, they si#d more traditional than innovative
ways of teaching. In addition, students’ perceiaf strategy use affected their
motivation and achievement: traditional strategiaected negatively whereas

innovative strategies affected positively. Interggy, even though traditional strategies

were mostly recognized by both students and teach®any students did not recognize
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the innovative strategies teachers claimed to WW&th these results a conclusion was
drawn, that in order for the teaching strategieBaffective they must be perceived as
such by the students. In order to make this passibhchers should for example collect

feedback from students.

The study by Bernaus and Gardner is supported byaaier study by Ibarrarran,
Lasagabaster and Sierra (2007, cited in BernausGardner 2008: 388). The results
showed that students clearly prefer communicatistévities, active participation and
authentic materials instead of only following th®icse books. Nevertheless, according
to the study, students also hoped explicit coroectf grammar errors. Furthermore, a
study by Schulz (2001) supports the finding thaidents and teachers can perceive
things differently. The focus of his study was dmdent and teacher perceptions
concerning the value of the use of grammar inswocand corrective feedback in
foreign language learning in Colombia and USA. Tésults showed that even though
the two teacher groups and the two student groigbdyhagreed with each other on the
majority of questions, there was a significant gisement between the teachers and the
students about the role of formal grammar instamctand error correction: students
valued formal study of grammar and error correctionforeign language learning

clearly more than teachers.

Brown (2006) has also studied the perceptions wdiestts and teachers on effective
language teaching and compared their views. Thicjpeamts were from the university

of Arizona. Furthermore, he compared the studesmts! the teachers’ perceptions of
how often specific teaching behaviors were perfarinethe classroom. Overall, Brown

states, that the teachers’ opinions of effectiveglege teaching resembled the “ideal”
communicative classroom where students engage amimgful, real-world tasks, work

in groups or pairs, use computers and authentienatg and get to know the target
culture. Interestingly, students’ ideas about diWec language teaching were more
traditional. Supporting the results of the studySwohulz (2001), Brown found that the

students valued direct error correction of oraltakss clearly more than the teachers.
Moreover, the students thought that traditionalngrear practice is more useful than
communicative practice in foreign language learnwgereas the teachers preferred
communicative language teaching strategies ovenmpar. Furthermore, the teachers
wanted their students to speak the foreign langtiage the first lesson, whereas the

students were more hesitant with speaking.
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Even though the biggest differences between the gwoups were found in their
opinions about effective language teaching, sonfierdnces also occurred in their
perceptions of what was actually happening in taescoom. For example, the teachers
agreed more than the students that they had tashgeml-life purpose, that they used
authentic materials and that they encouraged stsderspeak the foreign language in
class. Moreover, the students agreed more thatetighers that the mistakes they did
while speaking were corrected directly. In otherd®) the teachers’ perceptions of their
language lessons reminded more of an “ideal” comaative classroom and

innovativeness in teaching than the perceptiorikettudents.

Even though students’ opinions about effective legg teaching are, at least according
to the study by Brown (2006), more traditional ththeir teachers’ opinions, Bartram
(2006) argues that students do prefer innovativeguage teaching. He studied the
opinions of students aged 15 to 16 on languagehitegién England, Netherlands and
Germany. Interestingly, students were unanimouallitountries about what is good
and bad language teaching. According to the restdisatility in lessons and exercises
providing practical language skills were valued thest. Furthermore, the participants
agreed on the positive effects of good atmospherk taacher-student relationship.
Students experienced the lessons boring if thegydviollow the same routine, there is
too much focus on textbooks or if there is too mémtus on one particular language
skill area, such as reading. Furthermore, studeofed that the role of information

technology would be bigger in foreign languagedess

4.2 Finnish studies

Interestingly, the scope of studies made on foragguage teaching in Finland is quite
narrow. Moreover, the studies made concentrate moreral skills teaching whereas

the focus of the present study is on language tegdn general. Nevertheless, the
studies | found have got some interesting resnltglation to my study. Huuskonen and
Kéhkonen (2006) studied the perceptions of altaeed0 teachers on practicing, testing
and assessing oral skills in Finnish upper secgndanools. The results showed that
teachers generally value oral skills and the mgj@lso used English in their lessons as
much as possible. The most common methods foripiagtoral skills during lessons

were pair and group discussions and dialogs. Tadteealso showed that less time was
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spent on practicing oral skills during the thirdayebecause of the Matriculation

Examination.

Even though the respondents considered teachirigkilia in upper secondary school
important, oral proficiency was not assessed bytmbghe teachers as part of the
course grade. The biggest reasons for this wekedhtime, large group sizes and the
matriculation examination, which only tests litgrakills. Interestingly, teachers also
reported that students often lack motivation or taxe restless or shy to practice oral
skills. Indeed, the National Core Curriculum forpgp Secondary Schools (2003) states
that students should achieve the proficiency I&2I1 in all the four language skill
areas. However, as Huuskonen and Ka&ahkonen point d@etiermining students’
proficiency level in speaking is impossible if oskiills are not assessed by teachers in
upper secondary schools. All in all, the study skdwhat teachers generally have a
positive attitude towards teaching oral skills inritsh upper secondary schools. On the
other hand, they were skeptical about assessiraksgeand many teachers considered
written skills more important because of the mataton examination. Even though
these results do not tell anything directly abtwat language teaching strategies used in
upper secondary schools, it can be assumed theadhers prefer written skills over

oral skills, more traditional ways of teaching &aeored.

Yli-Renko and Salo-Lee (1991) examined if studeméssatisfied with foreign language
teaching in upper secondary schools and if theynatewhat kinds of changes should
be made. Even though the results showed that stidea generally satisfied with the
teaching, the majority agreed that oral skills $tidne practiced more. Biggest reasons
for ignoring oral skills in lessons were similarttee reasons Huuskonen and Kahkonen
(2006) gave: large group sizes, emphasis on granmaahing and the matriculation
exam which makes the lessons more teacher-led fmynép teachers to focus on
teaching literary skills. Because of the matridolatexamination students did not want
to reduce traditional language teaching becausadt experienced as a clear and safe
way of working. According to the results the maiprof the students considered
speaking and using the language in real life asntibst important goals in foreign
language learning. Because of this, a conclusion dvawn that more emphasis should
be placed on practicing oral skills. (Yli-Renko a8dlo-Lee 1991: 25-69.) However,

this study is already over twenty years old andengr-to-date information is needed.
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5 THE METHODOLOGICAL FRAMEWORK OF THE PRESENT STUDY

In this chapter | will introduce the present studydetail. First, the aims of the study
and the research questions will be presented ascushed in the light of earlier
research. Second, the research method will bednted and the advantages and
disadvantages of the method will be discusseddT ke data gathering process will be
discussed, the questionnaire will be presentedti@darticipants will be introduced.

Finally, the methods used in analyzing the databeilexplained.

5.1The aims and research questions

The research questions of the present study arfeltbeing:

1. What kind of teaching takes place in English lessarFinnish upper secondary
schools? Is there a clear preference either fatitibmal methods (teacher-

centeredness) or innovative strategies (studenemess)?

2. What are students’ and teachers’ opinions on tmadit and innovative language

teaching?

3. What are the most effective ways of teaching Eigéiccording to students and

teachers?

4. Are there differences between students’ and teatherceptions and opinions

on English language teaching?

The purpose of the first research question isrd &iut how English is taught in Finnish
upper secondary schools. To be more precise, thasaio examine whether there is a
clear preference either for traditional or innovativays of teaching in English lessons.
The idea to use this kind of categorization carmenfthe study by Bernaus and Gardner
(2008) who, as already mentioned above, among dihiegs studied how much

teachers use traditional and innovative teachirtgeir English lessons.

The purpose of the second research question isntbdut students’ and teachers’

opinions on specific traditional and innovative wayf teaching English. Furthermore,
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the third research question aims to find out what most effective ways of teaching
English according to students and teachers ardie3tinave showthat there is a clear
link between student satisfaction and effectivelé@sg (Theall and Franklin 2001, cited
in Sajjad 2010: 2). In other words, if students satisfied with their lessons, they learn
effectively. Therefore, it is important to know gants’ opinions on English teaching.
Furthermore, Gault (2003) argues that the opinminstudents and teachers regarding
good language teaching practices often differ §igamtly from each other and that this
conflict can lead to student dissatisfaction anthatworst to lack of motivation, which
is why it is important to know teachers’ opinionsoat different ways of teaching
English as well. Indeed, knowing the opinions othbetudents and teachers is very

important in developing English teaching in uppssandary schools.

Finally, the purpose of the fourth research quesi® to compare students’ and

teachers’ answers in all of the three earlier qoestand to discuss reasons for the
possible differences. Bernaus and Gardner (20Q8)ddhat students did not recognize
the innovative strategies their teachers claimagstoduring English lessons. Therefore,
a conclusion was drawn that students and teacherperceive things differently in the

classroom. Furthermore, as already mentioned, sts’dand teachers’ opinions on

different ways of language teaching can differ freach other and it can cause
problems in learning, which is why a comparisonwgetn students’ and teachers’
answers is relevant. In addition to Gault (2008 tesults of the studies by Brown

(2006) and Schulz (2001) support this view.

These questions seem to be quite scantly studi€dhland. However, when looking at
the results of the study made by Yli-Renko and $ale (1991), it can be hypothesized
that students are generally satisfied with the himc but hope that more emphasis
would be placed on teaching oral skills. In additficaccording to the study by
Huuskonen and Kéhkodnen (2006) it can be assumeée@vka though teachers generally
have a positive attitude towards teaching spealdkijs, written skills dominate

English teaching in upper secondary schools beamaseculation examination focuses
only on testing literary skills. Moreover, it cae lassumed that if written skills are

preferred over oral skills, more traditional teacbentered teaching is favored.
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5.2 The research method

Finding a suitable method for the study was a ehgihg task. However, after a
thorough reasoning and comparison of the pros and of different methods, | decided
to use a multiple choice questionnaire in ordegeab a general overview of the issue.
The questionnaire has altogether 42 Likert scalestents and an open-ended question.
In other words, the study is quantitative but ther@ended question offers a possibility
for a qualitative analysisSeveral other methods could have also been uset, asi
interviewing students and teachers or observingoles. Nevertheless, because the
purpose was to get a general overview of the iasdeto get straightforward descriptive

information, these qualitative methods would notehbeen suitable for this study.

As with all research methods, there are both adwemst and disadvantages in using
guestionnaires to gather data. According to Hivgj&emes and Sajavaara (2009: 195),
using a questionnaire is one of the fastest wagmtifering data from a large number of
participants. In addition, it is easy to includevesal questions in a questionnaire,
although the number of questions and the lengthefjuestionnaire should be carefully
considered. As Munn and Drever (1991: 10) point ambther advantage of using a
guestionnaire is that it guarantees anonymity far tespondents. This is especially
important for the teacher-participants in my stumbcause in order to get realistic
results they need to answer truthfully the questiabout how they teach English and
not how they perhaps would want to teach or areeetenl to teach. Moreover, a
questionnaire is a good tool in producing straigwhird descriptive information, which
is important in order to be able to answer theaedequestions of the present study. In
addition, Munn and Drever (1991: 10) continue, tee¢n though it is impossible to
control the way in which the respondents interginetquestions in a questionnaire, the
questions are at least presented similarly andhensame order for everyone. Finally,
according to Hirsjarvi et al. (2009: 195) the ansa@f a questionnaire are easy and fast

to process and analyze by using statistical comsatitware.

As already mentioned, there are also disadvaniagesing a questionnaire as a tool in
collecting data. Hirsjarvi et al. (2009: 195) poiout, that designing a good
guestionnaire is a time-consuming and demandirky dad that data collected with a
guestionnaire is often considered superficial. Muoeg, it is impossible to know how

seriously the respondents have taken the questiennanswers might have been
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written in a hurry without thorough thinking whictaturally influences the quality of
the answers. It can also be challenging to comevitip good and extensive answer
alternatives and it is impossible to control misemstindings: even though the questions
seem clear for the researcher, the participantshtmigterpret them differently. In
addition, it is difficult to know how familiar thparticipants actually are with the topic
and how interested they are in answering questilased to it. In the present study the
teacher participants definitely are familiar witiettopic and assumingly also interested
in answering the questions but it is impossible kiw how much the student
participants have thought about English teaching #re most effective ways of
learning prior to their participation in the studgyen though they have a lot of
experience about English lessons as students. &esid Hirsjarvi et al2009: 195)
argue, it is easy for the participants to leavestjaes unanswered and therefore the loss

of answers can in some situations grow high.

As Dornyei (2007: 35) points out, one of the disattages of quantitative research is
that it does not do justice for individual respansad that it tends to focus only on
averages of the whole heterogeneous group of pmatits. Therefore, quantitative
research has been criticized as overly simplisfioreover, as Hirsjarvi et al. (2003:
201) criticize the restrictedness of the Likertlsaguestions because of the ready-made
answer alternatives, an open-ended question wasglext in the questionnaire. Indeed,
by adding an open-ended question in the questiomnmiade it possible for the
participants to express their opinions freely withany restrictions, which according to

Dornyei (2007: 107) makes the data more versdtda fully quantitative data.

According to Dérnyei (2007: 107), responses forrepaded questions can also provide
unexpected data and lead us to identify completely issues, which was also one of
the reasons to add the open-ended question tautstignnaire. Even though the Likert
scale questions already asked the opinions of dinécfpants on several different ways
of teaching English, offering the participants fhessibility to answer freely with an

open-ended question was necessary because it wassible to include the whole

range of possible teaching techniques in the Lilsedle questions. Moreover, the
purpose of the Likert scale questions was onlysto the participants to rate different
ways of teaching on a scale from 1 to 5 accordintheir effectiveness, not to find out

what are the most effective ways of teaching Ehgliscording to the participants.



34

Only one open-ended question was included in tlestipnnaire because this study is
mainly quantitative and the purpose was to colldata from a large group of
participants in order to get a general overviewhef issue. Furthermore, H#sjarvi et

al. (2009: 195) argue, there is always a risk thatrespondents answer superficially to
the open-ended questidrecause there is no interviewer asking to elabooatehe
answer. Moreover, it is easier and faster for thgigpants to answer multiple choice

guestions than open-ended questions.

