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1 INTRODUCTION 

“The students’ output was generally very short, which indicated that they were rather 

unaccustomed to performing monologues” (Huhtanen, Härmälä, Marjanen & Puukko 2019, 

53) 

 

This direct quote is taken from the results of a study, where it was found that Finnish 7th graders 

students could not reach an appropriate skill level for oral communication. This means that, 

when asked, they were unable tell what they did last summer. I see these results as something 

that should definitely endorse the importance of teaching oral skills. In this modern and global 

world where English holds the status of lingua franca, there should not and cannot be any 

arguments that undervalue the need for proper communication and pronunciation skills in EFL 

(English as a Foreign Language) classrooms. Teaching oral English skills has not been overly 

valued in the past, which explains why even in these modern days, it does not acquire the same 

amount of dedication in-class as its written counterpart. Fulcher (2014, 2) tackles the history of 

oral testing and illuminates on the fact that although the concept of ‘oral testing’ existed even 

before the First World War, it did not actually require the learners to speak, but instead, they 

were asked to write down the pronunciation of the words through phonetic script only. Oral 

testing and the recognition of oral skills as an important part of English language proficiency 

has obviously come a long way and nowadays there exists a plethora of pedagogical EFL 

guidebooks that emphasize oral skills alongside with the more traditional written skills (see 

Hedge 2000; Kelly 2000; Ur 1996), which can be a useful resource to any EFL teacher in 

education. 

 

But while the resources have become available and the importance of oral skills is 

acknowledged by respected English language researchers, I noticed this aspect was largely, if 

not completely, absent from the English teacher trainee-program, which is offered at the 

University of Helsinki. The pedagogical studies had a heavy focus on managing the classroom 

and on other pedagogical means that help the teacher trainees communicate with their future 

students and identify their needs and the best strategies to deal with them. While necessary, I 

could not help but wonder why there was no mention on how to tackle issues with the spoken 

medium as they are perceived as being a major issue according to teachers. For example, in a 

study by Gómez, Hernández, & Perales (2019, 113) they found out that teachers have a problem 

with providing feedback to their students on their oral skills, because they were worried about 
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insulting or hurting the students’ feelings. In my eyes, the biggest notion was that in their 

findings they also concluded that this fear of hurting the students’ feelings was not based on 

any theoretical considerations but rather on their experience-derived beliefs (Gómez, 

Hernández, & Perales 2019, 113). This proves my own experience with the teacher training 

programme, as it also provided no theoretical evidence on anything related to what is positive 

or negative when teaching oral skills. Basically, it is left on the teacher’s own individual 

shoulders to look up any pedagogical strategies concerning oral skills. 

 

The outcome of this reality can be seen in an independent study scrutinizing the 7th-graders’ 

English language proficiency in Finnish schools and how well their skills reflect the NCC’s 

criteria (Huhtanen, Härmälä, Marjanen & Puukko 2019). In the study, the 7th-graders took an 

exam where their English language skills were tested comprehensively. As for their oral skills, 

their results show that the students met the NCC’s criteria for oral skills on a general level but 

struggled in particular with the exercise that tested their communicative skills (Huhtanen, 

Härmälä, Marjanen & Puukko 2019, 52). They also stated that the students seemed to be very 

unaccustomed to performing short monologues. In this said exercise they had to describe, with 

the help of cues, what they did last summer (Huhtanen, Härmälä, Marjanen & Puukko 2019, 

53). Since performing monologues is a type of sub-skill of communication strategies, it shows 

the necessity of teaching these oral skills. Otherwise they will not have the required practice 

and skills to describe their actions or life in general. Or what they did last summer. Bovellan 

(2020, 92) states that it is very important to get to the bottom of why these 7th graders struggled 

with such a seemingly mundane oral task. And I concur. This notion piloted the development 

of my research questions, which stand as follows: 

 

1. What are the Finnish EFL teachers’ attitudes and opinions towards teaching English 

oral skills and providing feedback on them? 

2. Are communicational skills and pronunciation taught in EFL classrooms in Finnish 

schools? 

3. What kind of oral corrective feedback do teachers provide to students? 

 

What I intend to find out with these research questions is whether the importance of oral skills 

as a part of a comprehensive English language proficiency has reached the Finnish EFL 

teachers’ pedagogical mindset and if they dedicate any time to teaching the oral skills of  



3 

 

communication and pronunciation. While a plethora of other English oral aspects exist, I chose 

communicational skills and pronunciation for my personal interest towards them, and because 

I feel they are aspects both students and teachers struggle with the most on their perspective 

parts. Additionally, since providing feedback seems to be a discernible problem among EFL 

teachers when teaching oral skills, I will include that aspect in my thesis as well, for feedback 

provision can be used as an effective and supportive pedagogical tool. With that said, it is time 

to look at what previous research has to say on the matter of pronunciation, communicative 

aspects and oral corrective feedback. 
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2 THEORETICAL BACKGROUND 

In this section I will shed light on the existing studies and theories of oral sub-skills that were 

specifically chosen for this thesis, and I will discuss the pedagogy of teaching them to firmly 

ground myself in the previous research surrounding the topics in question. I will start with oral 

skills and define the aspects, namely the communication skills and pronunciation. After 

illuminating the said oral sub-skills, I will examine what theories revolve around teaching oral 

skills through providing feedback, as I consider it an important pedagogical tool. Now, as 

discussed, I will move onto defining the aspects of oral skills I am interested in; communication 

skills and pronunciation. I will eye these topics through descriptions provided by the National 

Core Curriculum (NCC) for Finnish schools, alongside with other independent researchers’ 

findings and definitions. 

2.1 Communicative aspects of spoken English 

I will start by defining what communicative aspects (also referred to as interactional 

competence or skills), can be in regard to teachable oral skills that could, and arguably should, 

be focused on in Finnish EFL classrooms. A general description of different communicative 

aspects is provided by Douglas (2004). He lists the physical aspects (e.g., setting, classroom), 

semantic aspects (e.g., code of language, topic), rhetorical aspects (e.g., purpose) and 

paralinguistic aspects (e.g., posture, gesture, gaze, facial expression), which all, he argues, has 

an effect on how well one performs in a conversational situation (Douglas 2004, 28). These are 

all easily transferred into an EFL classroom setting as an oral exercise, and it would help for a 

student to be made aware or taught how communication is affected, so they can learn to better 

understand interaction, and, ultimately with practice, get better with their own oral discourse 

skills. While Douglas’ original context was for oral testing purposes, it is easily applicable to a 

regular in-class teaching session. 

 

In addition to the aspects listed by him, there are other pedagogical notes made even more 

closely related to the practical teaching context. For example, Richards (2006, 6) states that 

interactional skills can be taught through speech acts, such as how to open or close a 

conversation properly or how to react to what others say. Hedge (2000, 262), on the other hand, 

emphasizes communication strategies such as gesturing and paraphrasing as a means to 

acquiring proper communication skills that help being understood orally. These are concrete 
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and useful examples that show that oral communicative skills can be divided into sub-skills, 

and they can be taught in EFL classrooms if a teacher deems it necessary. In addition, Ur (1996, 

129) emphasizes interactional talk, long turns and varied situations as something that is also 

important when students practice their communicative skills. Fortunately, Galaczi and Taylor 

(2018, 227) have condensed these interactional skills into one informative picture, which I will 

showcase below. 

 

 

 

Figure 1. Defining interactional competence (Galaczi and Taylor 2018, 227) 

As can be seen from Figure 1, communicative aspects are complex skills that deserve emphasis 

when teaching English oral skills. While it may seem difficult for teachers to tackle the issue 

of teaching them in a consistent and organized manner, many educational guidebooks exist to 

provide guidance. For example, the aforementioned Richards, Hedge and Ur’s works are all 

intended as pedagogical guidebooks for teaching English oral skills, and within those works 

communicative aspects have been noted as something that can be taught in-class. Also, Waring 

(2018) focuses specifically on interactional skills in his extensive article that covers them in a 
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classroom context. He even provides suggestions for some concrete in-class exercises (Waring 

2008, 63-64). But no matter what number of guidebooks exist to help the teachers, they are 

useless if teachers do not recognize the importance of teaching these interactional skills. 

 

Admittedly, not all communicational aspects can be taught from the get-go and for example 

Corbett (2003, 48) and Hughes (2013, 154) have acknowledged the difficulty of teaching some 

communicative aspects such as cultural differences between different languages and their users. 

Not that it lessens the cultural aspect’s importance by any means. On the contrary, I feel the 

difficulty of the subject makes it even more imperative to teach properly and with continuous 

practice and a specified focus on it. Also, an important notion that Hughes (2013, 26-27) makes, 

is that spontaneous oral speech is never perfect and includes speech properties such as 

hesitations, false starts and can be restricted in vocabulary or grammar. If this concept was 

taught to the students, it would effectively put a stop to the fear of “sounding bad” and help 

with other performance issues often related to situations where a foreign language is used or 

practiced. I feel teaching these communicative aspects to students would help both teachers and 

students understand that the more one knows about how people interact orally, the easier it is 

for students to learn it and teachers to teach it. 

 

In spite of this, official organizations for testing English language proficiency, such as IELTS 

and TOEFL have classified some of these naturally occurring speech properties as negative and 

something that should be corrected (Hughes 2013). Hughes has compiled a list of features, such 

as ‘repetition’, ‘hesitation’ and ‘self-correction’,  that were mentioned as a sign of weaker 

performance in the official criteria given by TOEFL and IELTS (Hughes 2013, 106). I feel that 

as long as official language testing organizations and educational in-class teacher practices do 

not allow natural ‘flaws’ of speech, it is harder for teachers and students to focus on the aspects 

that can be taught, instead of only looking at flaws. With this being said, I will now take a quick 

look at what sort of communicative aspects are directly mentioned in the NCC, as it is what 

teachers in Finnish education are supposed to follow and therefore, I claim, it has a direct effect 

on whether teachers are aware of them and if they will teach communication skills or not. 

2.2 Communicative aspects in the Finnish NCC 

The NCC has two different versions, one for elementary school and another for high school, 

where the former one specifies the skills students are supposed to know at the end of 6th and 
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9th grade and the latter one offers course descriptions, which include goals of the course and 

lists the general skills that students should acquire after completing each course. As for 

communicative aspects, the NCC for elementary school does not seem to mention any of them 

directly at least, and even oral skills in a more general sense is always lumped together with 

written skills so oral skills are rarely, if ever, given any individual focus (see POPS 2014 

sections 14.4.3 and 15.4.3). This finding is not too surprising when the students’ young age is 

taken into consideration. Some communicative aspects, such as ‘recognizing situational 

contexts for different registers’ and ‘how to argue properly’ are skills that they have not yet 

necessarily mastered in their primary language either, so it is fair not to expect these skills in 

foreign language use. 

 

As for the NCC version for high school, mentions of quite many communicative aspects can be 

found, which, given that the students are much older, should also be expected (LOPS 2019, 

sections 6.5.1 and 6.5.2). For example, in the course description for module 1, one of the topics 

is “practicing interaction via discourse” (LOPS 2019, 181) The mentions can still be considered 

somewhat problematic because the descriptions lack depth as to what “interaction” or 

“discourse” actually consist of. The terms are often lumped together with writing skills and no 

distinction between what is meant to be an oral or written skill is made in the course 

descriptions. For example, the use of the word “discourse” or even “conversation” in the course 

description does not automatically mean they will be practiced orally. Ultimately, practicing 

“discourse” orally versus in written form comes down to the teacher’s personal awareness of 

the plethora of communicative aspects and whether they know how to teach them and concur 

with the fact that they are beneficial to teach in regard to English oral language proficiency. 

And at the moment of writing, the matriculation exam in English does not test oral skills, which 

might further affect the teachers’ emphasis on written skills over their oral counterpart. Next, I 

will take a look at pronunciation and go over the previous studies concerning it and also quickly 

compare those to how the NCC emphasizes pronunciation. 

2.3 Pronunciation 

While theoretical and pedagogical literature exists on the previously discussed communicative 

oral skills, there are also copious amounts of previous research available on pronunciation as a 

sub-skill of English oral proficiency. For instance, Pennington (1996) in her pedagogical 

guidebook to teach pronunciation offers an extensive sub-categorization of pronunciation skills 
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such as ‘word and clause emphasis’, ‘regional and social variation in pronunciation’ (accents 

and dialects) and ‘intonation’, which are aspects I have also chosen to include in my study due 

to their common frequency in oral speech. Although all the pronunciation aspects she lists are 

important, I could not include all of them in my thesis due to resource limitations. Additionally, 

she provides a clear guide for any teacher willing to start teaching pronunciation from the 

beginning (Pennington 1996, 225). She endows a useful and clear in-class unit structure that 

teachers could follow and adapt to suit their student levels the best (Pennington 1996, 226). 