5.3 Data collection and the questionnaire

The data was collected during February and Marcd820compiled two Likert scale
guestionnaires, one for students and one for teschleach questionnaire had 42
statements, five response alternatives and one -epéed question where the
respondents were able to freely write about thpinions. The questionnaires had the
same content but the questions in the teachersstign@aire were formed slightly
differently (see Appendices 1 and 2). The questiaese in Finnish in order to
minimize the possibility of misunderstandings. ltdddion, | believe it was easier at
least for the students to answer the open-endestiqnen their mother tongue because
using English might have affected the length aralitjuof their answers.

In order to be able to design a good questionnaiptiot study is necessary (Hirsjarvi et
al. 2009: 204). After conducting a pilot study oeven people and consulting my
supervisor, | modified the instructions of the di@waire in order to make it as clear
and informative as possible. Moreover, | left saph¢he statements out and added new
statements. The original Likert scale questionnia@&e only four answer alternatives but
after the pilot study | added the fifth responserakative “Cannot say”. Indeed, it is
recommended to always include an answer alternatiteh does not force respondents
to choose from ready-made opinions (Robson 1994¢g BoGall 1989, Fodd 1995,
cited in Hirsjarvi et al. 2009: 203). In additidndecided to add a background question
about the respondents’ gender in case it would giwe interesting results. However,
because for some reason, approximately one thirthefstudent participants left the
background question unanswered, the backgroundablariwas left out from the

analysis.
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The original plan was to conduct the questionnfirestudent participants during their
English lessons. However, because the teacheredequaite negatively to the idea that
filling the questionnaire would take time from th&nglish lessons, | decided to give
the questionnaires to teachers who then gavethdin students as homework. | gave
altogether 100 questionnaire sheets to teachersemmgived 96 filled questionnaires.
The fact that the students answered the questi@maahome instead of in a supervised
classroom might have naturally influenced the tssiirst of all, there is no guarantee
that they have thought about the questions tholguglowever, this same problem also
exists in the classroom. Secondly, even thoughidbpondents are instructed to answer
the questions on the basis of their own experienod#®er people might still have
influenced their answers. On the other hand, thetfeat the student participants were
able to answer the questionnaire at home and thkieeatime they needed might have

also had a positive effect.

The fastest and easiest way to conduct the tedaperstionnaire was via Internet. The
questionnaire was entered in Webropol, an onlinevesu and analysis software.
Contacting upper secondary school English teacinens all over Finland was rather
challenging and time-consuming because the onlytediynd out their e-mail addresses
was simply to randomly search for upper secondahpals’ webpages and look for
teachers’ contact information. | collected altogetl812 e-mail addresses and sent a
letter with a link to the questionnaire for all thkeachers. After two weeks and one

reminder e-mail | had received altogether 84 respsn

The questionnaire was divided into three differsattions. The first two sections
consisted of Likert scale questions with 21 stateisién both sections. The purpose of
the statements in the first section was to findfmw English is taught in Finnish upper
secondary schools. To be more precise, the punpaseo examine whether there is a
clear preference either for traditional or innovatieaching in English lessons. When
answering the questions, the participants weredagkéhink about their latest “normal”

English course, excluding all optional courses dgample specializing in oral skills,

culture or grammar.

The statements were divided into two categoriesstafements referred to traditional
and 10 to innovative ways of teaching. In additiame statement relating to the

atmosphere in the lessons was included in orddmtbout if the participants were
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generally satisfied with their English lessons. Tdea to divide teaching into these two
categories came from the study by Bernaus and @a(@008). For example, statement
1 “Written exams had the biggest value in evaluati@amd statement ‘All the errors
students made while they were talking were alwaysected” were categorized as
referring to traditional teaching because traddiomethods focus on form, structure
and accurate production. Furthermore, statemeéWwe discussed a lot in English in
pairs or in small groups during lessongihd statement 11t was more important to
use and understand English than correct errossé examples of statements referring
to innovative teaching because in the present studyvative methods are
characterized by student-centeredness and undéntiligtic understanding and fluent

communication.

The aim of the second section was to find out thimions of the participants on the
different ways of teaching asked in the first smttiFor example, if a statement in the
first section was“Written exams had the biggest value in evaluatiorthe
corresponding statement in the second section‘vasgood, that written exams have
the biggest value in evaluationin both sections, the students and the teachers to
decide if they agreed or disagreed with the statesnéy ticking the appropriate

response alternative:

| strongly agree
| agree to some extent
| disagree to some extent

| strongly disagree

o M wDbd PR

Cannot say

The third section of the questionnaire consistethefopen-ended question. The aim of
the question was to give the participants the pdggito tell freely about their opinions
on the most effective ways of teaching English. Tdpen-ended question in the
questionnaire wasTell shortly, what kind of teaching and exercisesia your opinion
most effective in learning English? What kind afcténg would you wish to have in
English lessons? (You can for example give concegtamples of different types of

exercises?)
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5.4 The participants

As already mentioned, there are two groups of gigetts in this study. The first group
of participants are Finnish upper secondary scehalents aged 16-18 in their first or
second year. They come from two upper secondargadetin Central Finland. The

second group of participants are Finnish upperrsgay school English teachers from
all over the country. 96 student participants addt@acher participants filled in the

guestionnaire, which makes the total of 180 pardiots.

There are several reasons for choosing particufaglyand second year students from
upper secondary schools as participants in theyskicst of all, upper secondary school
students have already been studying language®¥era years and therefore it can be
assumed that they have formed more opinions onuleg® teaching and developed a
more critical thinking towards it than, for examplsecondary school students.
Moreover, the reason for not choosing students fitagher education levels, for
example university students, is that upper secgnstetiool is, for most of the students,
the final school level in which English is taughd a general subject with several
compulsory courses. The majority of the studentsetta survive in later life with the
English language knowledge they have gained inuggeondary school, which is why
English teaching especially in upper secondary @lshbas a significant role and is
worth examining. Finally, | chose first and secgedr upper secondary school students
as participants because third year students needeahcentrate on their matriculation

exams.

The contact information of the teacher participamés searched from the websites of
upper secondary schools all over Finland in ordegdt geographical variation. Even
though it could have been interesting to ask faneple how long they have been in
their profession, the only background informatioskedd was gender, because the
purpose of the present study was to only find @utigipants’ perceptions and opinions
on language teaching regardless of backgroundnreton.



38

5.5 Methods of analysis

Because the questionnaire included Likert scalestipres and an open-ended question,
the data was analyzed both quantitatively and taisdely. The first two parts of the
guestionnaire with the Likert scale questions wearalyzed quantitatively. The
respondents’ answers were converted into numbekrsadnulated, after which the results
were entered into the SPSS program, which provididtie statistical information. First
of all, frequencies, mean values and percentages eatculated. Secondly, in order to
be able to find out if the two participant grouasiswers were statistically different
from each other, the Pearson Chi-Square test weslated for each statement. If the
value was less than 0,05, there was a statisticadjgificant difference between the
students’ and the teachers’ answers (Dornyei 2029) and the difference between the
two groups was more significant the lower the vales (Ranta et al. 1991: 142).
Furthermore, if the maximum of 20% of the expeatednts were less than five and all
the expected counts were one or greater, the Re@iseSquare test was vali@anta et
al. 1991: 142). All the invalid values have beerrked in the tables by asterisk.

The answers for the open-ended question were athlgaalitatively with the help of
content analysis. According to Tuomi and Sarajdd009: 92), there are four main
steps in the process. First, the researcher degidasis interesting in the data. Second,
all the important information has to be separatednfthe irrelevant data. Third, the
information will be grouped according to themescategories and finally, a summary

of the findings will be written.

In the present study, all the answers were firsefadly read through and all the
different ways and techniques of English learningd a@eaching the respondents
mentioned were written down. The data was organkaedabelling the answers into
different categories and counting how many timégsha different ways of teaching
were mentioned in each category. The students’ ersswere labelled into 21 different
categories (see chapter 6.2.1), whereas teachessieas formed 28 categories (see

chapter 6.2.2). Finally, the answers were presentébles.
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6 FINDINGS

In this chapter | will introduce and discuss thesutes of the study. As already
mentioned, the questionnaire consisted of thredspanere were 21 Likert scale
statements in both of the first two parts and aenepnded question in the third and last
part of the questionnaire. Chapter 6.1 presentsethidts for both groups of Likert scale

guestions, while chapter 6.2 discusses those ajfgba-ended question.

6.1 The Likert scale questions

The results for the Likert scale questions areeprtesl with percentages and the highest
figures in all the tables are bolded@he original questionnaire had five response
alternatives for each statement. However, in otdemake it easier to analyze the
results, the tables in this analysis show onlydhesponse alternatives: agree, disagree
and neutral. Therefore, agree includes two respatisenatives: clearly agree and
somewhat agree. Likewise, disagree includes twoorese alternatives: clearly disagree
and somewhat disagree. Because there are altogetrenhundred statements, | will not
go through all of them in detail in the analysisstead, | will concentrate on discussing
mainly the statements to which a notable majorityth@ participants has answered
similarly, either agreed or disagreed. However,rémilts for all the statements can be
seen from the tables. Furthermore, the PearsorS@imre values in the tables reveal
whether students’ and teachers’ answers are statigtdifferent from each other or
not. Because of this, the values are always thessanstudents’ and teachers’ tables
with the same set of statements.

6.1.1 How is English taught in upper secondary schools?

I will begin by presenting the results for the fipart of the questionnaire. The purpose
of the first 21 statementwas to find out how English is taught in Finnishpap
secondary schools and the focus was on findinguwether there is a clear preference
either for traditional or innovative teaching. Taewere ten statements referring to
traditional ways of teaching, ten statements rafgrto more innovative ways of
teaching and one statement relating to the gersrabsphere in the lessons (see
Appendix 1). The results for the statements raigrto traditional ways of teaching are

introduced first, followed by the results for th@m innovative statements. With each
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set of statements, | will begin with student papants’ answers and then move on to

teachers’ answers. Finally, their answers will bmpared.

6.1.1.1 Statements relating to traditional ways aeaching

Table 1. Student participants’ answers to statemestrelating to traditional ways of teaching

Statement Agree Disagree| Cannot | Pearson
say Chi-
Square
1.Written exams had the biggest value in evalu. 96,8% 1,1% 2,1% 0,03
5. Written tests were regular during the course (fo 86,4% 12,7% 1,1% 0,818*

example vocabulary tests)

9. The errors students made while speaking wevayal | 28,4% 61,1% 10,5% 0,000
corrected

10. Students used more Finnish than English during | 62,1% 31,6% 6,3% 0,000
lessons

12. The teacher used more Finnish than En during 12,6% 82,1% 5,3% 0,397
lessons

13. Students worked more alone than together during 24,2% 65,3% 10,5% 0,000
lessons

14. We focused more on grammar and vocabulary 47,3% 41% 11,6% 0,00c
on oral skills and communication during lessons

16. We did a lot of translation exercises (sentermce 85,3% 12,6% 2,1% 0,000
short texts)

18. We often read textbook chapters or other taisd | 69,5% 25,3% 5,3% 0,11C
in English with a partner

19. We often used to work with the same order and | 51,5% 37,9% 10,5% 0,000
exceptions to routine were rare

*value is invalid

Table 1 shows that students agreed most with tee diatement. Indeed, according to
96,8% of the students written exams had the biggeae in evaluation in their English
lessons. Moreover, 86,4% agreed that there werdaregritten tests during the course
and a group almost the same si@6,3% agreed that there were a lot of translation
exercises. The students disagreed the most (82yithbstatement number twelV&he
teacher used more Finnish than English during las&oAs can be seen from the table,
there were altogether seven statements (1, 5,41@,61 18, 19) with which the majority

of the students agreed with.
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Table 2. Teacher participants’ answers to statementrelating to traditional ways of teaching

Statement Agree Disagree| Cannot | Pearson
say Chi-

Square

1.Written exams had the biggest value in evaluation | 90,4% 9,6% 0,0% 0,037*

5. Written tests were regular durithe course (fo 83,3% 16,7% 0,0% 0,81¢

example vocabulary tests)

9. The errors students made while speaking weraysw| 8,3% 89,3% 2,4% 0,000

corrected

10. Students used more Finnish than English dt 23,9% 70,3% 6,0% 0,00c

lessons

12. The teacher used more Finnish than Englismguri | 7,2% 90,4% 2,4% 0,391*

lessons

13. Students worked more alone than together di 4,8% 94% 1,2% 0,00c

lessons

14. We focused more on grammar and vocabulary tharl7,9% 77,4% 4,8% 0,000

on oral skills and communication during lessons

16. We did a lot of translation exercises (sentem: 31,3% 67,5% 1,2% 0,00c

short texts)

18. We often read textbook chapters or other t@batsd | 67,5% 32,5% 0,0% 0,110

in English with a partner

19. We often used to work w the same order ar 32,1% 66,7% 1,2% 0,00(
exceptions to routine were rare

*value is invalid

Table 2 shows the teacher participants’ answer¢héo same statements. Like the
students, the teachers also clearly agreed witbmstmnts number one (90,4%) and five
(83,3%). Furthermore, over two thirds of the teash&7,5% agreed that different kinds
of texts are often read aloud in English with atmar during lessons. These were the
only statements with which the majority agreed. dxding to 94% of the teachers

students did not work more alone than togetherndulesson. Indeed, the teachers
disagreed the most with this statement (13). Initehd 90,4% disagreed that the
teacher used more Finnish than English during fesséimost the same amount of
teachers, 89,3%, also disagreed that studentstispreors were always corrected. All
in all, there were seven statements (9, 10, 1214316, 19) with which the majority of

the teachers disagreed.

The results show that the students and the teackers quite unanimous with

statements one and five: both participant groupsezbthat written tests had the biggest
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value in evaluation and that written tests wereil@gduring the course. Furthermore,
according to the majority of both groups the teaaled more English than Finnish
during the lessons and different kinds of textsengften read aloud in English with a
partner. In addition, even though there were diediy very significant differences
(Pearson Chi-Square value 0,000) in students’ eadhiers’ answers in statements nine
“The errors students’ made while speaking were awegrrected and thirteen
“Students worked more alone than together duringoles, still the majority of both

participant groups disagreed with these statements.

As already mentioned, the majority of the studemfggseed with seven statements
whereas the majority of the teachers agreed witl tmee statements. The Pearson
Chi-Square value 0,000 shows that there are vgnjifgiant statistical differencen as
many as six statements (9, 10, 13, 14, 16, 19)dmivthe students’ and the teachers’
answers. Indeed, the students agreed more thdiel)drrors in speech were always
corrected, 2) they used more Finnish than Engliging lessons, 3) they worked more
alone than together during lessons, 4) they focusert on written exercises than on
oral skills and communication, 5) they did a lottadnslation exercises, and 6) they
often used to work with the same order with no exoas to routine. Interestingly, the
participants’ answers to statement nine about teeor correction are similar to the
results of the study by Brown (2006), accordingvtich the students agreed more than
the teachers that the mistakes they did while spgakere corrected directly. The
students and the teachers had the biggest disagnéevith statement 16: there were a
lot of translation exercisesccording to 85,3% of the students, whereas on|$%lof

the teachers agreed with them.

Finally, in order to find out how much traditionahys of teaching are used in Finnish
upper secondary schools according to the wholepgrtable 3 shows the combined

answers of both students and teachers.
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Table 3. Students’ and teachers’ answers to statemis relating to traditional ways of teaching

Statement Agree Disagree  Cannot
say

1.Written exams had the biggest value in evaluation 93,8% | 5,1% 1,1%

5. Written tests were regular during the course éf@mple vocabulary 84,9% | 14,5% 0,6%

tests)

9. The errors students made while speaking wevaysl corrected 19% 74,3% 6,7%

10. Students used more Finnish than English duesspns 44,1% | 49,7% 6,1%

12. The teacher used more Finnish than Englisindueisson 10,1% | 86% 3,9%

13. Students worked more alone titogether during lesso 15,1% | 78,8% 6,1%

14. We focused more on grammar and vocabularydahaoral skills 33,5% | 58,1% 8,4%
and communication during lessons

16. We did a lot of translation exercises (sentemgeshort text: 60,1% | 38,2% 1,7%

18. Weoften read textbook chapters or other texts alaugrniglish 68,5% | 28,7% 2,8%
with a partner

19. We often used to work with the same order aweé@ions to 42,5% | 51,4% 6,1%
routine were rare

As can be seen from table 3, when the students’ taedteachers’ answers are
combined, the majority agrees that written exant th@ biggest value in evaluation
and that written tests were regular during the seuin addition, a lot of translation
exercises were done and different kinds of textewead aloud during lessons. Indeed,
the majority of the participants agreed with folithee statements referring to traditional

ways of teaching.

Now that | have presented and discussed the reBultthe statements relating to
traditional ways of teaching, | will introduce addcuss the results for the statements

referring to innovative ways of teaching.
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6.1.1.2 Statements relating to innovative ways oéaching

Table 4. Student participants’ answers to statemestrelating to innovative ways of teaching.

Statement Agree Disagree| Cannot | Pearson
say Chi-
Square
2. There was at least one oral exam during theseour | 27,4% 63,2% 9,5% 0,082

3. The teacher evaluated our speech all the tirde an | 53,6% 33, 7% 12,6% 0,025
active participation clearly affected our coursadg

4. We did a self-evaluation/self-evaluations of own 20% 69,5% 10,5% 0,001
learning

6. Teacher often asked students to give feedbamktab | 12,6% 80% 7,4% 0,002
his/her teaching

7. Students talked more than the teacher durirspiess | 20% 70,5% 9,5% 0,000
8. We discussed a lot in English in pairs or inug® 89,5% 10,6% 0,0% 0,016*

during lessons

11. It was more important to speak English 71,3% 20,3% 8,5% 0,00c
understand it than correct mistakes during lessons

15. We focused equally on writing, reading, listepand | 63,1% 26,3% 10,5% 0,284
speaking during lessons

17. In addition to the schoolbooks, we often uded 41,1% 54,8% 4,2% 0,00¢
other material during lessons (for example therirg
music, books, newspapers, movies etc.)

20. Teacher encouraged us to use English durisgres| 61,1% 28,5% 10,5% 0,000
as well as in our free time

*value is invalid

Table 4 shows that there were five statements,, 3,18 15 and 20 with which the
majority of the student participants agreed. Acoagdo 89,5% of the students there is
a lot of discussion in English in pairs or in greuguring lessons (statement 8).
Interestingly, even though the majority of the stid agreed on this statement, 70,5%
of the students still thought that the teachere@dlinore than the students during lessons
(statement 7). Furthermore, 71,3% agreed that & mvare important to speak English
and understand it than correct mistakes duringofessindeed, because as much as
61,1% of the students also disagreed with statemiget “The errors students made
while speaking were always corrected conclusion can be drawn that in the students’
opinion more emphasis is placed on encouragingestsdto speak instead of on
correcting students’ EnglistMoreover, the students disagreed the most (80%) wit

statement six Teacher often asked students to give feedback dtsfhier teaching;



45

which suggests that teachers are relatively t@uhli when it comes tdeveloping their

teaching, at least according to the students.

Table 5. Teacher participants’ answers to statemeastrelating to innovative ways of teaching.

Statement Agree Disagregl Cannot| Pearson
say Chi-

Square

2. There was at least one oral exam during these 20,2% 77,4% 2,4% 0,08:

3. The teacher evaluated our speech all the tirde an | 72,6% 25% 2,4% 0,025

active participation clearly affected our coursedg

4. We did a se-evaluation/setevaluations of our ow 41,7% 57,2% 1,2% 0,001

learning

6. Teacher often asked students to give feedbamliitab | 38,1% 56% 6,0% 0,002

his/her teaching

7. Students talked more than the teacher durirspie 69% 27,4% 3,6% 0,00c

8. We discussed a lot in English in pairs or inugi 91,6% 8,4% 0,0% 0,01¢x

during lessons

11. It was more important to speak English and 92,9% 2,4% 4,8% 0,000
understand it than correct mistakes during lessons

15. We focused equally on writing, reading, listenand | 72,6% 25% 2,4% 0,28¢
speaking during lessons

17. In addition to the schoolbooks, we oftenudeda | 67,8% 32,1% 0,0% 0,005
other material during lessons (for example therirgg
music, books, newspapers, movies etc.)

20. Teacher encouraged us to use English durisgrss| 94,1% 3,6% 2,4% 0,000
as well as in our free time

*value is invalid

Table 5 shows the teacher participants’ answerthéosame statements relating to
innovative ways of teaching. As can be seen, thene seven statements with which
the majority of the teachers agreed. According4d % of the teachers students were
encouraged to use English during lessons as weih dkeir free time. Indeed, the

teachers agreed the most with this statement. &umibre, almost a similar group of

teachers agreed that it was more important to sfe®jtish and understand it than
correct mistakes during lessons (92,9%) and tleettvas a lot of discussion in English
during lessons (91,6%). As the results show, thgrnita disagreed with only three

statements. The biggest disagreement was withnstaietwo: oral exams were not held
during the course according to 77,4% of the respotsl On the other hand, 72,6% of

the teachers agreed that they evaluated studepe&gck all the time and active
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participation affected course grade. Because eof thtould be argued that even though
oral exams are not much used, innovative methaglstdrused in evaluation in English
lessons in the form of constant evaluation of pgudtion. Furthermore, 57,2% of the
teachers replied that self-evaluations were noteddaring the course and a group
almost the same size, 56% of the teachers hadfteot asked students to give feedback

about their teaching.

The results show that the students and the teaslggesmost unanimous with statement
eight: 89,5% of the students and 91,6% of the tachgreed that there was a lot of
discussion in English during lessons. In additiboth groups answered similarly to
statements two and fifteen. Therefore, a conclusambe drawn that oral exams were
not held during the course and that the focus duessons was equally on all the four

language skill areas: writing, reading, listenimgl Zpeaking.

Even though the majority of the students and tlaethers answered similarly (either
agreed or disagreed) to eight statements (2, 8, 8, 11, 15, 20), the Pearson Chi-
Square values (< 0,05) reveal that their answers \sttistically different with seven
statements (3, 4, 6, 7, 11, 17, 20). Furthermibere was a very significant statistical
difference between the groups’ answers in statesnéntl and 20 (Pearson Chi-Square
value 0,000). The teachers agreed more than thikersii that 1) the students talked
more than the teacher during lessons, 2) it wasnmportant to speak English and
understand it than correct mistakes during lessang,3) they encouraged students to
use English during lessons as well as in their firme. In other words, in the teachers’
opinion, students were given the possibility tk tahough during lessons whereas the
students thought the opposite. Moreover, compaoedtudents, teachers seemed to
believe more in the freedom to speak English dusgons without having to be afraid
of making mistakes. Finally, the teachers alsoelvelil that students were encouraged
enough in their use of English whereas the studdiisnot recognize the support
equally. Again, there were similarities in the papants’ answers to the results of the
study by Brown (2006), now with statements 17 afidI@deed, as the present study
revealed, also according to Brown'’s study the teagharticipants agreed more than the
students that they used authentic materials artdthlest encouraged students to speak

the foreign language in class.
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As with student participants, a clear correlaticasvalso found with teachers’ answers
to statements eleven and nine. Indeed, only 8,3%eteachers agreed that the errors
students made while speaking were always correantedas already mentioned, 92,9%
agreed that it is more important to speak Engligth anderstand it than correct mistakes
during lessons. Even though there were significdatistical differences between the
students’ and the teachers’ answers to these statepa conclusion can be drawn from
both participant groups’ answers that there isesarcémphasis on encouraging students

to speak instead of an emphasis on correcting stsidenglish during lessons.

Indeed, the majority of the students agreed witke fof the innovative statements

whereas the majority of the teachers agreed wikrseFurthermore, there were clear
statistical differences between the groups’ answerseven statements. According to
the results, the teachers agreed more with thensatts referring to innovative ways of
teaching. This finding supports the studies by Brq006) and Bernaus and Gardner
(2008). According to the results of the study bpwn (2006), the teachers’ perceptions
of what was happening in the classroom included emoommunicativeness and

innovativeness than the students’ perceptions. Mane Bernaus and Gardner (2008)
found out that students did not recognize the iatige strategies their teachers claimed
to use. According to them, the traditional strategivere mostly recognized by both
students and teachers. However, in the preseny shede were even more differences
between the students’ and the teachers’ answelhg istatements relating to traditional

ways of teaching than with the statements relatingnovative ways of teaching.

When looking at the results in both traditional amdovative sets of statements, it can
be clearly seen that the student participants hehesen the response alternative
“Cannot say” a lot more than the teachers. This m@sa surprising result because the
teachers most likely know and remember better \Wimats of exercises were done and
how during the lessons. Furthermore, it can berasdiuthat the teacher participants are
more likely to be interested in answering a quesiire like this which can also be a

reason for their relatively small amount of “Caneay” -responses.

Finally, in order to find out how much innovativeagdegies are used in Finnish upper
secondary schools according to the whole groupe tatshows the combined answers
of both participant groups.
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Table 6. Students’ and teachers’ answers to statemis relating to innovative ways of teaching

Statement Agree Disagree| Cannot
say

2. There was at least one oral exam during theseour 24% 69,8% 6,1%

3. The teacher evaluated our speech all the tirdeaative 62,6% | 29,6% 7,8%

participation clearly affected our course grade

4. We did a self-evaluation/self-evaluations of own learning 30,2% | 63,7% 6,1%

6. Teacher often asked students to give feedbanktdtis/her teaching 24,6% | 68,7% 6,7%

7. Students talked more than teacher during lessc 43% 50,3% 6,7%
8. We discussed a lot in English in pairs or inug®during lessol 90,5% | 9,5% 0%
11. It was more important to speak English and tstdad it than 81,5% | 11,8% 6,7%

correct mistakes during lessons

15. Wefocused equally on writing, reading, listening apeaking 67,6% | 25,7% 6,7%
during lessons

17. In addition to the schoolbooks, we often uded ather material 53,6% | 44,1% 2,2%
during lessons (for example the Internet, musioklspnewspapers,
movies etc.)

20. Teacher encouraged us to use English durisghessas well asi | 76,5% | 16,8% 6,7%
our free time

Table 6 reveals that there was a lot of discussidBnglish during lessons and that it
was more important to speak English and understianthan correct mistakes.

Furthermore, the teachers encouraged the studentetEnglish during lessons as well
as outside school and there was equal focus dheafbur language skill areas. Finally,
the majority agreed that the teachers evaluatedstindents’ speech all the time and
active participation affected course grade anddditaon to schoolbooks, also other
material was often used during lessons. Indeedyégerity of participants agreed with

six statements relating to innovative ways of té&agh

6.1.1.3 Statement 21

As already mentioned, in addition to the traditiomad innovative statements, the first
part of the questionnaire had one statement regldtnthe general atmosphere in the
lessons. The statement for students vigsirning English in the lessons was fun and
interesting while the statement for teachers waisaching English in the lessons was
fun and interesting Below are the answers of both students and temctoe the

statement.
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Table 7. Statement 21l earning/teaching English in the lessons was fun @interesting

Agree Disagree Cannot say Pearson Chi-
Square
Students 49,5% 42,1% 8,4% 0,000*
Teachers 95,2% 4,8% 0,0% 0,000*

*value is invalid

As can be seen, an overwhelming majority of thehees, 95,2%, agreed with the
statement whereas only half of the students agve#d it. Furthermore, again this

statement was more challenging for the students fitiathe teachers because 8,4% of
the students could not state their opinion wher@hghe teachers had an opinion.
According to these results, students and teachperience their English lessons quite
differently. Probably one of the reasons for ttsthat teachers quite naturally are
interested in the topic they teach and are thefentarily whereas students have to

study English in upper secondary schools despéie ttwn interests.

6.1.1.4 Summary of the first part of the questionnae

A few conclusions can be made from the first pdrth@ questionnaire. First of all,
when looking at the statements relating to traddloways of teaching, according to
both participant groups written exams had the kEggalue in evaluation and written
tests, such as vocabulary tests, were regulargitha course. Furthermore, both groups
agreed that the teacher used more English thanshidliring lessons and that different
kinds of texts were often read aloud in Englisthvétpartner. Interestingly, the Pearson
Chi-Square value 0,000 reveals that there weresstally very significant differences
in as many as six statements between the grougsiaan. Indeed, the majority of the
students agreed with seven statements whereasdijogitsnof the teachers agreed with
only three statements. Therefore, a conclusionlmamrawn that traditional ways of

teaching are used more according to students t@nding to teachers.