Similar pedagogical guidance is provided by Ur (1996), who also supports teaching 

pronunciation skills such as, but not limited to ‘sounds’, ‘rhythm and stress’, ‘intonation’, ‘flow 

of speech’ and ‘listening to different accents’ and provides comprehensive instruction on how 

best to teach them. As an important note, I think it is imperative that Ur emphasizes the fact 

that the goal for teaching pronunciation is not instantiating a perfect native-like accent, but 

rather to be comprehensively and competently understood (Ur 1996, 52).  

 

While these aforementioned works discussed the theories on which sub-skills of pronunciation 

should be taught, there are also studies about how pronunciation has been taught in-class in the 

past. Cristina, Tejeda & Basurto (2014, 158) found in their study, that teachers devote little time 

to teaching pronunciation. They concluded that the only pronunciation-activity was when the 

schoolbook offered a pronunciation-related exercise but otherwise it was mainly ignored as a 

teachable skill, with some exceptions (Cristina, Tejeda & Basurto 2014, 158-160). Similar 

worrisome findings have been made in an article by Griffiths (2004), who states that 

pronunciation has generally been seen as a secondary skill compared to the prioritized grammar 

and lexis. He states having witnessed even teachers with a good amount of experience to avoid 

tackling pronunciation issues in-class (2004). He argues that this is due to the “lack of clear 

guidelines and rules available in course books” (2004). Well, as far as I am concerned, there 

seems to be plenty of pedagogical guidebooks untying these issues, so the teachers do have the 

resources available. My personal stand is that teacher training program should put more 

emphasis on oral skills from the get-go so oral skills are not left on the teacher (trainee)’s 

individual shoulders to deal with and adapt to. And like Griffiths said, coursebooks could pick 

up on this and provide chapters on pronunciation and more varied exercises to make teachers’ 

work considerably easier as teachers are not to blame here.  
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In any case, Griffiths (2004) also points out that even if teachers do mention pronunciation in-

class, it will not have a positive learning effect on students’ oral skills if the skill is only 

discussed and practiced once a month, as seemed to be the case with the teachers studied by 

Cristina, Tejeda & Basurto (2014). Now, the importance of systematic teaching of 

pronunciation cannot be ignored, as Kelly (2000) demonstrates in his pronunciation guidebook. 

He imagines a situation where a learner, when ordering in a restaurant, says they’d like to have 

soap instead of soup (Kelly 2000, 11). This simple imaginary situation itself is enough to prove 

that without sufficient oral skills in pronunciation, one cannot be considered proficient in 

English language and is and should, ergo, be an imperative focus in teaching, as well. Now that 

it has been established that pedagogical research and guidebooks do provide help in 

understanding how and why pronunciation should be taught, I will take a look at how the 

Finnish NCC responds to this need in teaching. 

2.4 Pronunciation in the Finnish NCC 

Although the NCC offered only limited description or emphasis on the communicative oral 

skills, it does cover pronunciation as an oral sub-skill more extensively, even on a grassroots 

level. In the elementary version, it is stated that as a 6th grader, they should know the “basic 

rules of pronunciation” (LOPS 2014, 220). This is, I argue, an appropriate and descriptive 

enough guideline, because “basic rules of pronunciation” as a concept, even if a teacher has no 

prior personal knowledge of them, can easily be looked up and is not a vague hypernym such 

as, for example “communication”, which would require a lot more effort on the teacher’s part 

to induce what it actually is in terms of concrete skills that the NCC wants students to learn. 

Even more descriptive and concrete skills or terms are mentioned in the elementary school 

NCC, such as “word and clause stress”, “speech rhythm” and “intonation” (ibid.). As for the 

9th graders’ criteria, it shifts on the vague side again, as they’re required to master “good 

pronunciation”. Now, what is considered as “good” pronunciation varies from teacher to 

teacher, since some might think only native-like accent is appropriate and others might be more 

tolerant and accepting of Finnish (or other) accents and ways to pronounce. But nonetheless, 

pronunciation is often mentioned as a specific skill at the end of elementary school (POPS 2014, 

349-352).  

 

Lastly, The NCC for high school also makes a few mentions of pronunciation as a skill and 

even offers concrete sub-skills in some instances (LOPS 2019). For instance, in the course 
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description for ENA2 (“English as a global language”), “formation of sounds” is specifically 

stated as one of the main topics of the course (181). The more frequent occurrence of 

pronunciation versus other oral skills in the NCC is too not surprising, because pronunciation 

has been a trendy focus ever since the Second World War, as Fulcher (2014) indicates. This is 

due to the fact that war required soldiers to start acquiring oral skills to perform their 

international duties better and, ergo, oral skills (namely pronunciation) started being tested 

(Fulcher 2014, 6-7). Now that I have introduced the aspects of oral skills, namely the different 

communication skills and pronunciation, I will move onto discussing the theories surrounding 

oral corrective feedback. 

 

2.5 Oral corrective feedback (OCF) 

The importance of providing oral corrective feedback has been debated in research. Chaudron 

(1988, 132) thinks that, in addition to giving general instruction to students, the most important 

role that teachers have is often considered to be providing both negative and positive feedback 

on the students’ speech production. He continues by stating that students gather information 

about their own behaviour based on how a teacher reacts or does not react (Chaudron 1988, 

133). This means that it can and should be utilized as a teaching tool, since students respond to 

it. But in a study by Brown (2003) it was apparent that feedback provision has both positive 

and negative effects on the students and their performance, and that the usefulness of feedback 

was dependent on the teacher’s personal interactional skills. She found that explicit feedback 

from an interviewer during oral interview assessment tended to incite better performance which 

eventually led to a higher grade in assessing a test taker’s oral skills on an IELTS scale (Brown 

2003, 15). The drawback here seems to be, that if no feedback is provided, or if it is provided 

implicitly or unclearly, feedback can also have negative effects on the learner and lead to a 

lower score, which was also noticed by Brown (ibid.). Consequently, feedback provision can 

be an effective tool, as long as it is explicit and clear to the student. Next, I will take a closer 

look at what different types of feedback can be utilized. 

 

Chaudron provides a glimpse into the plethora of different types of negative and positive 

feedback strategies, such as confirmation checks, repetition, clarification requests and 

explanations (1988, 144). Ur (1996, 249) adds her own examples to this list and mentions 

correction techniques such as ‘not reacting at all’, ‘indicating that there is a mistake but not 
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providing any information about what is wrong’, ‘saying what is wrong and providing a model 

of the acceptable version’ among other strategies. There have also been other studies of 

corrective feedback since the 1970s, which mention aspects such whether teachers use 

immediate or delayed correction and whether the nature of that feedback is explicit or implicit, 

in addition to investigating what types of oral instances were corrected (Sheen 2011, 54). 

Another similar study by Gómez, Hernández & Perales (2019) concluded that EFL teachers 

mostly preferred providing delayed feedback. The participants explained that this was because 

they felt uncomfortable with the idea of interrupting the learners and that this would intimidate 

them and cause inhibitions (Gómez, Hernández & Perales 2019, 114). The participants' notions 

seemed to be based on their own beliefs rather than previous studies about the topic (ibid.). 

While I personally found this revelation a bit cumbersome, I am not alone in my thinking. This 

kind of acting based on fear or belief alone has been noted as an over-simplification by Ur 

(1996, 247). What she means is, that while there are instances where it is indeed valid to not 

interrupt a learner during fluent speech by correcting them, it does not hold true to all situations 

and should not be considered the automated response in all situations. 

 

Now, in addition to studies about the effects of immediate versus delayed feedback, findings 

have also been made about the effectiveness of the (explicit versus implicit) nature of feedback. 

For example, Sheen (2010) has found that implicit or indirect oral feedback is not as effective 

as the explicit or direct kind. She states that the timing of the feedback (i.e., immediate versus 

delayed) has less of an effect on students’ learning than the visibility of feedback (explicit or 

direct versus implicit or indirect feedback) does (Sheen 2010, 225). Unfortunately, it seems that 

implicit or indirect feedback is being preferred by teachers (Gómez, Hernández & Perales 2019) 

despite the proof of the positive learning effects of explicit feedback. Reflecting the reasons of 

delayed feedback being preferred over immediate feedback, teachers seem to avoid providing 

explicit feedback due to the fear of insulting the student and therefore resort to using implicit 

feedback more often (Gómez, Hernández & Perales 2019, 112). Ur (1996, 242) disagrees with 

this fear as well and deems it unrealistic. She feels that for feedback to be considered 

meaningful, it will inevitably involve some judgment and suggests that it might be more useful 

to create an atmosphere in the classroom, where it is understood that mistakes are natural and 

useful as far as language learning is concerned. She emphasizes that providing feedback is 

supposed to appear to students as something to help and promote learning and that making a 

mistake is not a bad thing, but instead should be regarded as a ‘way into getting it right’ (Ur 



12 

 

1996, 242-243). I personally concur with those important words and with them I will close this 

topic and move onto discussing the data and methods of this thesis next. 
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3 DATA AND METHODS 

The purpose of this study is to find whether communicational skills and pronunciation are 

taught in EFL classrooms in Finnish schools and to shed light on the teachers’ own attitudes 

towards English oral skills and teaching them in addition to the teachers’ perceived problems 

for teaching oral skills. Firstly, I will discuss the methods I have chosen for the purposes of this 

study, and secondly, I will present the survey’s cover letter, basic information of the 

respondents and questions in more detail. 

3.1 Research methods 

To best understand the matter of teaching English oral skills in Finnish schools, I chose a mix 

of both qualitative and quantitative methodology. Namely, I used a combination of qualitative 

interpretive content analysis and quantitative survey methods to comprehensively analyze the 

findings. I back this decision with a notion of combined methodology’s usefulness made by 

Vehkalahti (2019, 13), who feels that quantitative methods can result in detailed findings and 

that quantitative and qualitative methods are suitable to be used alongside one another. The 

qualitative means help decipher the reasoning, phenomena and motives behind the respondents’ 

answers and open comments whereas quantitative methods help relate this study’s findings to 

previous studies and guide the justification of the generalizability of the results when applicable.  

 

Interpretive content analysis has commonly been used in studies concerning education (Drisko 

& Maschi 2015, 2) and for the purposes of this thesis, it is chosen so the open comments given 

by the respondents can be analyzed further. Drisko & Maschi (ibid.) state that conducting 

interpretive content analysis can help understand what pre-occurring aspects cause or affect the 

communication that is being analyzed, even when the original source (in this case the 

respondents, who were anonymous and cannot be contacted) are not available or if the analyzed 

events or statements took place in the past. Furthermore, using interpretive content analysis 

helps decipher the potential reasoning respondents have for the arguments they make in their 

open comments, and interpretive content analysis also helps understand what circumstances 

make respondents manifest the opinions they have and why they perform in-class as they claim 

to perform. But as with any method, interpretive content analysis must always be in respect of 

evidence and empirical data (Krippendorff 2019, 25). For the purpose of said evidence and 

empirical data, background information about the respondents was collected. Information about 
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their age, teaching years and qualifications could help understand the attitudes and opinions, 

which, I argue, are quite often tied to a person’s age and society they live or have lived in. For 

example, some pedagogical ideologies that were prevalent earlier (such as the ideology in which 

students did not need to learn to speak, only to write in order to be considered a sufficient 

language user) might stand out against the responses that demonstrate more modern ways. 

While this sort of ideology was prevalent decades ago, a diluted version of this sort of thinking 

still persists in some individual teachers, as I have seen first-hand with some of my own English 

teachers. Without interpreting these indirect background factors, some of the respondents’ 

comments might become unusable and nonsensical in light of what might and should be 

expected. 

 

Quantitative methods in the form of a survey are used in this thesis to gather information about 

the prevalence of certain pedagogical attitudes towards teaching or correcting English oral skills 

and to record the numerical occurrence of different methods that are used when teaching those 

oral skills. Woodrow (2014, 12) describes typical quantitative questions being very concise and 

often in the form of yes/no type questions, which this survey also utilizes, among other 

quantitative types. And, as this survey mostly consists of quantitative questions, the survey is 

quantitative in nature and therefore, according to Punch (2003, 12) it is equipped to generating 

numerical data. He continues by stating that the survey is aimed at measuring variables (ibid.), 

which in the case of this study, would mean the different attitudes and methods that are being 

investigated. While 20 out of this survey’s 22 questions are quantitative in their design, the two 

remaining questions are open-ended. Nevertheless, surveys and their questions can be used for 

qualitative purposes as well (Punch 2003, 12). Now that I have introduced the methods of use, 

I will move onto presenting the survey, its participants and the questions it entails further. 

3.2 Google Forms -online survey 

The survey was conducted online with Google Forms serving as the chosen platform, mostly 

because of its familiarity and simplicity to use. Online surveys have risen as a valuable research 

method and are a valid option for they do not have to be stored anywhere physically (Vehkalahti 

2019, 48). Vehkalahti (2019, 13) also states that surveys are mostly quantitative in nature and 

statistical methods apply well with them. All the respondents will be referred to as 

“respondents” and they are differentiated by their answers only when necessary, and their 

answers cannot be traced back to any individual who completed this survey.   
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As to how this survey is constructed, the questionnaire itself consists of both closed and open 

questions. Closed questions are the kind where respondents have to pick from a ready-made list 

of items or answers, whereas open questions are the kind where the respondents are allowed to 

write their personal answers. Vehkalahti (2019, 25) thinks both question types have positive 

and negative points. Ready-made answers help the measurability and information handling, 

whereas open responses are more difficult to analyze, but might be more suitable when, for 

example, there would be too many options to provide, or it would be difficult to limit the options 

(ibid.). Open responses might also provide additional information that does not occur with 

closed questions (ibid.). After creating the survey on Google Forms, the platform produced a 

shareable link that I could provide to any chosen target groups or individuals. I approached two 

official organizations through their websites (see 3.2.1) and sent them a cover letter (see 

appendix), which explained my intentions and introduced the study. I also asked for permission 

to post the link to this survey to their official Facebook pages. Both organizations accepted my 

request and shared my survey link along with the cover letter on their Facebook walls. The 

importance of cover letters is emphasized by Vehkalahti (2019, 47-48), who explains that they 

provide the necessary information about the research and its means and purposes, which helps 

the respondent to decide whether to take part or not. If the cover letter is made poorly or appears 

uninteresting, the potential participant might not even take a look at the survey, even if the 

survey itself was properly managed and stimulating, as Vehkalahti (ibid.) also points out. This 

might result in too few respondents, which in turn affects the reliability of the study and 

generalizability of the results. And now I will move onto introducing the respondents and the 

background information that was gathered. 

3.2.1 The respondents 

All the respondents originated from two separate Facebook-groups: “Suomen 

englanninopettajat ry” (The Association of Teachers of English in Finland) and “Suomen 

kieltenopettajien liitto SUKOL ry” (The Federation of Foreign Language Teachers in Finland). 

Both Facebook groups are administered by their official organizations and the Facebook groups 

mainly, if not only, consist of official members of each organization, respectively. This would 

mean that the target audience consisted of mostly official language teachers. 
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There were 28 individual respondents in total and the first section of the survey gathered 

information about their age, teaching experience, potential qualifications and the study level 

they teach at. The following Chart 1 shows the age distribution of the respondents. 

 

 

Chart 1 - Age distribution of the respondents. 

As can be seen above, the age distribution between the respondents was relatively even. 10,7% 

of participants were 18-24 years old, 25% were 25-34 years old, 25% were 35-44 years old, 

25% were 45-54 years old and 14,3% were 55 years old or older. The age of the participants 

was asked, because it could help shed light on why they hold the opinions and attitudes they 

are expressing. As established earlier (see 3.1), the history of teaching languages and oral skills 

has been different throughout the ages and might affect the different attitudes towards teaching 

oral skills or seeing them as an important part of language proficiency. Age can give a rough 

estimate of when they have received their pedagogical training or gone through school 

themselves. 
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Chart 2 - Respondents’ teaching experience in years. 

The respondents’ teaching experience was also determined because it could help explain 

potential deviations in the responses that concern, for example, how many times they have 

taught some aspect of oral skills. Teachers with less than a year’s worth of experience might 

not have worked as a teacher long enough to teach some of the skills questioned in this survey. 

So instead of, for example, concluding that they have simply chosen not to teach any of the 

skills, looking at their teaching experience might offer an alternative answer to take into 

consideration. As can be seen in Chart 2, turns out that 7,1% did have less than a year’s worth 

of teaching experience. 14,3% had 1-3 years of teaching experience, and another 14,3% had 8-

12 years’ worth of experience. 17,9% had 13-20 years of teaching, 21,4% had 4-7 years of 

experience in teaching and 25% had 21 or more years’ worth of experience. 

 

 

Chart 3 - Respondents’ qualifications for teaching English. 
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The next question they answered was whether the respondents had qualifications to teach 

English. Chart 3 shows that nearly all of them (85,7%) stated to have the required 

qualifications. 14,3% of the respondents announced they did not have qualifications. This could 

be because they were still students, or some other undetermined reason.  

 

 

Chart 4 - The study level the respondents teach at. 

Another important question asked was which study level they teach at. The spread was 

relatively even, and all possible study levels had respondents (Chart 4). The national core 

curriculum (NCC) differs from one study level to another, so it is an important factor to keep 

in mind when examining the results and comments received from the respondents. There was a 

fourth option (“comprehensive school”) for those who teach in both elementary school and 

junior high school simultaneously, but no respondent chose it. Also, due to feedback received 

by one of the first respondents, the option “yhteiskoulu” was changed to “yhtenäiskoulu” while 

the survey was still open. This means some of the respondents completed the survey with the 

wrong term, but most with the corrected one. Now that all the questions regarding the 

background information have been introduced and the justification and their necessity 

explained, it is time to take a look at the actual survey questions, how they are formed and what 

they intend to measure and achieve. 

3.2.2 The survey questions and their intended purpose 

The language for the online survey was Finnish because of the assumption that Finnish was the 

native language for a majority of the potential respondents. Choosing Finnish as the language 
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for the questions and answers was to help prevent the possibility of the respondents not 

commenting as freely and explicitly as they would with their assumed primary language. The 

questions did not prevent the respondents from answering in English, which was the case with 

one respondent. I have translated all the questions into English and will only use their 

translations in this thesis whenever they are discussed. As stated in 3.1, the original, 

untranslated questions and answer-options plus the untranslated open comments are provided 

in the appendix. All the questions were mandatory (except for question 13) and could not be 

skipped, but the open comment-sections appearing after every question, respectively, were 

voluntary. The open comment-section was offered after every question so the respondents could 

explicate their answers further, as the answers were quite often selected from a ready-made list 

of options, which were not anywhere near comprehensive due to the lack of space and the 

offered options might not have suited them perfectly or they felt the need to provide additional 

information regardless. Now that the basic structure of this survey is established, it is time to 

take a deeper look into the individual questions and their aims and purposes. 

 

There were 22 questions (excluding the ones in “Background information” -section) in total 

and it was divided into six sections: 

 

Background information 

1. Personal opinions and attitudes towards oral skills 

2. Oral skill-specific exercises 

3. Giving feedback on oral skills 

4. Problems of teaching and learning oral skills 

Feedback on the survey  

 

The questions in the “Background information” -section were already covered (see section 3.2) 

and will not be discussed further here. As Vehkalahti (2019, 19) illustrates, the aspects that a 

study measures usually derive from the researcher’s own topical knowledge and any supporting 

previous studies. This notion applies to me as well, for the reason I chose this topic was the fact 

that I have already conducted a study on how students perceive English oral skills and wanted 

to investigate the teachers’ point-of-view next. As for the questions appearing in this survey, 

they were mostly inspired by phenomena occurring in previous studies conducted about 

teaching oral skills. But I will now introduce and explain all the questions and attempt to justify 
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their affiliation to the topic at hand. This hopefully helps the study to be as transparent as 

possible so the reader can recreate it if need be. Woodrow (2014, 32) justly notes that this 

reproducibility is very important. 

 

Now, the first section had seven different questions about the respondents’ personal opinions 

and attitudes towards English oral skills, the extent of resources available to teach those skills 

and the perceived importance of teaching said skills. The questions were: 

 

1. Do you think that the NCC guides or supports you to teach oral skills? 

2. Should teachers dedicate time for teaching oral skills and oral skill-specific exercises 

regularly? 

3. Do you consider oral skills an important part of English language proficiency? 

4. How sufficiently do you feel that the students are given the chance to practice their oral 

skills?  

5. Do you feel your own oral proficiency in English affects your ability or willingness to 

teach oral skills? 

6. Do you think giving feedback on oral skills is useful when a student's English language 

proficiency is concerned? 

7. Have you set goals (either assessable or voluntary) for your students concerning oral 

skills? 

 

All the questions in this section aimed to bring out the respondents' opinions on how important 

they feel it is to teach oral skills to students and whether they considered oral skills as something 

that should be given special attention to in the form of oral skill-specific exercises. Question 7 

in itself does not directly ask about their attitudes or opinions, but the results will show how 

legitimately teachers consider oral skills as a part of language proficiency. I argue here that 

teachers do want to set goals and assess their students on their English skills and lack of oral 

assessment would indicate it is not high enough on their priority list as far as English language 

proficiency is concerned. In addition, Question 5, in hindsight, would have been better suited 

for section 4 (“Problems of teaching and learning oral skills”) of the survey. Next, I will go 

over the questions for section 2 (“Oral skill-specific exercises”). 
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This section had questions concerning the exercises and methods that the teachers use to teach 

English oral skills and their different aspects. Once again, the respondents had the opportunity 

to explicate their answers with a voluntary open comment if they so chose. There were six 

questions, and they were as follows: 

 

8. How often do you make students practice their oral skills? 

9. What type of oral exercises have you used in your teaching? 

10. Have you used any exercises concerning aspects of pronunciation? 

11. Have you used any exercises concerning aspects of communication? 

12. Where have you gotten the ideas for the exercises you've used? 

13. EXTRA QUESTION: If you answered “I do not teach or use oral skill-specific 

exercises” to any of the questions in this section, why not? 

 

These questions were relatively straight-forward with a clear ready-made list of options to 

choose from. The answer options for each question consist of my personally chosen aspects 

combined and picked from previous literature and do not intentionally follow any pre-made 

lists. Question 8 investigated the time teachers spent on teaching oral skills, while the rest of 

the questions targeted specific methods and aspects of oral proficiency and whether teachers 

taught them or not. Question 13 was a voluntary question for those who reported that they had 

not taught any oral-skill specific aspects or used any oral exercises. Luckily no one had any 

reason to answer this question so it will be ignored for the rest of the thesis. The third section 

of the survey (“Giving feedback on oral skills”) handled matters revolving around providing 

feedback to students on their oral skills and I will go over those questions next. 

 

The questions were mainly about the respondents’ willingness to give feedback on their 

students’ oral skills and tried to investigate what nature of feedback they preferred to give and 

whether giving it was deemed important or useful. As with the previous section, the questions 

were mandatory and after each question there was an option to expand their answers further in 

their own words. This section had seven questions in total and they were as follows: 

 

14. Do you usually correct students' oral mistakes directly or indirectly? 

15. Do you correct students' oral mistakes immediately or with delay? 
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16. What type of CORRECTIVE feedback strategies have you used concerning oral 

mistakes or speech? 

17. What type of NEUTRAL feedback strategies have you used concerning oral mistakes 

or speech? 

18. What type of AFFIRMATIVE feedback strategies have you used concerning oral 

mistakes or speech? 

19. What type of oral instances do you correct? 

20. Have you used students' self-evaluation or peer review as a part of an exercise 

concerning oral skills? 

 

These questions were tightly oriented to inspecting the type of feedback teachers prefer to give. 

They investigated aspects such as whether teachers preferred indirect or direct feedback, 

immediate or delayed feedback and which feedback strategies were used to correct students’ 

speech or oral mistakes. Teachers could choose multiple answers in all the questions (except in 

Question 20) and could even add their own option if they felt something was missing from the 

ready-made list of options. As with the previous set of questions, the answer options for the 

questions were also gathered from previous literature and combined in a way that best suited 

my thesis. Now, I will present the last section of the survey (”Problems of teaching and learning 

oral skills”). 

 

The fourth and final section of the survey had only two questions and they were about the 

respondents’ perceived problems for teaching and learning oral skills. Unlike the previous 

questions, which had ready-made answer-options, these questions demanded the respondents’ 

personal comments. This section was mainly to receive more analyzable data regarding all the 

previously covered topics to fill any holes that might have been left by the oftentimes frigid and 

non-encompassing closed questions. The questions were: 

 

21. What type of challenges do you see for teaching oral skills and correcting them from 

your (the teacher’s) point of view? 

22. What type of challenges do you see for teaching oral skills and correcting them from 

the student’s point of view? 
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These questions did not mean to offer a new topic or perspective for the teachers, but rather 

guided them into thinking about what they had already been questioned and to repeat their 

thoughts freely and in their own words without restrictions. Finally, now that all the questions 

have been introduced and their purpose explained, I will critically inspect the limitations of 

these questions and the survey as a whole. 