When looking at the statements relating to innaeatvays of teaching, both participant
groups agree that there was a lot of discussidbniglish in pairs or in groups during
lessons and that oral exams were not common dahiegcourse. Furthermore, both
groups agreed that the focus during lessons waallgaqan writing, reading, listening
and speaking. In addition, the students’ and tlaehers’ answers revealed that the

emphasis during lessons is more on encouragingstsido speak than on correcting
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mistakes. The answers of the two participant group® statistically different in seven
statements referring to innovative ways of teacl{fPgarson Chi-Square value < 0,05).
Nevertheless, whereas the Pearson Chi-Square valaestatistically very significant
0,000 in six statements referring to traditionalysvaf teaching, only the statements 7,
11 and 20 received the same value from the innmvatiatements. Indeed, the majority
of the students agreed with five statements andanijerity of the teachers agreed with
seven statements. Therefore, a conclusion candwendthat even though the teachers
agreed more than the students with the statemefésring to innovative ways of
teaching, the difference between the students’ thedteachers’ answers was not as
remarkable as with the statements referring toittcandl ways of teaching. In other
words, the participant groups were more unanimoiil the statements referring to

innovative ways of teaching.

In addition, the results of the combined answerbaih the students and the teachers
(tables 3 and 6) reveal that the majority agreeth vibur statements referring to
traditional ways of teaching and with six statersergferring to innovative ways of
teaching. Indeed, from these two sets of statem#rgsnnovative ways of teaching are
used more in Finnish upper secondary schools. 2004) found that teachers all over
the world use communicative language teaching anecéectic method the most in all
proficiency levels. Because communicative langutegehing can be categorized as

innovative, this study seems to at least partlypsupthe finding of Liu’s study.

Finally, the two participant groups’ answers différsignificantly in statement 21.
Almost all of the teachers, 95,2%, considered tB@iglish lessons fun and interesting

whereas only half of the students agreed with thiesent.

Now that | have presented the results for the fiest of the questionnaire, | will move
on to the second part and discuss the opinionseoparticipants about different ways of

teaching English.

6.1.2 Opinions about different ways of teaching English

In this chapter, | will continue with the secondtpat the questionnaire. The purpose of

the second set of statements was to find out theams of the students and the teachers

to different ways of teaching. The statements vgarelar to the statements in the first
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part of the questionnaire: there were ten statesnegferring to traditional ways of
teaching, ten referring to innovative ways of teaghand one referring to the general
atmosphere in the lessomsgain, the results for the statements relatingréalitional
ways of teaching are introduced first. | will bedip presenting the students’ answers.
After that, | will introduce the results of the tder participants and finally, | will

compare the answers of both participant groups.

6.1.2.1 Statements relating to opinions about tratdonal ways of teaching

Table 8. Student participants’ answers to statemestrelating to opinions about traditional ways of
teaching.

Statement Agree Disagreg Cannot| Pearson
say Chi-
Square
1. Itis good that written exams have the biggatierin | 63,2% 35,8% 1,1% 0,045*
evaluation
5. It is good that there are written tests reguldtring 88,1% 11,9% 0,0% 0,543*

the course (for example vocabulary tests)

9. It is important that the errors students makédevh 54,8% 35,8% 9,5% 0,000
speaking are always corrected

10. It is good that students use more Finnish Braglish | 21,1% 70,6% 8,4% 0,00c
during lessons

12. It is important that teacher uses more Fintfigim 18,9% 72,6% 8,4% 0,000*
English during lessons

13. It is good that students work more alone tlogether| 27,3% 65,3% 7,4% 0,000

during lessons

14. It is important that we focus more on grammmatt a | 23,4% 68,1% 8,5% 0,002*
vocabulary than on oral skills and communicatiorirdy

lessons

16. Translation exercises (sentences or short)tese 90,3% 9,7% 0,0% 0,00¢*

useful in learning a language

18. Reading textbook chapters or other texts aloud | 82% 17% 1,1% 0,075*
English with a partner is useful in learning a laage

19. It is good to work with the same order so 20,2% 68,1% 11,7% 0,29:
exceptions to routine are rare during lessons

*value is invalid

Table 8 shows that the students agreed most watiersent 16. Indeed, according to
90,3% of the students translation exercises ariluselearning a language. Moreover,
almost a similar group of students, 88,1%, agréed it is good that there are written

tests regularly during the course (statement 5jthEtmore, according to 82% of the
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respondents it is useful to read textbook chamieher texts aloud in English with a
partner (statement 18). The students disagreemhtist (72,6%) with statement number
twelve “It is important that teacher uses more Finnish tianglish during lessofisand
almost a similar group, 70,6% thought that it i$ g@od that students use more Finnish
than English during lessons. As can be seen framable, the majority of the students
agreed with half of the statements (1, 5, 9, 19, B&cording to the results, even
though the students consider some of the traditieags of teaching these statements
represent ineffective, such as using Finnish dutlegsons, they also see several
traditional ways of teaching useful in learning Esty This finding supports the study
by Yli-Renko and Salo-Lee (1991), who found outtteeen though students in upper
secondary schools wanted more practice in oralsskiley did not want to reduce
traditional teaching because it was considered elea and safe way of working in

preparation for the matriculation examination.

Table 9. Teacher participants’ answers to statemeastrelating to opinions about traditional ways of
teaching

Statement Agree Disagree| Neutral | Pearson
Chi-
Square
1. It is good that written exams have the biggefterin | 72,6% 23,8% 3,6% 0,045*
evaluation

5. It is good that there are written tests regylduring 80,9% 19,1% 0,0% 0,54
the course (for example vocabulary tests)

9. It is important that the errors students makéevh 8,6% 90,1% 1,2% 0,000
speaking are always corrected

10. It is good that students use more Finnish Eraglish | 15,9% 80,5% 3,7% 0,00c¢
during lessons

12. It is important that teacher uses more Finttigin 9,6% 88% 2,4% 0,000*
English during lessons

13. It is good that students work more alone tlgether| 7,2% 91,6% 1,2% 0,000
during lessons

14. It is important that we focus more on grammat a | 6,2% 92,6% 1,2% 0,002*
vocabulary than on oral skills and communicationirdy

lessons

16. Translation exercises (sentences or shorf)targs 69,6% 29,3% 1,2% 0,006*

useful in learning a language

18. Reading textbo« chapters or other texts aloud 90,5% 8,4% 1,2% 0,07
English with a partner is useful in learning a laage

19. It is good to work with the same order so that 8,7% 81,3% 10% 0,293
exceptions to routine are rare during lessons

*value is invalid
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Table 9 shows the teacher participants’ answersh¢o same statements. Like the
students, the majority of the teachers also agreigld statements number five and
eighteen. In addition, 72,6% of the teachers agtbatlit is good that written exams
have the biggest value in evaluation (statemenfAlIeason for this is most likely the

fact that it is easier for teachers to evaluatétamiexams.

The majority of the teachers clearly disagreed withstatements: 9, 10, 12, 13, 14 and
19. Furthermore, there were three statements whlthwover 90% of the teachers

disagreed with. Indeed, an overwhelming majoritythe# teachers thought that 1) the
errors students make while speaking should notvaya corrected, 2) students should
work more together than alone during lessons, anlde3e should not be more focus on
grammar and vocabulary than on oral communicatiaing lessons. As can be seen
from the table, the majority of the teachers agreeth four of these statements

referring to opinions about traditional ways ofdeiag (1, 5, 16, 18). In other words,

like the students, also the teachers considertimadi methods effective to some extent.
However, the percentages show that they were megative towards the usefulness of

these traditional ways of teaching than the stugdent

Furthermore, even though a clear majority, 81,3%hefteacher participants disagreed
with statement number nineteéh is good to work with the same order so that
exceptions to routine are rare during lesson$0 % did not have an opinion about the
statement, which is interesting because the amaiuf€annot say” answers is clearly

lower in all the other statements. In other wortiés statement seemed to be more

challenging for the teachers than the other staténe

When comparing the answers it is clear that thdestts and the teachers both agreed
with statements 5 and 18. In other words, they lootisider regular written tests and
reading different kinds of texts aloud with a partin English useful in learning the
language. Furthermore, the majority of both grotimmight that it is good that written
exams have the biggest value in evaluation. In teidi even though the students
(90,3%) agreed clearly more with statement “I@anslation exercises (sentences or
short texts) are useful in learning a languagiie majority of the teachers (69,6%)
agreed with the statement as well. Statement nuliris important that the errors
students make while speaking are always corréatiddded the opinions of the two

participant groups clearly the most. Indeed, 54 8f4the students agreed with the
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statement whereas only 8,6% of the teachers agviélkdt. The difference between the
two groups was statistically very significant besmuhe Pearson Chi-Square value for
the statement was 0,000. Indeed, this finding suppihe earlier studies by Schulz
(2001) and Brown (2006), who found that studentsiec error correction in foreign
language learning clearly more than teachers. Hewawen though the majority of the
students would want their errors in speech to bieected, only 28,4% of the students
and 8,3% of the teachers agreed in the first path® questionnaire that the errors

actually are corrected.

In addition, even though the majority of the studeand the teachers disagreed with
statements 10, 12, 13 and 14, there were rathedifiggences between the answers of
the two groups. Indeed, the teachers agreed mare ttie students that 1) students
should work more together than alone during less@psstudents should use more
English than Finnish during lessons, 3) teacheosilshuse more English than Finnish
during lessons, and 4) focus during lessons shookdbe more on grammar and
vocabulary than on oral communication. Once agtiig last finding supports the

results of the study by Brown (2006), who found thét language teachers value

information exchange over grammar more than stsdent

As already mentioned, the majority of the studegteed with five statements whereas
the majority of the teachers agreed with four statets relating to opinions about
traditional ways of teaching. Furthermore, compai®dhe students, a clearly bigger
group of teachers disagreed with the statementsal&e of this, a conclusion can be
drawn that the teachers’ opinions about thesetioadil ways of teaching were more

negative than the students’.
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Finally, in order to find out the opinions of théhele group about traditional ways of

teaching, table 10 shows the combined answerstbfthe students and the teachers.

Table 10. Students’ and teachers’ answers to statemts relating to opinions about traditional ways
of teaching

Statement Agree Disagree| Cannot
say

1. Itis good that written exams have the biggesiterin evaluation 67,6% | 30,2% 2,2%

5. Itis good that there are written tests reguylddring the course (fc | 84,7% | 15,3% 0%
example vocabulary tests)

9. It is important that the errors students makdengpeaking are 33,5% | 60,8% 5,7%
always corrected

10. It is good that students use more Finnish Eraglish during 18,6% | 75,1% 6,2%
lessons

12. It is important that teacher uses more Finthisin English during | 14,6% | 79,8% 5,6%
lessons

13. It is good thastudents work more alone than together du 17,9% | 77, 7% 4,5%
lessons

14. It is important that we focus more on grammat @ocabulary than 15,4% | 79,4% 51%
on oral skills and communication during lessons

16. Translation exercises (sentences or gexts) are useful i 80,6% | 18,9% 0,6%
learning a language

18. Reading textbook chapters or other texts alothglish with a 86% 12,9% 1,1%
partner is useful in learning a language

19. It is good to work with the same order so thateptions to roine | 14,9% | 74,1% 10,9%
are rare during lessons

As can be seen from table 10, when the studentd’ the teachers’ answers are
combined together, the majority agrees on the Usesa of reading different kinds of
texts aloud in English with a partner, regular tenttests and translation exercises. In
addition, the majority believes that it is goodtthaitten exams have the biggest value
in evaluation. Indeed, the majority agrees withrfai the statements relating to
opinions about traditional ways of teaching.

Now that | have presented and discussed the reBultthe statements relating to
opinions about traditional ways of teaching, | wilbve on to introduce the results to

statements relating to opinions about innovativeg/svaf teaching. As before, | will



56

begin by presenting the student participants’ ans\aad after that | will move on to the

answers of the teachers. Finally, a comparisondmivthe results will be made.

6.1.2.2 Statements relating to opinions about innative ways of teaching

Table 11. Student participants’ answers to statemes relating to opinions about innovative ways of
teaching.

Statement Agree Disagreg Cannot| Pearson
say Chi-
Square
2. Itis good that there is at least one oral edanng the | 46,3% 47,4% 6,3% 0,017
course
3. It is important that the teacher evaluates paesh all | 64,2% 34,8% 1,1% 0,001*

the time and active participation clearly affeats o
course grade

4. It is useful to do seevaluations of our own learni 37,3% 52,2% 10,6% 0,00c

6. It is important that teacher often asks studentgve | 60% 33,7% 6,3% 0,209
feedback about his/her teaching

7. It is good that students talk more tlthe teache 44, 7% 39,4% 16% 0,00c
during lessons

8. It is useful to discuss a lot in English in gair in 82,1% 17,9% 0,0% 0,000*
groups during lessons

11. It is more important to speak English and usiderd | 74,7% 17,9% 7,4% 0,00(*
it than correct mistakes during lessons

15. It is good to focus equally on writing, reading 93,6% 4,3% 2,1% 0,153*
listening and speaking during lessons

17. In addition to schoolbooks, it is importanofiten 81,9% 17% 1,1% 0,05¢
use also other material during lessons (for exanfge
Internet, music, books, newspapers, movies etc.)

20. It is important that teacher encourages usé¢o u 86,2% 10,7% 3,2% 0,000*
English during lessons as well as in our free time

*value is invalid

Table 11 shows that the students agreed most titersent 15. According to 93,6% of
the students it is good to focus equally on writingading, listening and speaking
during lessons. Furthermore, a clear majority efstudents, 86,2%, also agreed that it
is important that the teacher encourages studeniss¢ English (statement 20). In
addition, according to 82,1% it is useful to discadot in English during lessons and a
group of almost the same size, 81,9%, agreed orusb&lness of other material in

addition to schoolbooks. Interestingly, even tho@gh2% agreed that it is important
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that the teacher evaluates students’ speech altitiee and that active participation
affects course grade (statement 3), a similar gré@R% agreed that it is good that
written exams have the biggest value in evaluatsdatement 1). In other words, even
though the students prefer that the emphasis iluatan is on written skills, they still

want speech and active participation to clearlg@fthe course grade.