3.3 Limitations of the study and ethical considerations 

In respect of reliability, and in the sense of numerical value (such as Cronbach’s alpha), 

measurable reliability is unavailable due to the survey not being constructed in a way that 

supports its use. Despite this, reliability can also be measured by how well this thesis’ results 

can be reproduced (Woodrow 2014, 25-26). In order for this thesis to be as transparent and as 

recurrent as possible, all the questions are introduced and, in addition, the purpose and aim for 

each question are explained (see 3.2.2). To further expose the transparency of the survey, the 

original untranslated questions can be found in the appendix. All the respondents’ open 

comments in their original form are also provided in the appendix and in connection with the 

questions they are respective to. 

  

In addition to the survey's transparency and reproducibility, another factor regarding reliability 

is whether the questions would produce consistent answers when the survey was reproduced 

(Bourke, Doran & Kirby 2016, 33). While I have tried to make the survey as transparent and 

reproducible as possible, and in that regard made the study reliable, there are some limitations 

in respect to the consistency of the questions. A few questions received answers such as “I’m 

not sure”, which suggest the question was unclear to a marginal group. In addition, for some 

questions a few respondents gave an answer other than “I’m not sure” but stated later in an open 

comment for that respective question that they had not actually understood the question. 

Therefore, the consistency of questions could have been improved by making sure that the 

questions are as simple as possible and only asking one thing so as not to confuse the 

respondents so that everyone could produce an answer to all the questions consistently without 

exception.  

  

Validity on the other hand measures the quality of the research (Woodrow 2014, 26). She 

describes the criteria to include factors such as probability of generalization and accurate 

measurements, i.e., the questions, which reach their intended goals. In this study, validity is a 
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serious factor to consider, because some questions were interpreted differently or unclearly, 

which means the validity of some questions did suffer. Vehkalahti (2019, 17) also points out 

that common survey topics, such as opinions and attitudes are multidimensional and often 

complex, which means they are not simple to measure. He (ibid.) also notes that questions 

should be refined as thoroughly as possible, because once they are set and sent to the 

participants, no amount of post-analysis will help provide responses that could be measured 

better if the question fails to produce answers that were hoped for or usable. 

  

Now, in light of this, one notion that I have to take into account is Question 3 (“Do you consider 

oral skills an important part of English language proficiency?”), which can potentially be 

interpreted as a leading question, especially since it appears very early in the survey and might 

affect the way the respondent processes and answers the following ones. As in, answering this 

question might (be it consciously or unconsciously) affect what sort of problems or aspects 

teachers want to openly provide in the survey. For example, the respondent could consider the 

Question 3 as judgemental and answer that question (and possibly even the rest of the questions) 

with the notion in mind that they should answer “in a certain way” or, in other words, show 

their ‘unconditional’ appreciation for oral skills or otherwise be judged as a bad teacher. This 

might result in the respondents withholding information that could in reality be useful for the 

purpose of the study, which is to find out the potential issues that lie within the subject of 

teaching and not teaching oral skills. Had the question been constructed differently, for example 

with a Likert scale-type of question, the results might have been different even if the same 

question was asked. But the Likert scale has its own restrictions and constructing a Likert scale 

that would actually cover all the potential answers is a difficult task and it is more easily mis-

interpreted than a simple “yes-no”-question. If the respondents would not find an option that 

reflected their feelings just right, they probably would just pick the most neutral option, which 

would not provide any useful information. Therefore, I chose to use the “yes-no”-question 

format and gave them a chance to further explain their thoughts. Perhaps, because they only 

had two options to choose from, that could even have better provoked additional comments 

from them versus if they had had a full scale to choose from, as with the Likert scale, which 

leaves less room or need for further explanation. This same notion applies to Question 2 

(“Should teachers dedicate time for teaching oral skills and oral skill-specific exercises 

regularly?”).  

  



25 

 

To conclude this chapter, when it comes to ethical considerations, it should be noted that all 

respondents and their responses were completely anonymous and no personal information, that 

could be traced back to any individuals, was collected. As explained in the cover letter, and for 

this reason, no separate consent form was prepared. This is an ethical action that must be 

considered when making surveys (Woodrow 2014, 32). Woodrow suggests (ibid.) that the 

respondents names could be replaced with pseudonyms, but for the purposes of this study I 

have no need for it. Next, I will move onto the results and analysis to showcase the main 

findings and shed light on what they mean and their significance in regard to the state of English 

oral skills in EFL classrooms.  
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4 RESULTS AND ANALYSIS 

This section is divided into three main topics in respect of the research questions of this study, 

the first of which was the attitudes and opinions teachers have towards English oral skills’ 

importance and teaching it. Section 4.1 will shed light on those with the help of quantitative 

data and open responses that will be analyzed qualitatively. The second question this survey 

aimed to provide answers to was whether pronunciation and communicative oral skills were 

being taught in EFL classrooms, and this will be looked at in section 4.2. Finally, section 4.3 

will give answers to the third research question, which targeted the occurrence of oral corrective 

feedback and its nature in-class. 

 

4.1 Attitudes towards oral skills and feedback provision 

While this section handles the broad subject of teachers’ attitudes and opinions towards oral 

skills, it is divided into two different aspects: oral skills as a part of English language 

proficiency (4.1.1) and the effectiveness of oral corrective feedback (4.1.2). The first subsection 

aims to shed light on whether the teachers consider oral skills something that is an integral part 

of English language proficiency and I intend to decipher the arguments they have for and 

against it. The second subsection investigates how effective teachers consider feedback as a 

pedagogical method in consideration of oral skills. As with the first subsection, I will again 

attempt deciphering the motives for their opinions and attitudes towards the use of feedback 

and its effectiveness. 

4.1.1 Oral skills as a part of English language proficiency 

The first section of the survey (Questions 1-7) handled questions that investigated the 

respondents’ opinions and attitudes towards the importance of English oral skills and teaching 

them. The findings were mostly positive, meaning their opinions and answers expressed their 

appreciation for English oral skills as something worth teaching and dedicating time for in-

class. Now, I will go over the questions that most strongly emphasized their appreciation for 

(teaching) oral skills in more detail, and also decipher some of the open comments that help 

showcase what their opinions meant.  
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What teachers think about oral skills’ importance as a part of English language proficiency was 

most accurately answered with Question 3 (“Do you consider oral skills an important part of 

English language proficiency?”) and the results were strongly positive. All 28 respondents 

(100%) answered “yes” to this question (other options were “no” and “I’m not sure”). This 

question received seven open comments, five of which presented different concrete reasons as 

to why they considered oral skills important or why they were needed, such as “it is needed for 

work” or “they have to use it in real life so it should be taught”. Only one open comment did 

not confirm the importance of oral skills (although they had answered “yes” to the question), 

but rather the respondent exclaimed that oral skills cannot be compared to other aspects of 

English proficiency, and that it was enough if the students at least had the courage to speak. 

This comment did not necessarily contradict their answer to the question, but this respondent 

seemed to regard oral skills as less important compared to other English language skills. 

 

 

Chart 5 - Question 2. Teachers’ opinions on whether time should be dedicated for exercises targeted 

specifically to practice oral skills. 

Another question that handled the teachers’ attitudes towards English oral skills was Question 

2 (Chart 5). The results were almost unanimous, where only one participant said it was not 

necessary to teach oral skills separately and the rest (96,4%) considered it important to practice 

oral skills and with exercises specifically meant for it. This positive stance was also reflected 

by many of respondents’ open comments left for other questions. One such comment was left 

by a respondent for Question 5 (“Do you feel your own oral proficiency in English affects your 

ability or willingness to teach oral skills?”, see 4.3) This respondent stated that they’d like to 

think that regardless of the teachers’ own oral skill-levels, they’d consider it important to teach 
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to the students. Another open comment, which confirms the positive findings for oral skill being 

seen by teachers as an important part of English language proficiency, was found in the open 

comment section for Question 7 (“Have you set goals [either assessable or voluntary] for your 

students concerning oral skills?”, see 4.2). This respondent directly states that they have 

personally and specifically emphasized the role of oral language proficiency in their teaching. 

These examples of open comments and the general results undoubtedly showcased the positive 

connotation teachers have for oral skills and that they regard them important (to teach). Despite 

this, not all open comments or results were completely positive or supportive. I will take a closer 

look at this type of results and open comments next. 

 

As an example of a potentially problematic or negative opinion towards oral skills’ importance 

or teaching them, the sole “no” response to Question 2 (Chart 5, see above) was given by the 

same respondent whose open comment for Question 3 (see previous paragraph) seemed to 

regard oral skills as inferior to other language skills, although their answer Question 3 indicated 

that they do actually consider oral skills as an important part of language proficiency. This is 

partially problematic, because even if the respondent says they appreciate oral skills as 

important, if they refuse to dedicate time for teaching them, it amounts to nothing. While this 

comment was, albeit arguably, explicitly negative, some findings can also be interpreted as 

negative, but in a more implicit way. I argue here that whatever the teachers choose to 

incorporate or not incorporate in their teaching indirectly also shows what they appreciate and 

consider most important to teach to students. 

 

In this light I would also consider the results for Question 20 (“Have you used students' self-

evaluation or peer review as a part of an exercise concerning oral skills?”, see 4.3) slightly 

problematic when considering what they tell about the teachers’ preferences towards teaching 

oral skills. The results show that almost ⅕ of the respondents do not think it is worthwhile to 

let students assess their own or each other’s oral skills, although it has been proven that self-

evaluation and peer review have a positive effect on learning (Hedge 2000). As a fair counter-

argument against myself, the reason for this negligence of self-evaluation and peer review as a 

teaching tool might not be directly due to the lack of appreciation for oral skills, but more 

because of the lack of resources. Whatever the reason may be, it still means that a good portion 

of teachers choose not to use tools that are proven effective. Next, I will take a look at how 
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teachers felt about the effectiveness of oral corrective feedback as it is an important pedagogical 

tool. 

4.1.2 The effectiveness of oral corrective feedback (OCF) 

As it was established in section 2.2, providing feedback to students on their oral skills, first of 

all, has been appreciated by students themselves, and second of all, has been found to have a 

positive effect on learning oral skills, too. In the light of pedagogical research concerning 

English oral skills, it would be fair to expect that modern teachers have embraced the teaching 

tool of providing feedback to their students. This subsection will investigate whether teachers' 

actions in-class reflect the findings in previous studies concerning the usefulness of different 

types of oral corrective feedback. 

 

 

Chart 6 - Question 6. The respondents’ use of oral corrective feedback. 

If we look at Question 6 (Chart 6) where the results appeared somewhat positive on the surface, 

underneath lay many issues that I will discuss. Over half of the respondents answered “yes”, 

which I take as meaning they realize and agree with the fact that giving feedback on oral skills 

is indeed useful. But still, most of the respondents who answered “yes”, specified in their open 

comments that they do not give feedback, due to various reasons. This in itself is alarming, 

because choosing not to provide feedback to their students for any reason indirectly signals that 

the respondents do not consider oral skills worthy enough for students to learn. By not providing 

feedback, respondents strip the students of their right to try and improve, which is what 

feedback usually is intended for. Based on the results of Chart 6, I feel too big a portion of 

students do not receive feedback on their skills. Now, this question did receive some open 
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comments where the respondents explained themselves further and provided reasons for what 

they felt about giving feedback on oral skills. Some of these reasons for why they do not provide 

feedback (and this was despite them answering “yes” to the question itself) were the “lack of 

time” and the fact that “groups are too big for that”. Their open comments are in contradiction 

with their answers to the question itself, and I find this problematic. To summarize, even though 

most respondents claimed to appreciate the usefulness of providing feedback on students’ oral 

skills, some of them stated that they do not use it regardless. And these findings were made by 

considering only the “yes” answers, which should have been the most openly supportive. Next, 

I will take a look at the information that the respondents who answered either “partially” or 

“no”, provided with their open comments.  

 

One respondent, who answered “partially” to Question 6 (chart 6, see above) felt that it is more 

important that the student speaks and participates orally, rather than to provide feedback to 

them. This comment is in conflict with what pedagogical studies state about the usefulness of 

providing feedback on oral skills, so the comment shows that the respondent in question is 

either not aware of these pedagogical studies, or just blatantly disagrees with it. Another 

respondent left a comment, which simply stated that it is a sensitive subject. As shown in section 

2.2.3, teachers often have this assumption of students being offended or hurt by oral corrective 

feedback, even without anything like that actually having happened or being observed. Now, it 

is not clear if this is the case with this survey’s respondent and whether their comment is only 

based on an assumption or if it is a statement based on something that has actually occurred, as 

the comment was extremely concise and limited. In either case, this respondent shows hesitance 

towards the usefulness of oral feedback. 

 

Lastly, the only respondent who answered “no” also left a free comment, where they stated that 

a teacher seldom has time to become familiar with students’ oral skill levels extensively, let 

alone provide feedback concerning them. This free comment itself does not exactly explain why 

this person answered “no” instead of “partially” or “yes”, as both of those answers got votes 

with the similar open comments about the lack of temporal resources. An explanation to such 

a negative attitude towards the usefulness of feedback on oral skills can be found in this 

respondent’s answers to other questions, where they have shown that they do not appreciate 

oral skills as a teachable skill at all in any case. This respondent answered “no” to a question 

such as whether teachers should dedicate time for teaching oral skills regularly. On that note, 
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while most (60,7%) of the respondents agreed with the statement that providing feedback on 

students’ oral skills is useful, many respondents counterbalanced their answer by stating that 

they do not provide feedback nonetheless. In addition, there were many who thought the 

usefulness was tied to a context or was not always useful, but no one gave any concrete 

examples as to what those contexts or situations were so no further analysis can be done on 

that. Now I will move away from the personal attitudes and opinions regarding oral skills and 

teaching it, and go over the results on what type of methods and exercises are used to teach oral 

skills, what aspects of speech are taught and how often such activities are performed. 

 

4.2 The teaching of pronunciation and communicative aspects 

This section will attempt to shed light on the grass roots of the methods used to teach English 

oral skills in general in Finnish schools in EFL classrooms. Also, the different communicative 

aspects and pronunciation will be gone over in more detail to see whether they can be 

distinguished as something that are being taught or whether they are absent in EFL classrooms. 

  

  

 

Chart 7 - Question 7. Tries to find out whether teachers set goals concerning oral skills. 

 Firstly, Question 7 (Chart 7) investigated whether teachers had set any goals for their students 

concerning oral skills. Over half of the respondents (60,7%) said that they had set either 

assessable or voluntary goals for oral skills for students. And a quarter of the respondents said 

that they had not set goals of any kind, but should set some, either voluntary or assessable. This 
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leaves the three individual respondents (10,7%) who are in the belief that oral skills do not 

require set voluntary or assessable goals for the students. None of those respondents left a free 

comment that would have explained this decision further, so for the analysis of these responses 

I had to see what those respondents’ opinions were generally to best understand why they would 

choose to ignore setting goals concerning oral skills. No statistically uniting factors, such as 

being new teachers, or old in age (which could result in their teaching ideology being derived 

from outdated pedagogy), were found that would help explain this negativity towards not 

appreciating setting goals for oral skills. The only plausible conclusion as to why these 

respondents answered in negative light could be, because all these three individuals have 

announced their constant concern towards students reacting negatively to any feedback and all 

three were consistent with this opinion. This might mean that they, in fear of students reacting 

negatively to oral feedback, also would then avoid setting any goals for oral skills because they 

inevitably require feedback at the end.  

  

Nonetheless, these three individuals were a minority, and the consensus seems to be, all in all, 

that both assessable and voluntary goals for oral skills are seen in a positive light and many 

would want to incorporate them in their teaching and are already incorporating them in-class. 

This is important, because assessment is an essential part of feedback provision and, as 

discussed in section 2.2, providing feedback can arguably be considered as the teacher’s 

primary role in teaching. All in all, this question was asked to see how organized teachers are 

in teaching oral skills, since setting goals is a good way to manage teaching a skill and forces 

the teacher to choose a focus on some aspects, which makes the teaching more targeted and 

effective. Next, I will take a look at which sub-skills of pronunciation teachers have taught in-

class. 
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Chart 8. Question 10. Used exercises for pronunciation. 

Question 10 (Chart 8) sought to determine which kinds of aspects of pronunciation were 

specifically and intentionally targeted in teaching oral skills. There were no aspects that 

received drastically more attention than the others, but also, no aspect was taught by all teachers 

unanimously. This is arguably an indication and a direct result of the fact that there are no 

specific or clear guidelines in the NCC for what oral skills consist of and what specific aspects 

of it are supposed to be taught or learned. The question only provided four ready-made options, 

but respondents had the opportunity to add their own ones if they felt it was missing anything, 

but no one added any options of their own. And as with the previous question, there was also 

an option “I haven’t used any exercises for pronunciation” but no one chose it. One open 

comment was given, and it noted that schoolbooks should provide more exercises for this topic. 

It is unclear whether more respondents share the same feeling, though, as only one open 

comment for the question was provided and on the surface level all teachers answered using 

exercises for one or more of the aspects of pronunciation, so this comment cannot be rightfully 

generalized. All in all, the general results for this question actually seem to not replicate the 

major notion of previous research, where pronunciation seems to have been neglected by 

teachers (see section 2.1.2). All teachers in this survey did claim to have used exercises for 

pronunciation, which is a very encouraging finding, all things considered. Next, I will present 

a similar question, but about the aspects or sub-skills of communication to see whether Finnish 

teachers teach them to students in-class. 
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Chart 9 - Question 11. Uses exercises for communication skills. 

Question 11 (Chart 9) inspected the different exercise types that were used in-class specifically 

for teaching different aspects of communication. No exercise type was used by everyone 

unanimously and there was a slight preference towards RPGs, simulations and cultural aspects 

as exercise topics. Not too far behind were topics on different genres, different dialects and 

accents and use of registers. Some of these topics could potentially be quite advanced in nature, 

which might explain the reason for, for example, less votes for “different registers and their 

occasions” All the respondents, who did not choose that option had stated in their background 

information that they work in an elementary school, meaning their students are only 12 years 

old or younger. Ergo, the results for this question only show the most often used exercise topics 

concerning communicational aspects, but conversely the lack of answers to any topic does not 

necessarily mean that they are not taught in schools because of negligence towards oral skills. 

They could instead be due to natural reasons, such as the students being too young to learn 

them. 

 

In addition, one respondent announced that they had not used any exercises concerning 

communicational aspects, but the reason for this could also be more of the natural sort, instead 

of blatant ignorance. This deduction (as they did not provide an open comment to shed light on 

their answer themselves) could be justified by taking a look at their background information, 

where it was shown that this respondent had only been a teacher for less than a year, and their 

other answers to other questions, which show strong appreciation for teaching oral skills and 
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would not be congruent with purposefully ignoring communicative skills. This makes me lean 

more towards the natural reasons of them being a young teacher who perhaps has not had time 

to teach them yet, or that their students are too young, as this respondent’s background 

information shows that they work in an elementary school where the students are only 12 years 

old or younger. But to summarize the general findings for communicative aspects being taught 

in-class, I claim that they are generally being taken into consideration and are not being ignored, 

which was my initial fear. A positive find, all in all. Now that the different types of exercises 

and sub-skills of pronunciation and communicative aspects that teachers integrate into their 

teaching have been viewed, the next question will shed light on where the ideas for these 

exercises and topics might possibly have derived from. 

 

4.3 The use of oral corrective feedback (OCF) 

Here I will shed light on whether teachers provide feedback on students’ oral skills and if they 

do, what type of feedback they prefer to use and give. First, I will take a look at the aspect of 

direct and immediate versus indirect and delayed feedback, followed by different feedback 

strategies, oral instances that are correct, and lastly, whether teachers use self-evaluation and 

peer review as a form of feedback.   

 

 

Chart 10 - Question 14. How directly teachers correct students’ oral mistakes. 

Reflecting the findings in previous studies, the results for Question 14 (Chart 10) shows that a 

great majority of teachers (85,7%) who took part in this study seemed to have a strong 
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preference for indirect use of feedback. Only two respondents reported to use both direct and 

indirect feedback, and another two respondents reported to be mainly providing direct feedback 

to their students. This question also had the answer options for “I do not correct oral mistakes” 

and “I’m not sure”, but neither received any votes. Also, this question received six free 

comments, two of which stated that the style of feedback used depends on the context. One 

respondent mentioned thinking that oral proficiency is a tender subject for students and 

therefore chooses not to provide direct feedback. This finding is not positive if previous 

research is considered, as there are many studies and theories proving the positive effects of 

direct or explicit feedback (see section 2.2). Next, I will present the results on what the teachers’ 

preferences were as to the timing of the feedback, i.e., immediate versus delayed feedback. 

 

 
Chart 11. Question 15. The preferred timing of feedback given by teachers. 

The question shown in Chart 11 investigated whether teachers tend to use immediate or 

delayed feedback as their preferred timing. To my personal surprise, over half (53,6%) of the 

respondents stated that they correct mistakes both immediately and with delay. But I do have 

to concede here that just the simple answer of “I correct immediately and with delay” does not 

explicitly mean that they are used equally. This answer could therefore potentially include 

respondents, the true actions of which would have been better as either “I correct immediately” 

or “I correct with delay”. For example, if a teacher corrects a mistake immediately one time a 

year and 200 times a year with delay, then in theory they are applicable to answering “I correct 

both ways” but in reality their answer actions would best have reflected the answer “I correct 

with delay”. Now, as for the rest of the responses, a minority of 10,7% said they only correct 

immediately, although one of those respondents left an open comment where they admitted to 
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correcting with delay as well. Another 28,6% said to only correct with delay. One respondent 

(3,6%) answered “I’m not sure” but left an open comment where they explained that it depends 

on the situation and that they actually correct both with delay and immediately. Additionally, 

one respondent (3,6%) said that they do not correct oral mistakes at all. Sadly, they did not 

leave an open comment that would have explicated their answer further, but one highly potential 

explanation is given by their answer to another question, where they state that they do not use 

corrective strategies at all. 

 

While Question 15 (Chart 11) was meant to investigate feedback in a more general sense than 

just correcting mistakes, the original question in Finnish was constructed in a way that may 

have caused this particular respondent (or any respondent for that matter) to think only about 

correcting. Now, I admit there was a struggle with the construction of Question 15, and I 

predicted this issue might surface. This construction issue does not invalidate anyone else’s 

responses, though, as even if they thought the question was only about error correction, they 

still managed to answer whether it was with delay or immediately, which was the main point 

here and the type of feedback (correction versus something else) was not relevant as they would 

be investigated with other questions. But admittedly the responses might have turned out 

differently for Chart 11 had I constructed the question about feedback in the general sense and 

not only one form of it, i.e., correction. Therefore, the results for this question should be 

interpreted as concerning error correction instead of providing feedback in the general sense as 

it was originally meant to. Now, while these last two questions and charts targeted the teachers' 

habits concerning the nature (explicit versus implicit and immediate versus delayed) of the 

feedback they prefer to provide, the next question I present will try to shed light on what type 

of feedback strategies they use and prefer. 
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Chart 12 - Question 16. Corrective feedback strategies used by teachers. 

 

 

Chart 13 - Question 17. Neutral feedback strategies used by teachers. 
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Chart 14 - Question 18. Reaffirmative feedback strategies used by teachers. 

In the light of teachers reporting to be hesitant about providing feedback, especially directly, it 

comes as no surprise to see, that out of the corrective (Chart 12), neutral (Chart 13) and 

reaffirmative (Chart 14) feedback strategies, the reaffirmative strategies received the most 

votes, as they were the most encouraging in nature and had the least probability of insulting the 

students’ feelings. Almost all teachers reported using all three of the reaffirmative feedback 

strategies and although the answer options for “I do not use reaffirmative strategies” and “I’m 

not sure” were provided, no teacher chose them. In comparison, even the most popular option 

(“ignore a mistake”) for the neutral feedback strategies received less votes than the least favorite 

of the reaffirmative ones. The neutral strategy option of “personal review session” only received 

8 votes, which is understandable in the light of temporal and resource problems that have 

already been discussed, not to mention that a personal review session, while supposedly being 

neutral, can turn out negatively if the student is unable to process feedback properly, or if the 

teacher is incapable of providing it in an appropriate manner. 

 

Also, as was the case with Chart 14 (“reaffirmative strategies used”), Chart 13 (“neutral 

strategies used”) also had the answer options for “I’m not sure” and “I do not use neutral 

strategies”, but they received no votes. Whereas Chart 12 (“corrective strategies used”) showed 

the least amount of popularity for any of its different strategies and even received votes for “I 

do not use corrective strategies” and “I’m not sure”. The strategy of addition was most popular 

within the corrective feedback strategies, probably because out of them, addition is arguably 

the most indirect. To summarize, the consensus seems to be that despite there being plenty of 
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evidence supporting the use of feedback, especially the direct kind, teachers still choose to avoid 

them in favor of indirect feedback strategies (see section 2.2) Now that the different strategies 

used by teachers to provide feedback to students has been established, it is time to inspect which 

kinds of oral instances initiate feedback provision from the teachers. 

 

 

Chart 15 - Question 19. The types of oral instances that teachers correct. 