As can be seen from the table, there were only stabements with which a small
majority disagreed with. Indeed, 52,2% disagreeth \statement 4lt is useful to do
self-evaluations of our own learningind even a smaller amount of participants, 47,7%
disagreed with statement“R is good that there is at least one oral exanridg the
course”. In addition, statement seven clearly divided gh&lents’ opinions. According
to 44,7% of the students it is good that they tal@re than the teacher during the
lessons. Nevertheless, almost a similar group,%8YHAought that the teacher should
talk more during the lessons. Moreover, 16% did hate an opinion about the
statement at all.
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Table 12. Teacher participants’ answers to statemes relating to opinions about innovative ways of
teaching.

Statement Agree Disagree| Cannot| Pearson
say Chi-
Square

2. Itis good that there is at least one oral ex@uming the | 54,8% | 35,8% 9,5% 0,017
course

3. It is important that the teacher evaluates paeshall 86,6% | 12,2% 1,2% 0,00
the time and active participation clearly affeas course

grade

4. It is useful to do seevaluations of our own learni 94,1% | 4,8% 1,2% 0,00
6. It is important that teacher often asks studentgve 75,9% | 18,1% 6% 0,20¢
feedback about his/her teaching

7. Itis good that students talk more than thehteaduring | 95,3% | 3,6% 1,2% 0,000
lessons

8. It is useful to discuss a lot in English in gair in 97,6% | 1,2% 0,0% 0,00(*

groups during lessons

11. It is more important to speak English and ustderd it | 96,4% | 3,6% 0,0% 0,000*
than correct mistakes during lessons

15. It is good to focus equally on writing, readitigtening | 88,1% | 10,7% 1,2% 0,15
and speaking during lessons

17. In addition to schoolbooks, it is importanoften use | 90,4% | 7,2% 2,4% 0,059*
also other material during lessons (for example the
Internet, music, books, newspapers, movies etc.)

20. It is important that teacher encourages us¢o u 98,8% | 1,2% 0,0% 0,000*
English during lessons as well as in our free time

*value is invalid

Table 12 shows the teacher participants’ answeithdosame statements. As can be
clearly seen, they had a very positive attitudealloof the statements. Indeed, the
majority of the teachers agreed with all of thetesteents. Moreover, there were six
statements (4, 7, 8, 11, 17, 20) with which an wheiming majority, over 90%,
agreed. However, statement numbéeitds good that there is at least one oral exam
during the course’divided opinions clearly more than others. At tease oral exam
during the course was considered useful by 54,8%hefteachers. Interestingly, the
percentage was clearly bigger than with the simslatement in the first part of the
questionnaire. Indeed, even though only 20,2% agtleat there was at least one oral
exam during their last English course, over halttha respondents still believed that

oral exams are useful.
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Interestingly, even though 86,6% agreed that itmiportant that students’ speech is
evaluated all the time and that active participatéfects the course grade (statement 3),
also the majority of the teachers, 72,6% agreetlitha good that written exams have
the biggest value in evaluation (statement 1). éagdehe pattern was similar with the
students’ answers to the same statements: evemghthive majority of the teachers
prefer that the emphasis in evaluation is on wrigtkills, also the majority wants speech

and active participation to clearly affect the cmugrade.

The students and the teachers agreed the mosttiwgtcategory of statements. As
already mentioned, the majority of the studenteediwith eight of the statements and
the majority of the teachers agreed with all of sketements. Nevertheless, there were
two statements clearly dividing the opinions ofsiiaéwo participant groups. First of all,
94,1% of the teachers agreed with statement‘fibus useful to do self-evaluations of
our own learning” whereas only 37,3% of the students agreed witlBecause the
statement got the Pearson Chi-Square value 0,0@0e twas statistically a very
significant difference between the two participgrdups’ answers. Indeed, the students
clearly do not see the usefulness of self-evaloatidearning English in the same way
the teachers do. One reason for this might be thmatstudents do not have much
experience about self-assessment because only 2afe students agreed that self-
evaluations were done during the course in the fiast of the questionnaire. According
to Cory-Wright (2014), it can be challenging foud¢nts to understand the usefulness
of self-assessment if they lack experience in ddingurthermore, she argues, students
might feel uncomfortable in doing something thectea normally does. Moreover,
95,3% of the teachers agreed with statemétiit i8 good that students talk more than
the teacher during lessonsihereas only 44,7% of the students agreed withhere
was statistically a very significant difference weén the groups’ answers with this
statement as well because the Pearson Chi-Squdme veas 0,000. As already
mentioned, this statement seemed to be rather siogfdor the student participants
because as much as 16% of the students did notamagpinion about it. Indeed, while
the teachers almost unanimously agreed that staid@ould talk more than the teacher
during lessons, the students clearly did not seeusefulness to the same extent the
teachers did. The similar statement in the first p& the questionnaire revealed that
according to 70,5% of the students the teacheraligttalked more than the students

during lessons. Perhaps one of the reasons whyaljarity of the students believe that
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it is better that the teacher talks more than thdests is that they are, at least according

to their answers, used to that traditional patterd therefore still believe in it.

When looking at the results in both traditional amdovative sets of statements, it can
again be seen that the student participants hax&eohthe response alternative “Cannot
say” more than the teachers. However, the numbestudfents choosing the neutral
response alternative in all of the statementsingjatio opinions about teaching was
lower than in the first part of the questionnawdjch indicates that it was easier for the
students to express their opinions about langueagehtng than tell how English was
actually taught. When looking at the teacher pigdicts’ “Cannot say” answers, there
was not any significant difference between thetfised the second part of the

guestionnaire.

Finally, in order to find out the opinions of théh@le group about innovative ways of

teaching, table 13 shows the combined answerstbfthe students and the teachers.

Table 13. Students’ and teachers’ answers to statemts relating to opinions about innovative ways
of teaching:

Statemer Agree Disagret | Cannot
say

2. Itis good that there is at least one oral edanng the course 50,3% | 41,9% 7,8%

3. It is important that the teacher evaluates peesh all the time and| 74,6% | 24,3% 1,1%

active participation clearly affects our coursedgra

4. It is useful to do se-evaluations of our own learni 64% 29,8% 6,2%

6. It is important that teacher often asks studentgve feedback 67,4% | 26,4% 6,2%
about his/her teaching

7. Itis good that students talk more than thelternduring lessor 68,5% | 22,5% 9%

8. It is useful to discuss a lot in English in gadr in groups durin 89,4% | 10,1% 0,6%
lessons

11. It is more important to speak English and usiderd it than correct 84,8% | 11,2% 3,9%
mistakes during lessons

15. It is good to focus equally on writing, readifigtening anc 91% 7,3% 1,7%
speaking during lessons

17. In addition to schoolbooks, it is importanoften use also other | 85,9% | 12,4% 1,7%
material during lessons (for example the Intermeisic, books,
newspapers, movies etc.)

20. It is important that teacher encourages us¢olnglish during 92,1% | 6,2% 1,7%
lessons as well as in our free time
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As can be seen from table 13, when the studentd’ tae teachers’ answers are
combined together, the majority agreed with all Htatements relating to opinions
about innovative ways of teaching. Indeed, theyeadrthe most that encouragement
from the teacher in using English is important kahnost the same amount of
participants also agreed that it is good to fooysadly on all the four language skill
areas and that it is useful to discuss a lot inliEngluring lessons. Statement tivbis
good that there is at least one oral exam during ¢burse”divided opinions the most
because only half, 50,3%, of the participants adjweith it.

6.1.2.3 Statement 21

Like the first part of the questionnaire, also #ezond part had an extra statement in
addition to the traditional and innovative statetseifhe purpose of the statement was
to find out whether the participants believe tlearhing English at schools has to be fun

and interesting. Below are the answers of bothesttsgdand teachers to the statement.

Table 14. Statement 21Learning English at school has to be fun and intesting.

Agree Disagree Cannot say Pearson Chi-
Square
Students 92,6% 3,2% 4,3% 0,563*
Teachers 96,3% 2,4% 1,2% 0,563*

*value is invalid

As can be seen, the students and the teachersitgaiganimous with their answers. A
clear majority of both participant groups thinkttkearning English at school should be

fun and interesting.

6.1.2.4 Summary of the second part of the questioaire

A few conclusions can be made from the secondgfatie questionnaire. First of all,
when looking at the statements relating to opiniansut traditional ways of teaching, it
can be seen that the majority of both participanoiugs agreed on the usefulness of
regular written tests and reading different kintieats aloud in English with a partner.
In addition, they both agreed on the usefulnestasfslation exercises and that it is
good that written exams have the biggest valueatuation. Furthermore, while 54,8%
of the students thought that it is important thme €rrors students make while speaking

are always corrected, only 8,6% of the teacherseabwith it. Indeed, this statement
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caused the biggest disagreement between the twiipant groups in the set of
statements relating to opinions about traditionalysv of teaching. All in all, the
majority of the students agreed with five of thatements whereas the majority of the
teachers agreed with four statements. Furthermtee,percentages reveal that the
teachers’ opinions about the traditional ways atteng in general were more negative

than the students’.

The students and the teachers had generally aiveosittitude towards all of the

statements referring to innovative ways of teacliegause the majority of the students
agreed with eight statements and the majority ef tdachers agreed with all of the
statements. Nevertheless, the percentages re\adihth students disagreed more than

the teachers with this set of statements.

In addition, the results of the combined answerbaih the students and the teachers
(tables 9 and 12) reveal that the majority agreeth fiour statements relating to
opinions about traditional ways of teaching anchwén statements relating to opinions
about innovative ways of teaching. Because of thispuld be argued that the majority
of the participants believe clearly more in thefulkess of innovative ways of teaching
than to traditional ways of teaching in learninggksh. This finding seems to support
the earlier studies by Liu (2004) and Bartram (20@&cording to Liu, communicative
language teaching is, together with an eclectichogt the most popular language
teaching method among teachers. Furthermore, Bagrstudy revealed that students

consider innovative ways of teaching the most éffedan language teaching.

Finally, when looking at the statement 21, the msjoof both the students and the
teachers believe that learning English should be dad interesting. This is not a
surprising result. Nevertheless, whereas almosifalie teachers also actually enjoyed
teaching English at upper secondary schools, oaly ¢f the students considered
learning English fun and interesting. In other wmrthe students are not as satisfied

with the lessons as the teachers are.
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6.2 The open-ended question

In the third part of the questionnaire the partcits were asked to write their opinions
on what kind of teaching they considered as mosefigal in learning English and
what kind of teaching they wished to have in Erglessons (see Appendix 1 and 2). |

will begin by introducing and discussing the studgarticipants’ answers.

6.2.1 Students’ answers to the open-ended question

The length and quality of the answers varied sulistily: some of the participants had
answered with only a few words whereas others hettew longer responses with
detailed examples. Surprisingly many students,getteer 34, left the open-ended
question unanswered. One reason for this mighthle it was the last part of the
guestionnaire and students might have been alrgaaty in answering the questions.
Therefore, perhaps it would have been better toepthe open-ended question to the
beginning of the questionnaire. On the other hamely might simply not have had any
ideas or opinions about the topievertheless, 61 student participants answered the

guestion and now | will present their answers.

The content of the answers varied to some extamn though there were some clear
common preferences about what they think are thst raffective ways of teaching.
Many of the responses included similar types ofgsstions and as a result all the
different “ways of teaching” found in them were idied into 21 different categories.
Furthermore, these categories were divided intovative and traditional teaching. In
addition, there were answers which could not bellat into traditional or innovative
ways of teaching and these responses formed agdlougp, “Other ways of teaching”.
The answers are presented in table 15 and the marimbthe table tell how many times
different ways of teaching were mentioned in theip@pants’ answers. The answers are

listed according to their popularity, starting fréne most common answer.
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Table 15.Students’ suggestions for effective ways of teaglinglish

Innovative ways of teaching

oral exercises and natural conversation

pair and/or group work

watching movies and/or TV series

versatility and variation in exercises

listening to English music

practical language skills

good and relaxed atmosphere

listening exercises

playing games

Traditional ways of teaching

translation exercises

vocabulary exams

written grammar exercises

vocabulary exercises

essay writing

reading texts in English

writing summaries

Others

less theory

schoolbook exercises

clear examples

genuinely interesting texts

everyone has their own ways of learning

There were altogether four participants who memtibronly traditional ways of

teaching, such as grammar and translation exerdise¢leir answers. In comparison,

thirty-one participants suggested only tasks aretase types which can be labeled as

innovative ways of teaching, such as discussionrogses, pair and group work,

practical English teaching and watching movies. &beer, seventeen answers

contained both traditional and innovative ways edching and the rest nine answers

something more general.

According to the answers, the student participandsisider different kinds of

communicative exercises the most effective in legrrEnglish in English lessons.

Indeed, oral exercises and/or natural conversatiere mentioned in 26 responses

which made it clearly the most popular answer. Eplas 1 and 2 demonstrate these

kinds of opinions.

Example 1.

“...Pitdisi keskittyda enemman puheen tuottamiseeynjmartamiseen. Suomessa enkun

tunneilla keskitytddn liikaa korjaamaan pienia gith. Sanoja on myds hyva harjoitella.

Eli  lyhyesti:  vdhemman
ymmartamisharjoituksia.”

kielioppia,

enemman

puheenuottamis-

ja
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“...We should focus more on speech production ancerstdnding. We focus too much
on correcting small errors in English lessons inldfd. It is also good to practice
vocabulary. In short: less grammar, more practicepioducing and understanding
speech.”

Example 2.

“Jutellaan normaalisti esim. tunnin alussa kuulustésenglanniksi, saa kielen “paalle” ja
puhuminen tuntuu lopputunnin ajan luontevammalta.”

“Talking normally in English for example in the beging of a lesson, in that way the

language gets “turned on” and it feels more natiarapeak during the rest of the lesson.”
The second most popular answer with 24 mentionspaasand/or group work. There
were two different ways pair or group work was n@mtd. The first group, seventeen
students, did not specify what kinds of exercisesukl be done in pairs or groups
whereas the second group, seven students, conng&itednd group work only with
communication and oral tasks. These two ways adystg English, communicative
exercises and pair and group work were clearlyntbst popular in student participants’
answers, because the third most popular answechimgt movies and/or TV series, got
only eight mentions. These three most common arswan be categorized as

innovative ways of teaching.