As established in 2.1, IELTS and TOEFL have defined some grassroot aspects of oral 

proficiency that they consider negative or not negative, and I will now investigate whether the 

aspects that Finnish teachers correct in-class are in accordance with either of them (see Hughes 

2013, 106 for a comprehensive list). The reason why the results of this survey will be compared 

to IELTS and TOEFL instead of NCC is because NCC fails to provide a concrete enough 

description. And although IELTS and TOEFL behave differently and have different goals than 

the NCC (i.e. language testing versus language education), comparing the results to what IELTS 

and TOEFL offer descriptively about oral skills tells something about the state of how oral 

skills are perceived in Finland compared to international guidelines. Interestingly, the instance 

that the respondents in this survey seemed to be most willing to correct (“difficulties in 

pronunciation”), is not even considered by IELTS as a negative feature that should initiate a 

corrective measure. One respondent commented on the matter, explaining that they help the 
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student with pronunciation if they notice that the student is being hesitant in pronouncing a 

word. 

 

The next most popular oral instance that the respondents were willing to correct was switching 

between languages. Now, one respondent commented on this phenomenon in a free comment 

for another question and deemed it as a negative occurrence, which I believe is not much of a 

stretch to say that most teachers do not appreciate it. But even in the light of this, only slightly 

over half of the teachers in the survey (64,3%) felt willing to correct it (Chart 15). No free 

comments that would have explained their reasoning for this were given, so nothing 

confirmative can be said as to why this is the case. One possibility is that correcting language 

switching would take too much time and effort as it might be occurring often, especially with 

younger students who have a smaller English vocabulary. And in light of how teachers seem to 

prefer indirect feedback, these sorts of instances would perhaps require a more direct approach 

and are therefore not corrected to avoid direct conflict. Again, since direct feedback has been 

proven by previous studies to have a positive effect on language learning, this is not a favorable 

outcome. 

 

Another interesting finding is that while both IELTS and TOEFL consider incoherent speech 

as a negative feature, only 28,6% of the respondents here declared correcting it when 

encountered. This lack of correction (holds true for all the instances shown in Chart 15) could 

most likely be explained by the strong preference that teachers have to avoid direct 

confrontation, which results in avoidance of correcting anything that is not deemed absolutely 

necessary. As no free comments were provided that would shed more light into the reasons why 

the motivation to correct the different types of oral instances was so low, it would not bear any 

bigger fruit to continue guessing the individual reasoning for all individual oral instances. Most 

likely reasons for this general lack of correcting are the aforementioned avoidance of direct 

feedback or correction and the assumptions that teachers are shown to have about students 

always reacting negatively to any feedback concerning oral skills specifically. 

 

As to the matter of whether these findings about which types of features being or not being 

corrected by the teachers are positive or negative, I still think they are mainly positive. I base 

this argument on previous research (Hughes 2013 & Ur 1996), where it has been explained that 

some natural properties of speech should not be considered as ‘flaws to correct’. And that type 
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of oral instances, for example hesitations, slips, pauses and recalls were corrected least 

according to my survey. What can be drawn from this study is the fact that teachers seem to 

slightly avoid correcting oral instances, especially if it requires direct correction. This avoidance 

of direct correction or feedback seems to even occur at the expense of ignoring a mistake that 

official organizations consider as a flaw. Now it is time to move away from oral instances that 

teachers correct or avoid correcting and investigate whether teachers use peer review or self- 

evaluation as a feedback method. 

 

  

Chart 16 - Question 20. Occurrence of self-evaluation and peer review as used methods. 

Compared with the fractionally lackluster results regarding the teachers’ willingness to correct 

students’ oral skills, the results for Chart 16 turned out considerably more encouraging and 

positive. Half (50%) of the respondents reported using both students’ peer review and self-

evaluation as an oral skill-exercise. Also, no open comments that would have been in conflict 

with what they answered in the question (which has dubiously been the case with some 

instances in this survey) were found. This question received a total of two open comments, one 

of which came from a respondent who answered “I’ve only used self-evaluation”. They 

explained that they cannot use peer review because there is no time to organize peer review and 

self-evaluation is therefore easier because it is a teacher-driven activity. 

 

The other comment was left by a respondent who answered “I’ve used both”. They stated that 

it depends on the situation and groups. They think that peer review is not always a suitable 

method, because of some individuals’ inappropriate behavior. As for the five respondents who 

answered “I haven’t used either”, no definitive reasons as to why they have not used self-
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evaluation or peer review were found, as none of them left an open comment explaining 

themselves further. An educated guess could be made by looking at their background 

information, which shows that two of those respondents worked in an elementary school, which 

could mean that their students were not old enough to handle such tasks, and the same 

individuals were also relatively new as teachers, since both announced to have been working 

as a teacher for less than a year. All in all, the results were relatively straight-forward and clear. 

Not to mention positive when compared to a similar study where only 30% of teachers claimed 

to use peer or self-correction (Gómez, Hernández & Perales 2019, 114). Now that all relevant 

findings of this survey have been introduced, it is time to compare the results to previous 

research and discuss their significance and meaning further, which I will do next. 
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5 DISCUSSION 

This section will go over the findings of this survey and relate them to previous research 

introduced in the theoretical background -section, while also assessing the value of these results 

and what they could possibly indicate as far as the Finnish EFL education is concerned. I will 

take a look at the attitudes, the state of teaching oral skills and the state of oral corrective 

feedback separately and will now start with the attitudes and opinions that Finnish EFL teachers 

had towards English oral skills and teaching them. 

 

5.1 The attitudes and opinions of Finnish EFL teachers towards 

teaching English oral skills and oral corrective feedback 

To summarize my findings about the Finnish EFL teachers’ attitudes and opinions of oral skills, 

I can declare that all the participants were unanimous about its importance regarding the English 

language proficiency as a whole and about whether oral skills should be dedicated time in-class. 

This means that without having proper oral skills in English, one cannot be considered 

proficient. And ergo, it should be taught properly so students can rightfully achieve desirable 

proficiency in the English language. This overall sentiment rang across the respondents’ open 

comments. 

 

There was only one individual who expressed a neglecting tone on oral skill’s importance and 

this individual also stated that it should not be dedicated any special time in-class. But this was 

a sole instance, the rest were in concord with English oral skills being, without a doubt, worth 

teaching and should not be neglected. This verifies the statements Huhtanen et al. (2019) 

received for their study where Finnish EFL teachers also felt that oral skills need emphasis and 

regular exercising in-class. But as far as applied linguistics and language pedagogy is 

concerned, this is not even a modern notion, since this perspective has existed at least since the 

1960s, according to Hughes (2013). She notes that spoken interaction has been regarded as a 

good classroom practice and a major element of the language learning process (Hughes 2013, 

144). So, my findings, along with Huhtanen et al. (2019) and many others not introduced in this 

thesis, confirm that the positive notion of spoken English’s importance has been transferred 

from pedagogical theories into the mindset of EFL teachers in Finnish schools. And arguably 

this is also the result that should be expected, as the opposite results would mean that a major 
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aspect of English language proficiency would not be respected and ergo, probably not taught in 

EFL classrooms. Which, again, would mean the teachers would not be able to know what their 

students did last summer as they would lack the skills to convey such a message orally. 

 

But in addition to attitudes on oral skills in general, I also investigated what sort of ideology 

the teachers had about providing oral corrective feedback. As I advertised in the introduction, I 

consider feedback provision a powerful teaching tool for any teacher and its use should not be 

avoided concerning oral skills, either. Regrettably, the results were not as solid, since, when 

asked about whether they thought providing feedback on oral skills was useful, even among 

those who answered “yes”, prohibitive answers rose in their open comments. This means that 

even among the supposedly strongest supporters of providing feedback (those who answered 

yes to the said question), not even they could be relied on to actually provide feedback in-class. 

So, regarding the attitudes and opinions concerning providing oral feedback, slightly over half 

regarded it as useful, which in other words means that almost half either questioned its 

usefulness, or flat out neglected it. And sadly, it would seem, according to the open comments 

left by the respondents, that positive attitudes towards the usefulness of providing feedback 

does not guarantee that it is actually being provided in-class. 

 

These results are in conflict with most pedagogical studies, which announce the positive effects 

oral corrective feedback can have on students’ learning (Sheen 2011; Hedge 2000, Ur 1996). 

Notifying the students about mistakes ensures that conscious processes regarding the mistake 

take place and makes sure mistakes are not accidentally ignored. Providing feedback should be 

thought of as a helpful and an encouraging tool towards better language proficiency, instead of 

as a form of punishment, which it is not intended as. As Hughes (2013) and Ur (1996) concur, 

teachers should create an open atmosphere for the students and make them understand that 

flaws are a natural part of speech and there is nothing embarrassing or wrong about making 

mistakes. And the correction that follows the mistake is not a personal attack on the student but 

merely the teacher helping the student improve. That way no one (neither teacher nor students) 

feel any inhibitions towards oral corrective feedback. But while my results are in conflict with 

what is recommended in the pedagogical sense concerning feedback provision, these results do 

actually seem to replicate the studies where other teachers have announced the same sort of 

rejection of feedback provision (Gómez, Hernández & Perales 2019; Griffiths 2004). 
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Some of my respondents (justly) argued that they do not have enough time to provide feedback 

on oral skills, but the primary argument that teachers in my, and in the other studies, is that they 

restrain themselves from providing explicit feedback in the fear of hurting the students’ 

feelings. This is problematic, since implicit feedback might go amiss by the students, and the 

positive effects of explicit feedback have been announced many times over. Therefore, I must 

conclude this section by saying that, even though on paper teachers do seem to announce their 

appreciation for both teaching oral skills and providing feedback on them, this expression does 

not automatically mean that they actually are being taught any more frequently or that they 

indeed do provide feedback in-class. Now, as this section only concerned the attitudes and 

opinions, I will next discuss the matters of English communication and pronunciation skills. 

 

5.2 The state of teaching English communication and 

pronunciation skills in Finnish EFL classrooms 

 

The survey results show, first of all, that more than half of the teachers set assessable or 

voluntary goals for oral skills, or at least want to, which means they recognize the 

imperativeness of doing so, but might be limited timewise or in other ways to effectively 

manage it in-class. This is a very important finding, because it means teachers recognize oral 

skills as something necessary that needs to be set goals. This, I argue, will in turn enforce in-

class teaching of oral skills, because otherwise there would be no point to set any goals if they 

were to be completely ignored in classroom practises. So, all in all, this finding is positive, 

although neither the question nor the responses specified which oral skills were the ones that 

teachers set goals for. And, in my personal opinion, it does not make a difference, because the 

fact is that all oral skills are under-represented in classroom teaching when compared to the 

written skills and grammar. Therefore, any set goals for any oral aspects, even if they were not 

for pronunciation and communication skills that I surveyed, can be noted as a positive finding.   

 

As for the different features of speech taught in-class, there were no aspects that rose above the 

others, but also, no individual feature was taught by all teachers unanimously. Teaching 

different phonemes and their differences was reported as being taught by most of the teachers, 

whereas intonation was taught the least. While no exhaustive considerations can be drawn from 

these findings, it is important to note, that compared to previous findings, where many studies 
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have found pronunciation to be almost completely amiss in EFL teaching (Cristina, Tejeda & 

Basurto 2014; Griffiths 2004; Kelly 2000) this would not seem to be case in Finnish schools, 

as all the respondent in this survey announced teaching multiple aspects of pronunciation. And 

this sentiment was enforced by their responses where they, in their own words, acknowledged 

pronunciation as important.  

 

Despite this, the respondents raised many issues, such as lack of time needed to 

comprehensively teach pronunciation and the scarcity of pronunciation-related materials in 

schoolbooks. The latter issue has also been scrutinized by Griffiths (2004), who states that 

course books do not tackle pronunciation adequately. Härmälä & Puukko (2020, 67), after 

conducting a study on Finnish 7th-graders’ English language proficiency, suggest that in the 

future, emphasis, rhythm, intonation and fluency out of the pronunciation suprasegmentals 

should be emphasized in EFL classrooms in Finnish education to improve Finnish students’ 

pronunciation. All in all, while pronunciation is recognized as important by teachers, even 

stronger pedagogical focus should be given to its suprasegmentals to further improve the 

positive findings that are already visible. Next, I will discuss the findings on communication 

skills. 

 

Compared to the different sub-skills of pronunciation, which all were taught by a strong 

majority of the teachers, the different aspects of communication were much more dispersed. 

‘RPGs or simulations’ and ‘aspects typical to different cultures’ were the most popular among 

teachers when asked what communicational aspects they have taught and ‘different registers 

and their occasions’ was the least taught aspect. All communicative features received less votes 

than any of the pronunciation features, which means that interactional competence is being 

disregarded in Finnish EFL classroom teaching on some level. But as the survey included 

teachers from elementary schools, this result does not directly mean it is absent from all 

teaching, as interactional competence is a topic better handled by older students and is naturally 

more absent when teaching oral skills to younger students. Regardless of the reasons for the 

absence of teaching communication skills, these findings seem to somewhat reflect previous 

studies, where interaction has been oftentimes ignored in teaching (Galaczi & Taylor 2018). 

This is problematic, because the worst-case scenario for disregarding teaching such important 

skills completely would mean that students would not be accustomed to coping in 

communicational situations as well as they should. And again, they would fail in telling us what 
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they did last summer. Suggestions for fixing this problem have included, but not limited to, 

solidifying what interactional competence is and then incorporating that into school syllabus 

effectively (Waring 2018) and emphasizing the in-class teaching of communicational aspects 

such as ‘telling’, ‘describing’, ‘narration’ and conversation strategies, for example ‘opening a 

conversation’ and ‘turn-taking’ (Härmälä & Puukko 2020, 67), which Finnish 7th-graders 

struggled with. 

 

5.3 The state of using oral corrective feedback in Finnish EFL 

classrooms 

In this thesis, feedback provision was surveyed from two different aspects; the nature of the 

feedback (direct vs. indirect + immediate vs. delayed) and different feedback strategies that 

were used. I will first discuss the findings concerning the nature of feedback provided, followed 

by the different ways or strategies feedback was provided. This will conclude my Discussion-

chapter and I will then move onto the Conclusion.  

 

The overall results for feedback provision received mixed support from the respondents. Most 

did agree that providing feedback was imperative and necessary as a teaching tool, but even 

some of those respondents also announced not providing any feedback for various reasons, the 

biggest of which was the fear of hurting students’ feelings or affecting their motivation 

negatively. As for the nature of feedback provided, teachers preferred using indirect (implicit) 

and delayed feedback over direct (explicit) and immediate provision. The poll results were in 

conflict with the open comments teachers left to elaborate on their responses. Although poll 

results showed that teachers preferred to use both immediate and delayed feedback roughly 

equally, the open comments left by the respondents negated some of their own answers, which 

left the truth rather ambiguous. As for the explicit vs. implicit aspect, teachers had a concord of 

strongly preferring implicit over explicit feedback. These findings strongly reflect previous 

studies (Gómez, Hernández & Perales 2019), where teachers have also shown their reluctance 

of using explicit or immediate feedback in trepidation of negatively affecting the students in 

some way. 

 

These results of frequent avoidance of explicit and immediate feedback provision are in conflict 

with their useful prospects. Use of explicit and immediate feedback have been shown to have 
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positive effects on students’ learning and their grades (see Brown 2003; Sheen 2010; Ur 1996), 

but it is also imperative to note that their use can affect students’ negatively, as well, if feedback 

is not used in a positive, encouraging way. The key element of whether feedback is effectively 

received or not seems to be the visibility of the feedback perceived by students (Brown 2003; 

Sheen 2010) and in this regard explicit and immediate feedback serve more effectively than 

implicit and delayed feedback. Therefore, it is strongly recommended that explicit and 

immediate feedback are used by teachers as a teaching tool, as they can potentially help students 

achieve better English language proficiency. 

 

As for the potential negative effects of using said explicit and immediate feedback, which the 

teachers seem to fear from study to study, many counter arguments exist to alleviate them (see 

Brown 2003; Sheen 2010; Ur 1996). As the most prominent fear among the teachers seems to 

always be the fear of hurting students’ feelings or affecting their motivation to practice their 

oral skills in class, this can be combated by creating an atmosphere where it is understood by 

both the students and the teacher, that what is being perceived as “negative” feedback is simply 

a way to learning to perform better in oral skills and not just pure malice on the teacher’s part. 

Rather than being seen as something that denotes the student as being “bad”, oral corrective 

feedback should be considered as a helpful tool that has no personal significance but rather 

exists to help the students focus on what can be improved upon. This is why it remains 

imperative to show the students from the beginning that even native English speakers have 

flaws in their speech and that they are nothing personal and can be looked at objectively. 

 

This is where the role of teaching communication skills comes to play. By emphasizing the 

students’ interactional competence, they understand that no speaker is perfect but there are 

many communication strategies that help them recover naturally in communicational situations 

and that this is completely normal. Besides, in out-of-school context children have been shown 

to make use of adults providing “negative” feedback (Doughty & Varela 1998), which means 

students are being subjected to it in their everyday life, nonetheless, and cope with it, too. And 

better yet, they even make use of it. So, all in all, it is recommended that teachers find a way to 

be comfortable with providing more explicit and immediate feedback to students, since it can 

be useful to them if the atmosphere for making mistakes is open and mistakes are not seen as 

something “embarrassing” or “unnatural”. Now, while this discussion related to the nature of 
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the feedback, next I will discuss what type of feedback strategies or tools were used and 

preferred among teachers. 

 

The survey results showed that teachers did use many different feedback strategies, which in 

my thesis were categorized as being either corrective, neutral or affirmative. Not surprisingly, 

teachers most often preferred reaffirmative strategies (e.g., ‘encouragement’), followed by 

neutral strategies (e.g., ‘ignore a mistake’) and their least favored type of feedback strategies 

was the corrective type (e.g., ‘ notify the student of a mistake they made’). In light of what has 

already been discussed and shown in previous studies, teachers seem to favor strategies based 

on how implicit they are and avoid using feedback strategies that are explicit and immediate in 

nature. As the root problem of this phenomenon is the same as discussed earlier in this section, 

I, again, recommend the solution of encouraging teachers to use explicit feedback strategies 

more regularly and in a routine manner, since they can have a positive effect on students’ 

learning and grades. But before using direct feedback strategies excessively, an open 

atmosphere towards mistakes and their correction has to be created so everyone feels 

comfortable discussing mistakes on an impersonal level as naturally occurring aspects of speech 

rather than considering them as a personal flaw only unique to them. 
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6 CONCLUSION 

The primary objective for this study was to shed light on the state of teaching oral skills, namely 

pronunciation and interactional competence, in EFL classrooms in Finnish elementary schools 

and high schools. In addition, I intended to find out how much teachers themselves valued oral 

skills as a part of a comprehensive English language proficiency, which I theorized might affect 

how often and systematically they are willing to or capable of teaching them in-class. For these 

purposes I created an anonymous online survey, which targeted the teachers’ opinions and in-

class practices concerning oral skills, specifically. A total of 28 respondents completed the 

survey and their responses were analyzed using both qualitative and quantitative methods. The 

low participation count limited what could be drawn from this study and how it could and 

should be generalized. The respondents were anonymous and no personal information was 

gathered, so the survey is well managed ethically. It can also be replicated and improved upon 

by anyone, as I have attached the entire survey and all the open comments in the appendix. 

After this overview of the study, I will now present the main findings in brief. 

 

The first research question strove for exposing the teachers’ attitudes and opinions towards 

teaching English oral skills and providing feedback on them. The overall attitude was 

unanimously positive, and the importance of oral skills was agreed upon by all the teachers. 

Their opinions on whether feedback should be provided on students’ oral skills was a lot more 

deviated and many expressed concerns in hurting the students’ feelings or affecting their 

willingness to use oral skills negatively. Nonetheless, over half of the teachers did concur that 

providing feedback on students’ oral skills is useful for developing their oral competence, 

teachers are just hesitant about how it might affect the students. So, to summarize, teachers had 

a generally positive view of oral skills and teaching them and felt that giving feedback on them 

is useful for the students, with some exceptions. The second research question aimed to shed 

light on what suprasegmentals of pronunciation and which communication skills teachers 

taught in-class. Turned out that phonemes were taught most often, closely followed by word 

emphasis and sentence stress. Intonation was the least taught suprasegmental of pronunciation. 

As for communication skills, they were visibly less frequently taught than any of the 

pronunciation suprasegmentals. Most popular aspect for communication was ‘RPGs or 

simulations’ and the least taught was ‘different registers and their occasions’. Besides the 

teachers’ attitudes and in-class exercises of oral skills, my third research question also 

investigated what sort of feedback teachers provided for their students on their oral skills, as 
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feedback provision regarding oral skills has been a long-standing issue among teachers. The 

results for this study showed that teachers strongly preferred implicit and delayed feedback 

strategies over neutral or corrective feedback strategies, which tended to be more explicit and 

immediate in nature. This sums up the main findings of the study and I will now move onto 

briefly inspecting its implications and suggestions for improvements and viable future research 

possibilities. 

 

The implications that can be drawn from this study are multifaceted. First of all, teachers’ 

positive attitudes towards English oral skills as an important part of English language 

proficiency alone is not enough for students to actually be receiving a sufficient amount of 

practice in-class. Therefore, I suggest more research needs to be done on the factors that affect 

teachers not (being able to) systematically incorporate teaching oral skills in EFL classrooms. 

One such factor that rose on the results of this study was that teachers are hesitant to tackle oral 

correction feedback-issues in-class. 

 

Another factor, I hypothesize, could be their insufficient personal knowledge in what oral skills 

actually consist of and how they could be effectively taught. Perhaps teacher training programs 

could address this issue. There is plenty of research on the matter and pedagogical guidebooks, 

so it is not a question of how, but when teaching oral skills will be implemented into teacher 

training programs as a considerable segment and not a side mention during a lecture. Also, 

pronunciation and interactional competence could be implemented into schoolbooks and more 

exercises should be available targeting those specific skills, so it will not be completely reliant 

on individual teachers to remember they even exist as a teachable skill. One further suggestion 

for helping with this issue is that the NCC would more effectively separate oral skills from its 

written counterpart and offer more in-depth descriptions of what oral skills consist of. Teachers 

in Finnish education are required to follow the NCC, so it can be used to steer teachers’ focus 

where it is needed. And I argue it is desperately needed in oral skills, especially communication 

skills. Otherwise, once again, we will never know what the students did last summer, because 

they will lack the skills to provide this undoubtedly interesting bit of information. 

 



53 

 

References 

Bourke, J., Doran, J. & Kirby, A. 2016. Survey & Questionnaire design: Collecting 

Primary Data to Answer Research Questions [e-book]. Ireland: NuBooks. 

Available through: EBSCOhost website 

<http://search.ebscohost.com.libproxy.helsinki.fi/login.aspx?direct=true&db

=e000xww&AN=1460401&site=ehost-live&scope=site> [accessed 21 

September 2022] 

 

Bovellan, E. 2020. Seitsemäsluokkalaisten A-englannin oppimistulosten arviointi: 

Tulosten pohdintaa englannin oppimisen, opettamisen ja arvioinnin 

näkökulmasta. In: M. Härmälä & M. Puukko, ed 2020. Taitotasoja ja suullista 

kielitaitoa: Näkökulmia englannin kielen oppimistulosten arvioinnin 

osoittamiin kehittämiskohteisiin [e-book]. Helsinki: Kansallisen koulutuksen 

arviointikeskus. Ch.6. Available through: Kansallinen koulutuksen 

arviointikeskus website <https://karvi.fi/wp-

content/uploads/2020/05/KARVI_Artikkelikokoelma_1_2020.pdf> 

[accessed 21 September 2022] 

 

Brown, A. 2003. Interviewer variation and the co-construction of speaking 

proficiency. Language Testing 20(1), pp. 1-25. Available through: 

<https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/pdf/10.1191/0265532203lt242oa> 

[accessed 21 September 2022]. 

 

Chaudron, C. 1988. Second language classrooms: Research on teaching and 

learning [e-book]. New York: Cambridge University Press. Available through: 

EBook website <https://www-fulcrum-

org.libproxy.helsinki.fi/epubs/4j03d021g?locale=en#/6/2[xhtml00000001]!/

4/4/1:0> [accessed 21 September 2022] 

 

Corbett, J. 2003. An intercultural approach to English language teaching [e-book]. 

Pasig City: Multilingual Matters. Available through: ProQuest Ebook Central 

website <https://ebookcentral-proquest-com.libproxy.helsinki.fi/lib/helsinki-

ebooks/reader.action?docID=204109> [accessed 21 September 2022] 

https://www-fulcrum-org.libproxy.helsinki.fi/epubs/4j03d021g?locale=en#/6/2[xhtml00000001]!/4/4/1:0
https://www-fulcrum-org.libproxy.helsinki.fi/epubs/4j03d021g?locale=en#/6/2[xhtml00000001]!/4/4/1:0
https://www-fulcrum-org.libproxy.helsinki.fi/epubs/4j03d021g?locale=en#/6/2[xhtml00000001]!/4/4/1:0
https://ebookcentral-proquest-com.libproxy.helsinki.fi/lib/helsinki-ebooks/reader.action?docID=204109
https://ebookcentral-proquest-com.libproxy.helsinki.fi/lib/helsinki-ebooks/reader.action?docID=204109


54 

 

 

Cristina, A., Tejeda, T. & Basurto, N. 2014. Pronunciation Instruction and Students' 

Practice to Develop their Confidence in EFL Oral Skills. Profile 16(2). pp. 151-

170. Available through: ProQuest website 

<https://www.proquest.com/scholarly-journals/pronunciation-instruction-

students-practice/docview/1677198443/se-2> [accessed 21 September 2022] 

 

Doughty, C. & Varela, E. 1998. Communicative focus on form. In: C. Doughty & J. 