In addition, other answers which could be labetedhbre innovative ways of teaching
were versatility and variation in exercises (7) distening to English music (6).
Furthermore, five students underlined the impomraotgood and relaxed atmosphere
in the lessons. Relating to the atmosphere ingkgons, there were four students who
wrote how important it is that teachers do not éoanyone to speak if they do not want

to (example 3).

Example 3.

“Jos opettaja “hiillostaa” oppilaita, suurin osapopisajasta menee pelkoon ettd milloin
mua aletaan tenttaamaan.”

“If the teacher “grills” students, most of the Ieing time gets wasted because of the fear
that the teacher will soon ask me something.”

Finally, five participants hoped to have teachingich would provide practical
language skills which help in different kinds ofaldife situations, two students
mentioned listening exercises and one playing gaasethe most effective ways of

learning English.
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Despite the popularity of oral tasks, several pgodints still preferred traditional ways
of teaching and written exercises. Furthermore,eswen students mentioned
traditional ways of teaching, such as translatioereéises and written grammar
exercises in conjunction with communicative exassigranslation exercises were the
most popular: it was mentioned by seven studentsth&rmore, other traditional
suggestions were vocabulary exams (4), written gramexercises (3), vocabulary
exercises (3), essay writing (2), reading differkimds of texts in English (2) and
writing summaries (1). Example 4 demonstrates peefee for only traditional ways of
teaching:

Example 4.

“Kielioppia ja sanastotehtavid. Suulliset esityksatét mielestani ole niin téarkeitd, kuin
teoria.”

“Grammar and vocabulary exercises. Oral performsnaee not in my opinion as

important as theory.”
In addition to these innovative and traditional wayf teaching, there were some
answers which were difficult to clearly label irgny specific category. Three suggested
that there should be less theory, two participawiste that it is always good if the
teacher uses clear examples and other two werey haiip their lessons as they were.
Furthermore, schoolbook exercises as an effectag af learning were mentioned by
two participants. Finally, one student answered theryone has their own ways of
learning and one student underlined the importasfcgenuinely interesting texts in

effective English teaching.

Indeed, according to the responses, the studetitipants clearly prefer innovative
ways of teaching. Communicative exercises and gradir group work were considered
as most beneficial in learning English. This firglisupports the earlier study by
Ibarrarran, Lasagabaster and Sierra (2007, citeBleimaus and Gardner 2008: 388),
who found that students clearly prefer communieadgtivities, active participation and
authentic materials instead of only following theurse books. Nevertheless, as
mentioned above, seventeen participants suggestbdraditional and innovative ways
of teaching and versatility and variation in lessevas mentioned in seven responses.
Like Bartram (2006) found that students considessatlity in lessons as one of the
most valued aspects in language learning, it cbeldargued according to the present
study as well that student participants value uéityaand equality between the
different language skills and that some kind of alabce between innovative and

traditional ways of teaching would be advisable.
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6.2.2 Teachers’ answers to the open-ended question

There were 84 teacher participants of which 70 ansdvthe open-ended question. The
length and quality varied in the teachers’ answasswell. However, the teachers’

responses were generally a lot longer and moreoedé than the students’, which is
not surprising. Indeed, it can be assumed thatigingeachers are generally more
interested in answering a questionnaire about tegchnd learning English than

students. Moreover, the questionnaire for the te@ctvas on the Internet and therefore
writing the answers for the open-ended questiondedigitely easier and faster than for

the students who filled a paper version.

The answers were analyzed similarly to the studeamswers: after reading the
responses, all the different ways of teaching waten down and finally divided into
28 categories. Furthermore, these categories weoelpgd into traditional and

innovative ways of teaching. The answers are pteddn table 16.
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Table 16.Teachers’ answers to the open-ended question

Innovative ways of teaching

oral exercises and natural conversation 39

pair and group work, cooperation 29

versatility (depending on the situation and topic) 23

authentic material 17

information technology (Internet, computers, iPads, 17
mobiles)

exercises in different difficulty levels

student-centered teaching

\lmm

media, following current issues

movies, TV series 6

oral performances, presentations 6

good and relaxed atmosphere, support 5

listening exercises 4

smaller exams and constant evaluation 3

visitors, visits

music

humour

playing games

self-evaluation

peer feedback

RlRR(RkINN N

trips and travelling

Traditional ways of teaching

traditional grammar exercises, repetition 11

writing tasks 8

getting to know different text types 6

reading texts aloud 5

translation exercises 4

vocabulary exercises 4

writing summaries 1

pronunciation exercises 1

Like the students, the teachers as well had soes cbmmon preferences about what
they think are the most effective and useful wayteaching. However, compared to the
students’ responses, the teachers’ answers werasnsimplistic and definite. Several
teachers were suspicious about the whole questonwaote how difficult it is to
answer because there is no single best way ofiteachs can be seen from table 16, 23
teachers mentioned versatility and variation irclhé@g methods and nine teachers also
mentioned how teaching has to be tailored accordinghe skills of the students.

Example 5 demonstrates these kinds of opinions:

Example 5.

“Opetuksessa taytyy ottaa huomioon eritasoisetkepjat. Suurin haaste onkin vastata
erilaisten taitotasojen, oppimistapojen ja luorgeidtarpeisiin kielenoppimisessa.
...yritén tarjota vaihtoehtoja tehtéavissa...”

“The different skill levels of students need to d@nsidered in teaching. Therefore the
biggest challenge is to meet the needs of studeitks different skill levels, ways of
learning and personalities in language learning. tryl to offer alternatives in
exercises...”
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Moreover, several teachers wrote how much the esizéhe group and students’
motivation affects the way English can and showddtdught. In addition, there were
two teachers who thought that the ways of teaclhind different kinds of methods
teacher should use are secondary compared to ssudsmer motivation: if a student
simply is not interested in learning English, thethods, no matter how inspiring or
innovative, do not help. Indeed, there seemed ta lbensensus about how much the

situation, time, group, motivation and studentsllslaffect teaching.

There were not any teachers who would have sughestéy traditional ways of
teaching as the most useful in learning Englishefity teachers suggested only tasks
and exercise types which can be clearly labeledras/ative ways of teaching such as

oral exercises, pair and group work and studenteced teaching (example 6).

Example 6.

“Oppitunneilla pitéisi aktivoida oppilaat téihinkemalla mahdollisimman paljon erilaisia
suullisia ja muita pari- ja rynmatoité ja opettafn ohjailee hieman oppilaita ja on itse
mahdollisimman paljon hiljaa.”

“Students should be activated in lessons to worldbing different kinds of oral and
other pair and group work as much as possible @axcher only directs students a little bit
and is quiet as much as possible.”

A clear majority of the responses, the remainirity,fiincluded both innovative and

traditional ways of teaching or something more gaie

Example 7.

“Erilaiset oppilaita aktivoivat tydtavat (paritydyhmatyo, aantamisharjoitukset, suulliset
harjoitukset...pelit, leikit jne.) ...Kielioppia on mgbopetettava ja opiskeltava, siind
kadantaminen on edelleen hyva ja tehokas keino.”

“Different ways of working which activate studerffsir and group work, pronunciation
exercises, oral exercises... playing games etc.) .m8m must also be taught and
studied, translation is a good and effective wagddhat.”

Even though teachers were generally more suspicatosit answering the question,
they also mentioned several single ways of teacthiagthey consider generally useful
in English lessons. Like the students, also thehies seem to value oral exercises and
natural conversation the most. There were altoge8te teachers out of 70 who
mentioned different kinds of discussion exercisesaiseful way of learning English.

Following the students’ opinions, pair and/or growprk and cooperation was the
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second most popular answer with 29 mentions. Asudised above, versatility in
teaching was mentioned in 23 responses. Moreoveretwere 17 teachers who
mentioned how important it is to use authentic miatend another 17 who mentioned
information technology as a useful and effectivel ia English teaching. Examples 8

and 9 demonstrate preference for authenticity afatration technology:

Example 8.

“...Kaikenlainen autenttinen materiaali, kuten elo&tjvvaihto-oppilasvierailut, netti,
yms motivoivat opiskelijoita enemman kuin mikaanuriu

“...All kinds of authentic material, like movies, eh@nge student visitors, the Internet,
etc motivate students more than anything else.”

Example 9.

“...Tabletit tulevat pian opetuskayttoon ja se tuoneouudet mahdollisuudet tiedon
hakuun ja prosessointiin.”

“...Tablets will soon be used in teaching, which gEnmany new possibilities for
searching and processing information.”

Indeed, these five categories were clearly the rmoptilar in the teacher participants’

responses and can be labelled as innovative wagsoling.

As mentioned earlier, nine teachers wrote how irgmarit is to have exercises in

different skill levels. Moreover, eight teachers ntiened student-centeredness as a
starting point when planning the lessons. Followmgdia and current issues was
considered important in everyday English lessonsséyen teachers and one of the
students’ favorites, watching movies and/or TV e®rivas also mentioned by six

teachers as an effective way in learning Englistal @erformances and presentations
were supported by six teachers. Furthermore, éaehiers mentioned the importance of

good and relaxed atmosphere in learning a language.

Other ways of teaching which could be labelled itlte innovative category were
listening exercises (4), smaller exams and consteaduation (3), visitors and visits (2),
music (2) and humour (2). Finally, playing gamesing self-evaluations, giving peer
feedback and travelling were all mentioned onceaaseffective way of learning
English. To sum up, teachers mentioned 20 diffetieimgys or ways of teaching they
believe are useful in English learning which coblel labelled into the category of
innovative teaching.
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Even though innovative ways of teaching such ad exarcises, cooperation and
emphasizing communication in general were cledrly most popular answers to the
open-ended question, traditional grammar teachiag definitely still not forgotten.
Moreover, pair and group work was not always cotewonly with communicative
exercises. Instead, cooperation was consideredrtangan learning grammar as well.
Several teachers wrote how important grammaticarectness is even though

communication seems to be the trend nowadays (dralip.

Example 10.

"...Tarvitaan myos vanhanaikaista laksyjen lukugkgoppilaille tervanjuontia!) ja
sanaston opiskelua erilaisin tavoin. Kielioppia agds opetettava ja opiskeltava, siind
kadantaminen on edelleen hyva ja tehokas keino.uetdan siis teksteja aivan
vanhanaikaisesti kysymysten, tiivistamisen, sakastoitusten avulla.”

"...We need also old-fashioned homework (unappgafor students) and vocabulary
studying in different ways. Grammar must also hgghd and learned, translating is a
good and effective way to do that. ...So we reaésteld-fashionedly with the help of
guestions, summaries and vocabulary exercises.”

As table 16 shows, there were 11 teachers who oradi how important it is that

grammar is studied traditionally during lessonsne repetition in exercises was
considered as the most effective way of learnirmggnar, structures and vocabulary in
several responses. Moreover, eight teachers mewtiamiting and six getting to know

different text types as the most useful ways ofriea English. Reading texts aloud
was mentioned in five responses and four teachergiomed translation exercises and
written vocabulary exercises. Finally, writing suames and pronunciation exercises

were both mentioned once.

Indeed, according to the responses, most of tfehéea want oral communication, pair
and group work and variation to their lessons. Minedess, it is good to remember that
these answers tell what the teachers believe armtst effective ways of teaching, not
necessarily what they actually do in English lessaorupper secondary schools. Larsen-
Freeman (2008: 184) argues that it is often outfidecontrol of teachers to decide the
way language is taught. Also the teachers’ resgoimsthis study revealed that there are
several things affecting the ways teachers teagfidn such as time, group, motivation
and students’ skills. The restrictions of time aydup size were mentioned in several

responses:
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Example 11.

"Mielestani kommunikatiiviset harjoitukset ovat kéita ja niilla tulisi olla isompi rooli
lukio-opetuksessa. Kurssien opetussuunnitelmat eaat NIIN tédyteen ahdettuja, ettd
aika ei meinaa millaan riittdd kaikkeen. Suullidéelitaidon arviointi on myg@s isojen
ryhmien takia hankalaa...”

"I think that communicative exercises are importand they should have a bigger role in
lessons in upper secondary school. The coursebsghes just are SO full that there does
not seem to be time for everything. Evaluating aidlls is also difficult because of the
large group sizes...”

Example 12.

"Haluaisin teettdd enemman suullisia harjoituksidgajempia ryhma- ja paritoita seka
esitelmid. Naiden tekemista rajoittaa suuret ryhmoéikkeka tiukka aikataulu.”

"I would like to have more oral exercises and bigggoup and pair works and
presentations. Large group sizes and a strict siddichit doing these.
Eleven teachers also mentioned matriculation exatioin and/or the curriculum for
upper secondary schools as restricting powersannphg the lessons, forcing teachers

to focus on teaching grammar and therefore reduaimg from everything else.

Example 13.

"...Yo-koe ohjaa lukion englantia kielioppipainageksi, eli perinteisid opetustapoja
suosivaksi eli opettajajohtoiseksi. Kielioppia elitv opita passiivisilla tv katselulla ja
musiikin kuuntelulla!”

”...The matriculation exam directs English lessimapper secondary schools to focus on
grammar, or favouring traditional ways of teachimg, other words teacher-centered
teaching. Grammar is not learned by just passiwefitching TV and listening to
music!...”

Example 14.

"...ongelmana on ajan rajallisuus ja siksi tunrékiginkin ovat samanlaisia. Tama on
siksi, ettd he oppisivat edes sen mitd OPS vaatii.”

"...the problem is limited time and therefore lassare by necessity always similar. The
reason for this is that they should learn at ledwdt the curriculum demands.”

Example 15.
"...Nykyoppikirjojen ongelma on se ettd kaikki ksilgrjat tehddéan samalla kaavalla,

mik& ei motivoi oppilaita eikd opettajia. Tahan osasyyllisend myds OPS, joka on
varsinkin pakollisten aineiden osalta melko orjau#.”

"...The problem with schoolbooks today is that tak books are made with the same
pattern, which doesn’t motivate students or teachBEne curriculum is also partly guilty
for this because at least with compulsory subjiéssquite enslaving.”

Indeed, these issues came up in the study by Haoeskand Kahkénen (2006) as well:
teachers generally have a positive attitude towasdghing oral skills in upper

secondary schools, but lack of time, large groapssand the matriculation examination
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restrict teachers’ work. Furthermore, the teachep®rted that less time was spent on

oral skills during the last year of the school hessaof the matriculation examination.

To sum up, in similar manner as the student pasits, the teacher participants clearly
prefer innovative ways of teaching. As already rioerdd, twenty teachers suggested in
their responses only tasks and exercise types wdaohbe labeled as innovative ways
of teaching and the remaining fifty answers corgdireither both traditional and
innovative ways of teaching or something more galin&@ecause of this, a conclusion
can be drawn that even though teachers value comativeness a great deal, a balance
between traditional and innovative ways of teachegnportant. This finding supports
the earlier study by Liu (2004), according to whmdmmunicative language teaching
and combining several different language teachireghods were the most popular

among language teachers.

Indeed, the students’ and the teachers’ answetiset@pen-ended question were very
similar. Yet, the teachers seem to value variabetween teaching that emphasizes
communicativeness and student-centeredness aritionatl teacher-led lessons more
than students. Furthermore, whereas the studehtshmwstly gave simple suggestions
for effective ways of learning English, severalcteaxs also explained why they think
their suggestions are effective in language learnim why something does not

necessarily work in lessons.

7 DISCUSSION

In this chapter | will discuss the main findings thie present study in relation to
previous research. In addition, | will go througdte tlimitations of the study and give

suggestions for future research.

7.1 The main results

The purpose of the present study was to find owtvidinds of ways of teaching are
used in English lessons in Finnish upper seconslampols and whether there is a clear
preference either for traditional or innovative wayf teaching. Furthermore, the study
aimed at finding out the students’ and the teachgpmions on different ways of

teaching English. Moreover, the participants’ opits about the most effective ways of
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language teaching were asked. In addition, theesiisdand the teachers’ answers were

compared throughout the study and differences emnithsities were identified.

The purpose of the first part of the questionnaias to find out an answer for the first
research question: what kind of teaching takes eplac Finnish upper secondary
schools?The results indicate that from the two sets ofesteents the participants agreed
more with the statements referring to innovativeysvaf teaching. Therefore, a
conclusion can be drawn that, at least to somengxtenovative ways of teaching are
used more than traditional in language teachingimmish upper secondary schools.
This result supports the study by Liu (2004), adowy to which communicative
language teaching is, in addition to an eclectitho@, favored the most by language
teachers. The combined answers of both the studemisthe teachers revealed that
students discuss a lot in English during lessorstha focus is more on information
exchange than on correcting students’ mistakese®ar, according to the majority of
the participants, teachers use more English thamig$h during lessons and also
encourage students to speak English. Furthermtudersts work often together and
instead of focusing more on written skills the emgh is equally on all the four
language skill areas.

Even though the results indicate that innovativeysvaf teaching are used more in
English lessons, traditionality in teaching is Istibt forgotten. An overwhelming

majority replied that written exams still have thiggest value in evaluation and written
tests are regular during courses. Furthermore rdicgpto the results oral exams were
not common. Larsen-Freeman (2008: 184) arguest¢hahers often cannot decide the
way language is taught because the curriculum,dsgdeand exams direct teaching.
Indeed, the teachers’ answers to the open-endedigueevealed that even though they
would want to, large group sizes and lack of timekenit often impossible to have oral
exams, which was also the case in the study by kémes and Kahkonen (2006). In

addition, several teachers wrote how difficult @&ncbe to evaluate oral exams
objectively and how nervous many students are #itwation where they know their

speech is being evaluated. In other words, thatsitu is not natural which can be one
reason why written exams are favored in Englisedas. Even though oral exams are
not very common, approximately half of the part&ifs agreed on the usefulness of
oral exams in language teaching. Because of thisprelusion can be drawn that

without the practical problems teachers mentiosadh as large group sizes and lack of
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time, teachers would probably use oral exams mera avay to evaluate students’
English skills. In addition, even though the paptats emphasized the value of written
exams in evaluation, the majority still reportedttiactive participation also has an
influence on evaluation and that teachers constavhluate students’ speech during
the lessons.

Furthermore, according to the participants, otmaditional teaching behaviors were
used as well during lessons. The results indich& it is common to read aloud
different kinds of texts in English and to do tiatien exercises during lessons. In
addition, when asked about innovative ways of tem;tthe majority of the participants
replied that self-evaluations were not common dwad the teacher did not ask feedback

about his or her teaching.

The hypothesis set in the beginning of the study wWeat written skills dominate
English teaching in upper secondary schools beaaasaculation examination focuses
only on testing literary skills. As already mentah the combined answers of the
students and the teachers indicate that innovithguage teaching and communication
is emphasized over traditional ways of teachingweler, because an overwhelming
majority of both participant groups agreed thattten exams had the biggest value in
evaluation and because matriculation examinatios @flen mentioned as a restricting
factor in planning the lessons in the teachersivans to the open-ended question, it
could be argued that the hypothesis proved togte.ri

The second research question aimed at findingh®ubpinions of the students and the
teachers on the ways of teaching mentioned in thteraents of the first part of the
questionnaire. The purpose of the second part efgirestionnaire was to provide
answers to it. The results indicate that the paditts had clearly more positive
attitudes towards innovative ways of teaching ttmmards traditional teaching. This
finding is confirmed also by Liu (2004), Ibarrarrdrasagabaster and Sierra (2007, cited
in Bernaus and Gardner 2008: 388), Brown (2006) Badram (2006). Indeed, an
overwhelming majority of the participants agreedtth is important that the teacher
encourages students to use English, that therqual docus on all the four language
skill areas and that there is a lot of discussioEmglish during lessons. Furthermore,
over 80% of the respondents also agreed thatusa$ul to use authentic materials and

to speak and understand English instead of focumingprrecting mistakes.
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From the traditional ways of teaching the majoofythe participants agreed that it is
useful to read different kinds of texts aloud irgksh, have regular written tests and do
translation exercises. In addition, over two thiafsthe participants replied that it is

useful that written exams have the biggest valusvaiuation.

The third part of the questionnaire was designegite answers for the third research
guestion which aimed at finding out what are thesimeffective ways of teaching
English. The most popular answers among both maait groups were oral exercises
and pair and group work. Hinkel (2006: 111) poiotg that the context defines the
methods used in language teaching. This becamer@vicbhm the participants’ answers:
several teachers wrote how important it is to taé@ching according to the needs and
skills of the students. Furthermore, as also Lid0O@® and Bartram (2006) found out,
versatility and variation in teaching was mentiométn in both the students’ and the
teachers’ answers. Even though different kindsnofovative ways of teaching were
clearly considered as the most effective in languégprning, traditional ways of
teaching, such as translation and grammar exereisdswritten tasks were still not

forgotten. This result is confirmed by Yli-Renkoda8alo-Lee (1991) as well.

The purpose of the fourth research question wading out whether there are
differences between the students’ and the teachmesteptions and opinions on
language teaching. The comparison between the artipant groups’ answers for the
Likert scale statements in the first part of thesjionnaire gave interesting results that
support the findings by Brown (2006) and Bernaud @ardner (2008). The results
indicate that traditional ways of teaching weredus®re according to the students than
according to the teachers and vice versa, innavatiays of teaching were used more
according to the teachers than according to théestis in English lessons. However,
the participant groups were more unanimous withstagements referring to innovative

ways of teaching than with the traditional stateteen

It is interesting to speculate why these two pgrdnt groups have perceived these
teaching methods as differently as the results shbws obvious that several of the
statements in the questionnaire referring to tiauktl ways of teaching do not represent
the nowadays generally valued teaching which, aisn T{1992: 10) points out,

emphasizes the importance of communicative competand versatility. Instead, most

of these statements represent teaching which igemerally popular or recommended
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among language educators today. Therefore, evamgithit is impossible to say how
honest teachers have been with their answers, ikeee possibility that they have
answered how they know English should be taughaytaghd not how they actually
teach it. However, it also has to be rememberetilibaause the student participants
were only from two different upper secondary schptheir answers as well represent
only the English teaching cultures of two differempiper secondary schools in Finland.
The teacher participants, on the other hand, wera &ll over Finland which is why it
could be argued that their answers give a morabieliresult when the purpose is to

find out how English is taught in upper secondatyosls all over Finland.

When comparing the students’ and the teachers’ emssim the second part of the
guestionnairethe results indicate that the teachers had morativegopinions about
traditional ways of teaching and more positivetade toward innovative ways of
teaching than the students. These findings suppertstudies by Schulz (2001) and
Brown (2006), who also found that students valaditional language teaching, such as
formal grammar instruction and direct error cori@ttmore than teachers. Brown
(2006: 258-259) argues that students are not sirfatyiliar with all the different
principles in second language acquisition, whichwisy they usually do not value
communicativeness as much as teachers do. In@udite continues, if evaluation only
measures written skills, it is natural for studetdsbelieve that language teaching
should focus more on grammatical accuracy than omneunicativeness and
information exchange. Furthermore, students’ apatien for traditional teaching is
also confirmed by Yli-Renko and Salo-Lee (1991)powbund out that students did not
want to reduce traditional teaching because it e@ssidered useful in preparation for

the matriculation examination.

The two participant groups’ answers differed maoréhie first part of the questionnaire.
In other words, the students and the teachers mere unanimous with their opinions
about the effectiveness of specific language teachiehaviors than with their
perceptions about what actually happens in thesidasn. As already mentioned, the
Likert scale questionnaire revealed that the stisdealue traditional ways of teaching
more than the teachers. However, even though theeas for the open-ended question
were relatively similar with both the students dhe teachers, the results revealed that
theteachers seem to value variation between innovatietraditional teaching slightly

more than the students.
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7.2 Limitations of the study

It has to be remembered that the study has itddtrons. First of all, the study is
relatively small because only 96 students and 84hers took part in it. In addition,
because the student participants come from onlydifferent upper secondary schools,
the study only covers the ways of teaching usedabgouple of English teachers.

Therefore, the results cannot be generalized terciine whole of Finland.

Moreover, questionnaire as a data collecting metbetd its own limitations to the
study. First of all, it is challenging to construagtgood questionnaire. There is a
possibility that the wording in some statements hhigave been unclear and has
therefore caused uncertainty or misunderstandingsg the respondents. The students
answered the questionnaire alone at home and thehdaes filed an online
guestionnaire. Because of this, they did not h&wgepossibility to ask if they did not
understand something, which might have affectedr thaswers. In addition and
especially with student participants, there is asgulity that they have not filled the
guestionnaire independently and therefore othermplpemight have affected their
answers. Furthermore, using a Likert scale questive always limits the respondents’
possibilities to express their opinions freely.ded, a couple of the teacher participants
mentioned in their answers to the open-ended aqurestiat for some questions it was
difficult to choose a ready-made response alteradiecause the ways of teaching and
their effectiveness vary depending on the situataod the context. In addition,
analyzing the participants’ gender would have adtbguth to the analysis, which is why

it could be considered as a limitation that th@oeslents’ gender had to be left out.

7.3 Future research

More extensive research is needed in order to leetatgeneralize the results. Because
of the particular nature of a Likert scale questaire, other methods could also be used
in gathering the data, such as observing and rewpttie lessons or interviewing the
participants personally. Further research couldaniagle to find out how students form
their ideas about effective language teaching ahether students’ grades, motivation
and earlier success in English affect their answ8msilarly, the possible effects of
teachers’ age, the length of previous work expegesnd education could be explored.

What is more, future research could aim at findoug whether there are any local
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differences both in the ways of teaching and irdehts’ and teachers’ opinions on
different teaching behaviors and how potential edéghces might influence how and

what students learn.

8 CONCLUSION

As discussed above, according to the majority lahal participants, innovative ways of
teaching were used more than traditional ways atteng in English lessons in upper
secondary schools. However, the results revealedttaditionality in teaching is still

not forgotten and the hypothesis set in the begmwif the study about written skills
dominating English lessons proved to be right, beeawritten exams clearly have the
biggest value in evaluation. What is more, evenugfio some traditional ways of
teaching,such as translation exercises, were consideredulugbe participants had

clearly more positive attitudes towards the innweatvays of teaching mentioned in
the questionnaire. When asked about the most eféewtays of teaching, the most
common answers were oral exercises, pair and gnark and versatility in teaching.

However, different kinds of written tasks and graamnexercises were considered

important as well in several responses.

Finally, the results revealed that the studentd’ thie teachers’ perceptions and opinions
about language teaching differed to some extentsthdents reported about the use of
traditional strategies in English lessons clearlgrenfrequently than the teachers and
even though the participants were more unanimouf Wieir opinions about the
effectiveness of specific language teaching strasetihan with their perceptions about
what actually happens in the classroom, the stgdaisb had more positive opinions
about traditional ways of teaching than the teaxhkr addition, the answers for the
open-ended question revealed that the teacheripariis seemed to value variation

between traditional and innovative teaching slightore than the students.

The results of the study can help upper secondadryad English teachers in developing
their teaching. First of all, because it is appathat both students and teachers value
innovative ways of teaching, such as communicatiercises, equality between all the
language skill areas and the use of authentic métemnore than traditional ways of
teaching, such as working alone or focusing morevitten skills instead of oral skills,

teachers should strive for innovativeness whenrptentheir lessons. However, it has
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to be remembered that the restrictions of timegdagroup sizes and the matriculation
examination, which only measures written skillfeef the ways teachers can teach.
Therefore, bigger changes should be made in thecalum and the whole examination
system. What is more, even though innovativenesswafued highly, the results also
revealed that traditional teaching should not bametely forgotten and therefore some

kind of a balance between these two ways of tegohiwuld be advisable.

Secondly, instead of automatically assuming thatlestits perceive English lessons
similarly and share the same thoughts and ideasitalvbat is effective language
learning, teachers should communicate more witlr tiiedents about what actually
happens in the classroom, what are the goals arpbges of different exercises and
what they consider as effective in language leagnibecause conflicts between
students’ and teachers’ perceptions and opiniongaase problems in learning. As the
results revealed, asking feedback from the studeassnot common in English lessons.
However, regular feedback might help teachers tdetstand better their students’
thoughts about the purposes and effectivenesdfefelt ways of teaching. In addition,
even though teachers clearly do not have time ptaéx the rationale behind all their

teaching activities, it might be useful to briefll why certain activities are done.
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APPENDICES
Appendix 1. The questionnaire for students.