Williams (Eds.). Focus on form in classroom second language acquisition. 

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. Ch. 6. 

 

Douglas, D. 2004. Discourse domains: the cognitive context of speaking. In: D. Boxer 

& A. D. Cohen (ed 2004). Studying Speaking to Inform Second Language 

Learning [e-book]. Clevedon: Multilingual Matters. Ch. 2. Available through: 

EBSCOhost website <https://ebookcentral-proquest-

com.libproxy.helsinki.fi/lib/helsinki-ebooks/detail.action?pq-

origsite=primo&docID=214056> [accessed 21 September 2022] 

 

Drisko, J. W. & Maschi, T. 2015. Content Analysis [e-book]. New York: Oxford 

University Press. Available through: University Press Scholarship Online 

website <https://oxford-universitypressscholarship-

com.libproxy.helsinki.fi/view/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780190215491.001.0001/

acprof-9780190215491-chapter-1> [accessed 21 September 2022] 

 

Finnish National Agency for Education. 2014. Perusopetuksen opetussuunnitelman 

perusteet 2014 [pdf]. Helsinki: Opetushallitus. Available at: 

<https://www.oph.fi/sites/default/files/documents/perusopetuksen_opetuss

uunnitelman_perusteet_2014.pdf> [accessed 21 September 2022] 

 

Finnish National Agency for Education. 2019. Lukion opetussuunnitelman perusteet 

2019 [pdf]. Helsinki: Opetushallitus. Available at: 

<https://www.oph.fi/sites/default/files/documents/lukion_opetussuunnitelm

an_perusteet_2019.pdf> [accessed 21 September 2022] 

 

https://www.proquest.com/scholarly-journals/pronunciation-instruction-students-practice/docview/1677198443/se-2
https://www.proquest.com/scholarly-journals/pronunciation-instruction-students-practice/docview/1677198443/se-2
https://oxford-universitypressscholarship-com.libproxy.helsinki.fi/view/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780190215491.001.0001/acprof-9780190215491-chapter-1
https://oxford-universitypressscholarship-com.libproxy.helsinki.fi/view/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780190215491.001.0001/acprof-9780190215491-chapter-1
https://oxford-universitypressscholarship-com.libproxy.helsinki.fi/view/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780190215491.001.0001/acprof-9780190215491-chapter-1
https://www.oph.fi/sites/default/files/documents/perusopetuksen_opetussuunnitelman_perusteet_2014.pdf
https://www.oph.fi/sites/default/files/documents/perusopetuksen_opetussuunnitelman_perusteet_2014.pdf
https://www.oph.fi/sites/default/files/documents/lukion_opetussuunnitelman_perusteet_2019.pdf
https://www.oph.fi/sites/default/files/documents/lukion_opetussuunnitelman_perusteet_2019.pdf


55 

 

Fulcher, G. 2014. Testing Second Language Speaking [e-book]. London: Routledge. 

Available through: EBSCOhost website < https://web-p-ebscohost-

com.libproxy.helsinki.fi/ehost/ebookviewer/ebook/ZTAwMHh3d19fODYxOD

c3X19BTg2?sid=6095d912-cacf-4391-88a2-

d4cb239149bc@redis&vid=0&format=EB&rid=1> [accessed 21 September 

2022] 

 

Galaczi, E & Taylor, L. 2018. Interactional Competence: Conceptualisations, 

Operationalisations, and Outstanding Questions. Language Assessment 

quarterly 15(3), pp. 219-236. Available through: Taylor & Francis Online 

website 

<https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/15434303.2018.1453816> 

[accessed 21 September 2022] 

 

Gómez, L., Hernández, E. & Perales, M. 2019. EFL Teachers’ Attitudes Towards Oral 

Corrective Feedback: A Case Study. Profile 21(1). pp. 107-120. Available 

through: ProQuest website <https://www.proquest.com/scholarly-

journals/efl-teachers-attitudes-towards-oral-

corrective/docview/2184517202/se-2> [accessed 21 September 2022] 

 

Griffiths, B. 2004. Integrating pronunciation into classroom activities. Available 

through: British Council TeachEnglish website 

<https://www.teachingenglish.org.uk/article/integrating-pronunciation-

classroom-activities> [accessed 21 September 2022] 

 

Hedge, T. 2000. Teaching and Learning in the Language Classroom. Oxford: Oxford 

University Press. 

 

Hughes, R. 2013. Teaching and researching speaking [e-book]. New York: 

Routledge. Available through: ProQuest Ebook Central website 

<https://ebookcentral-proquest-com.libproxy.helsinki.fi/lib/helsinki-

ebooks/reader.action?docID=1602054> [accessed 21 September 2022] 

 

https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/15434303.2018.1453816
https://www.proquest.com/scholarly-journals/efl-teachers-attitudes-towards-oral-corrective/docview/2184517202/se-2
https://www.proquest.com/scholarly-journals/efl-teachers-attitudes-towards-oral-corrective/docview/2184517202/se-2
https://www.proquest.com/scholarly-journals/efl-teachers-attitudes-towards-oral-corrective/docview/2184517202/se-2
https://www.teachingenglish.org.uk/article/integrating-pronunciation-classroom-activities
https://www.teachingenglish.org.uk/article/integrating-pronunciation-classroom-activities
https://ebookcentral-proquest-com.libproxy.helsinki.fi/lib/helsinki-ebooks/reader.action?docID=1602054
https://ebookcentral-proquest-com.libproxy.helsinki.fi/lib/helsinki-ebooks/reader.action?docID=1602054


56 

 

Huhtanen, M., Härmälä, M., Marjanen, J. & Puukko, M. 2019. A-englannin 

oppimistulokset 7.luokan alussa 2018 [e-book]. Helsinki: Kansallinen 

koulutuksen arviointikeskus. Available through: Kansallinen koulutuksen 

arviointikeskus website <https://karvi.fi/publication/a-englannin-

oppimistulokset-7-luokan-alussa-2018/> [accessed 21 September 2022] 

 

de Jong, N. H. Fluency in second language assessment. In: J. Banerjee & D. Tsagari, 

ed 2016. Handbook of Second Language Assessment [e-book]. Boston: De 

Gruyter Mouton. pp. 203-218. Available through: ProQuest Ebook Central 

website <https://ebookcentral-proquest-com.libproxy.helsinki.fi/lib/helsinki-

ebooks/reader.action?docID=4451838> [accessed 21 September 2022] 

 

Kelly, G., How to teach pronunciation. 6th ed. Harlow: Pearson Education Limited, 

2004. 

 

Krippendorff, K. 2019. Content Analysis: An Introduction to Its Methodology [e-

book]. Thousand Oaks: SAGE Publications, Inc. Available through: SAGE 

Research Methods website <https://methods.sagepub.com/Book/content-

analysis-4e> [accessed 21 September 2022]  

 

Pennington, M. C. 1996. Phonology in English Language Teaching : an International 

Approach, edited by Christopher N. Candlin. New York: Addison Wesley 

Longman Limited.  

 

Punch, K. 2003. “Survey research : the basics” [e-book]. London: SAGE publications 

Ltd. Available through: ProQuest Ebook Central website 

<https://ebookcentral-proquest-com.libproxy.helsinki.fi/lib/helsinki-

ebooks/reader.action?docID=1046418> [accessed 21 September 2022] 

 

Richards, J. C. 2006. Developing classroom speaking activities: From theory to 

practice [PDF]. Available through: 

<https://www.professorjackrichards.com/wp-content/uploads/developing-

classroom-speaking-activities.pdf> [accessed 21 September 2022] 

 

https://ebookcentral-proquest-com.libproxy.helsinki.fi/lib/helsinki-ebooks/reader.action?docID=4451838
https://ebookcentral-proquest-com.libproxy.helsinki.fi/lib/helsinki-ebooks/reader.action?docID=4451838
https://methods.sagepub.com/Book/content-analysis-4e
https://methods.sagepub.com/Book/content-analysis-4e


57 

 

Sheen, Y. 2010. Differential effects of oral and written corrective feedback in the ESL 

classroom. Studies in Second Language Acquisition 32(2). Pp. 203-234. 

Available through: Cambridge University Press website <https://www-

cambridge-org.libproxy.helsinki.fi/core/journals/studies-in-second-language-

acquisition/article/differential-effects-of-oral-and-written-corrective-

feedback-in-the-esl-classroom/93688B58A51B8E6BD2E0402CC3F5A12D> 

[accessed 21 September 2022] 

 

Sheen, Y. 2011. Corrective feedback, individual differences and second language 

learning [e-book]. New York: Springer. Available through: SpringerLink 

website <https://link-springer-com.libproxy.helsinki.fi/book/10.1007/978-

94-007-0548-7> [accessed 21 September 2022] 

 

Ur, P. 1996. A Course in Language Teaching: Practice and theory. Cambridge: 

Cambridge University Press. 

 

Vehkalahti, K. 2019. Kyselytutkimuksen mittarit ja menetelmät [PDF]. Helsingin 

Yliopisto. Available through: Helda website 

<https://helda.helsinki.fi/bitstream/handle/10138/305021/Kyselytutkimukse

n-mittarit-ja-menetelmat-2019-Vehkalahti.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y> 

[accessed 21 September 2022] 

 

Waring, H.Z. 2018. Teaching L2 Interactional competence: problems and 

possibilities. Classroom discourse 9(1), pp. 57-67. Available through: Taylor & 

Francis Online website 

<https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/19463014.2018.1434082> 

[accessed 21 September 2022] 

 

Woodrow, L. 2014. Writing about quantitative research in applied linguistics [e-

book]. London: Palgrave Macmillan. Available through: SpringerLink website 

<https://link-springer-

com.libproxy.helsinki.fi/content/pdf/10.1057/9780230369955.pdf> [accessed 

21 September 2022] 

 

https://www-cambridge-org.libproxy.helsinki.fi/core/journals/studies-in-second-language-acquisition/article/differential-effects-of-oral-and-written-corrective-feedback-in-the-esl-classroom/93688B58A51B8E6BD2E0402CC3F5A12D
https://www-cambridge-org.libproxy.helsinki.fi/core/journals/studies-in-second-language-acquisition/article/differential-effects-of-oral-and-written-corrective-feedback-in-the-esl-classroom/93688B58A51B8E6BD2E0402CC3F5A12D
https://www-cambridge-org.libproxy.helsinki.fi/core/journals/studies-in-second-language-acquisition/article/differential-effects-of-oral-and-written-corrective-feedback-in-the-esl-classroom/93688B58A51B8E6BD2E0402CC3F5A12D
https://www-cambridge-org.libproxy.helsinki.fi/core/journals/studies-in-second-language-acquisition/article/differential-effects-of-oral-and-written-corrective-feedback-in-the-esl-classroom/93688B58A51B8E6BD2E0402CC3F5A12D
https://link-springer-com.libproxy.helsinki.fi/book/10.1007/978-94-007-0548-7
https://link-springer-com.libproxy.helsinki.fi/book/10.1007/978-94-007-0548-7
https://helda.helsinki.fi/bitstream/handle/10138/305021/Kyselytutkimuksen-mittarit-ja-menetelmat-2019-Vehkalahti.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y
https://helda.helsinki.fi/bitstream/handle/10138/305021/Kyselytutkimuksen-mittarit-ja-menetelmat-2019-Vehkalahti.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/19463014.2018.1434082
https://link-springer-com.libproxy.helsinki.fi/content/pdf/10.1057/9780230369955.pdf
https://link-springer-com.libproxy.helsinki.fi/content/pdf/10.1057/9780230369955.pdf


 

Appendices 

Appendix A. Cover letter 

 

  



 

Appendix B. Background information 

 

 

 



 

 

  



 

Appendix C. Section 1: Questions 1-7 + open comments 
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Appendix E. Section 3: Questions 14-20 + open comments 

 

  



 

 

  



 

 

  



 

 

  



 

 

 

  



 

 

  



 

 

  



 

Appendix F. Section 4: Questions 21-22 + open comments 

 



 



 



 

 

  



 



 

 

 

 

 