Hyva lukiolainen,

teen pro gradu —tutkielmaa englannin opettamisestamalaisissa lukioissa. Pyrin
selvittamaan, millaista englannin opetus nykyaaneomitéd mielta oppilaat ja opettajat
ovat opetuksesta. Lisdksi tutkin, eroavatko opgpéai ja opettajien mielipiteet
toisistaan. Keraamani aineisto kasitellaan tilagh menetelmin, eikd yksittaisia
vastauksia voi erottaa.

Alla naet vaittamia liittyenlukion englannin tunteihin. Mieti, millaista edellisen
englannin

kurssisi tunneilla oli (poissulkien erikoiskurssit, esinuhgkurssi) ja vastaa vaittamiin
omien kokemustesi perusteellampyréimalla oikea vaihtoehto. Vastaukset kasiail
luottamuksellisesti ja nimettdmind. Lomakkeen &giseen menee noin 10 minuuttia.

Olen tyttd / poika

Vastausvaihtoehdot ovat:

1 = taysin samaa mielta

2 = jokseenkin samaa mielta
3 = jokseenkin eri mielta

4 = taysin eri mielta

5 = en osaa sanoa

Taysin Jokseenkin Jokseenkin ¥&in En

samaa samaa eri eri osaa
mieltd mielta mielta mieltd sanoa
1.Kirjallisilla kokeilla oli suurin merkitys 1 2 3 4 5
arvioinnissa.
2.Kurssin aikana pidettiin ainakin yksi 1 2 3 4 5
suullinen koe.
3.Opettaja arvioi jatkuvasti puhettamme ja 1 2 3 4 5
Aktiivinen osallistuminen vaikutti selkeasti
kurssinumeroon.
4. Teimme itsearvioinnin/itsearviointeja 1 2 3 4 5
omasta oppimisestamme.
5.Kurssilla oli sdannollisesti kirjallisia 1 2 3 4 5
testeja (esim. sanakokeita).
6.0pettaja pyysi usein oppilailta palautetta 1 2 3 4 5
antamastaan opetuksesta.
7.Oppilaat olivat tunneilla enemman 1 2 3 4 5

aanessa kuin opettaja.
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8.Keskustelimme tunneilla paljon 1
englanniksi pareittain tai ryhmissa.

9.0ppilaiden puheessa ilmenevét virheet 1
korjattiin aina.

10.Oppilaat kayttivat tunneilla enemman 1
suomea kuin englantia.

11.Englanniksi puhuminen ja viestin 1
Ymmartaminen oli tunneilla tirkedmpéaa
kuin virheiden korjaaminen.

12.0Opettaja kaytti tunneilla enemman 1
suomea kuin englantia.

13.0ppilaat tydskentelivat tunneilla 1
enemman yksin kuin yhdessa.

14.Tunneilla keskityttiin enemman 1
kielioppiasioihin ja sanastoon kuin
kaytannon kielitaitoon.

15.Tunneilla keskityttiin tasapuolisesti 1
kirjoittamiseen, lukemiseen,
kuuntelemiseen ja puhumiseen.

16.Teimme usein kdannodstehtavia 1
(lauseita tai tekstipatkia).

17.Kaytimme tunneilla oppikirjan 1
lisdksi usein myds muuta materiaalia
(esim. Internet, musiikki, Kirjat,
sanomalehdet, elokuvat jne.).

18.Luimme usein kirjan kappaleita 1
tai muita teksteja parin kanssa daneen
englanniksi.

19.Toimimme tunneilla usein saman 1
jarjestyksen mukaisesti ja poikkeuksia
rutiiniin tuli harvoin.

20.Opettaja kannusti ja rohkaisi meita 1
kayttamaan englantia niin tunneilla kuin
vapaa-ajallakin.

21.Englannin oppiminen oli tunneilla 1
hauskaa ja mielenkiintoista.
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Alla néet vaittamia liittyen englannin opetuksekleti nyt, mitéd mielta olet vaittamista
yleisestija vastaa ympyréimalla mielestési oikea vaihtoehto

Taysin Jokseenkin Jokseenkin Taysin En

samaa samaa eri eri osaa
mieltd mielta mielta mieltdsanoa
1.0n hyva, etta kirjallisilla kokeilla on 1 2 3 4 5
suurin merkitys arvioinnissa.
2.0n hyva, ettd kurssin aikana pidetdan 1 2 3 4 5
Ainakin yksi suullinen koe.
3.0n tarkeéaa, ettd opettaja arvioi jatkuvasti 1 2 3 4 5
puhettamme ja aktiivinen osallistuminen
vaikuttaa selkeasti kurssinumeroon.
4.0n hyodyllista tehda itsearviointeja 1 2 3 4 5
omasta oppimisesta.
5.0n hyva, etta tunneilla pidetaan 1 2 3 4 5
saanndllisesti kirjallisia testeja
(esim. sanakokeita).
6.0n tarkeaa, etta opettaja pyytaa 1 2 3 4 5
usein oppilailta palautetta antamastaan
opetuksesta.
7.0n hyva, ettd oppilaat ovat tunneilla 1 2 3 4 5
enemman aanessa kuin opettaja.
8.Tunneilla on hyddyllista keskustella 1 2 3 4 5
Paljon englanniksi pareittain tai ryhmissa.
9.0n tarkeéaa, ettd oppilaiden puheessa 1 2 3 4 5
lImenevat virheet korjataan aina.
10.0n hyva, ettd oppilaat kayttavat 1 2 3 4 5
tunneilla enemman suomea kuin englantia.
11.Englanniksi puhuminen ja viestin 1 2 3 4 5
Ymmartaminen on tunneilla tarkeampaa
kuin virheiden korjaaminen.
12.0n tarkead, etta opettaja kayttaa tunneillal 2 3 4 5
enemman suomea kuin englantia.
13.0n hyva, etta oppilaat saavat tydoskennelld 2 3 4 5
tunneilla enemman yksin kuin yhdessa.
14.0n tarkeaa, etta tunneilla keskitytaan 1 2 3 4 5

enemman kielioppiasioihin ja sanastoon kuin
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kaytannon kielitaitoon.

15. Tunneilla on hyva keskittyd tasapuolisesti 1 2 3 4 5
kirjoittamiseen, lukemiseen, kuuntelemiseen
ja puhumiseen.

16. Kielen oppimisen kannalta on hyddyllista 1 2 3 4 5
tehda kaannostehtavia (lauseita tai tekstipatkia).

17. On tarkeéa, etta tunneilla kaytetaan oppikirjan 2 3 4 5
lisdksi usein myds muuta materiaalia

(esim. Internet, musiikki, kirjat, sanomalehdet,

elokuvat jne.).

18. On hyddyllista lukea kirjan kappaleita 1 2 3 4 5
tai muita teksteja parin kanssa déneen

englanniksi.

19. Tunneilla on hyva toimia saman 1 2 3 4 5

jarjestyksen mukaisesti ja niin, ettéa
poikkeuksia rutiiniin tulee harvoin.

20. On tarkeéaa, ettd opettaja kannustaa ja 1 2 3 4 5
rohkaisee meitd kayttamaan englantia niin
tunneilla kuin vapaa-ajallakin.

21.Englannin oppimisen taytyy olla 1 2 3 4 5
Koulussa hauskaa ja mielenkiintoista.

Kerro lyhyesti millaisten opetustapojen ja tehtavie uskot omasta mielestési olevan
kaikkein hyodyllisimpia englannin oppimisessa? Milkista opetusta toivoisit
englannin tunneille?

KITOS VASTAUKSISTASI! ©



88

Appendix 2. The questionnaire for teachers.

Arvoisa englannin opetta

teen pro gradu tutkielmaa englannin opettamisesta suomalaisisdaoidsa. Pyrit
selvittdmaan, millaista englannin opetus nykyaamanita mielta oppilaat ja opettajat o
opetuksesta.Liséksi tutkin, eroavatko oppilaiden ja opettajienielipiteet toisistaal
Keraamani aineisto kasitellaan tilastollisin mefrate, eikd yksittaisia vastauksia \
erottaa.

Alla naet 20 vaittamaa liittyetukion englannin tunteihin. Mieti millaista edelliser
englannin kurssisi tunneilla oli (poissulkien erikoiskurssit, esim. puhekurssi)vasta
vaittamiin ympyrdimalla oikea vaihtoehto. Vastauks@sitelladn luottamuksellisesti
nimettémina. Lomakkeen tayttamiseen menee noin ihQuttia.

1. Sukupuoli *
O Nainer
O Mies

2. Mieti edellisen opettamasi englannin kurssin tuteja ja valitse sopivin
vastausvaihtoehto.
taysin jokseenkin jokseenkirtaysin en

samaa Ssamaa eri eri osaa
mielta mielta mielta mieltd sanoa

1.Kirjallisilla kokeilla oli suurin merkitys
arvioinnissa.

©) O O o O

2.Kurssin aikana pidettiin ainakin yksi

suullinen koe. O O O O O

3.Arvioin jatkuvasti oppilaiden puhetta
aktiivinen osallistuminen vaikutti O O O O O
selkeasti kurssinumeroon.

4. Oppilaat tekivat
itsearvioinnin/itsearviointeja omasta O O O O O
oppimisestaan.

5. Kurssilla oli séanndllisesti kirjallisi
testeja (esim. sanakokeita).

6. Pyysin usein oppilailta palautetta
antamastani opetuksesta.

7. Oppilaat olivat tunneilla enemm
aanessa kuin mina.
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8. Oppilaat keskustelivat tunneilla paljon
englanniksi pareittain tai ryhmissa.

O

9. Oppilaiden puheessa ilmenevét virl

korjattiin aina. O

10. Oppilaat kayttivat tunneilla enemman
suomea kuin englantia.

O

11. Englanniksi puhuminen ja viestin
ymmartaminen oli tunneilla tarkeampad O
kuin virheiden korjaaminen.

12. Kaytin tunneilla enemman suomea

kuin englantia. O
13. Oppilaat tydskentelivat tunneilla o
enemman yksin kuin yhdessa.

14. Tunneilla keskityttiin enemman
kielioppiasioihin ja sanastoon kuin o

suulliseen kielitaitoon ja
kommunikointiin.

15. Tunneilla keskityttiin tasapuolise
kirjoittamiseen, lukemiseen, O
kuuntelemiseen ja puhumiseen.

16. Teimme usein kdannostehtavia

(lauseita tai tekstipatkia). O
17. Kaytimme tunneilla oppikirjan lisak
usein my0s muuta materiaalia (esim. o

Internet, musiikki, kirjat, sanomalehdet,
elokuvat jne.).

18. Oppilaat lukivat usein kirjan
kappaleita tai muita teksteja parin kanssaQ
aaneen englanniksi.

19. Toimimme tunneilla usein sam
jarjestyksen mukaisesti ja poikkeuk O
rutiiniin tuli harvoin.

20. Kannustin ja rohkaisin oppilaita
kayttamaan englantia niin tunneilla kuin O
vapaa-ajallakin.

21.Kurssin opettaminen oli hauskaa ja

mielenkiintoista. O
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3. Mieti, mitéa mielta olet vaittamista yleisesti ja vditse sopivin vaihtoehto.

taysin jokseenkin taysin en

jokseenkin - 2
Samaa . Ler erl Osaa
. ... Samaa mielta_. ... L

mielta mielta mieltd sanoa
1.0n hyva, etta kirjallisilla kokeilla on
suurin merkitys arvioinnissa. O O O O O
2.0n hyva, etta kurssin aikana pidet
ainakin yksi suullinen koe. O O O O O
3.0n tarkeaa, etta opettaja arvioi
jatkuvasti oppilaiden puhetta
aktiivinen osallistuminen vaikuttaa O O O O O
selkedasti kurssinumeroon
4 Oppilaiden on hyodyllista tehda

PP yory O e O O O

itsearviointeja omasta oppimisestaan.

5.0n hyva, etta tunneilla pidetaan
saanndllisesti kirjallisia testeja (esim. O O O O O
sanakokeita).

6.0n tarkeaa, etta opettaja pyytaéa usein

oppilailta palautetta antamastaan O O O O O
opetuksesta.

7.0n hyva, ettéa oppilaat ovat tunneilla

enemman aanessa kuin mina. O O O O O
8.Tunneilla on hyddyllisté keskustella

paljon englanniksi pareittain tai O O O O O

ryhmissa.

9. On tarkeaa, etta oppilaiden puheessa

ilmenevat virheet korjataan aina. O O O O O
10.0n hyva, etta oppilaat kayttavat
tunneilla enemman suomea kuin O O O O O

englantia.

11.Englanniksi puhuminen ja viestin
ymmartaminen on tunneilla tarkeampaa O O O O O
kuin virheiden korjaaminen.

12. On tarkeda, etté opettaja kayttaa
tunneilla enemman suomea kuin O @) O O O
englantia.

13.0n hyva, etta oppilaat saa
tyoskennella tunneilla enemman yksin O O O O O
kuin yhdessa.

14.0n tarkeda, etté tunneilla keskityt:
enemman kielioppiasioihin ja sanastoonQ O O O O
kuin suulliseen kielitaitoon ja
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kommunikointiin.

15. Tunneilla on hyva keskittya
tasapuolisesti kirjoittamiseen,
lukemiseen, kuuntelemiseen ja
puhumiseen.

16. Kielen oppimisen kannalta on
hyodyllista tehda kdannostehtavia O O O O O
(lauseita tai tekstipatkia).

17. On tarke&a, etta tunneilla kaytet:
oppikirjan lisaksi usein myés muuta
materiaalia (esim. Internet, musiikki,
kirjat, sanomalehdet, elokuvat jne.).

18. Oppilaiden on hyodyllista lukea
kirjan kappaleita tai muita tekstejapa O O O O O
kanssa &aneen englanniksi.

19. Tunneilla on hyva toimia saman
jarjestyksen mukaisesti ja niin, e O O O O O
poikkeuksia rutiiniin tulee harvoin.

20. On tarke&a, etta opettaja kannustaa
ja rohkaisee oppilaita kayttama

englantia niin tunneilla kuin vapaa- O O O O O
ajallakin.
21.Englannin oppimisen taytyy olla o o o o o

koulussa hauskaa ja mielenkiintoista.

4. Kerro lyhyesti millaisten opetustapojen ja tehtavie uskot omasta mielestasi
olevan kaikkein hyddyllisimpia englannin oppimisesa? Millaisia
opetusmenetelmia toivoisit voivasi hyddyntaa oppitaneilla?



