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Abstract. The aim of this study is to analyse 8" grade students' English speaking levels in the
academic year 2020-2021 according to the speaking criteria of the Common European Language
Framework of Reference for Languages. This study also aims to identify the speaking difficulties
which are experienced by the students and find out the possible problems related to being able to
carry out tasks which necessitate share data on known themes and exercises such as describing
experiences, events, hopes and ambitions, understanding what the discussion is about and having
the option to keep the discussion going successfully. Being able to speak in English or any target
language is a vital skill and can be difficult at times. For the speaking analysis, a questionnaire was
administered to 32 8" grade students of N20 R. Isetov school in Turkistan, Kazakhstan in the
academic year 2020-2021. The results of the questionnaires were assessed statistically. The
findings in the research indicate that students think they are competent with the Al speaking criteria
the most according to the CEFR. In other words, as the students reach higher levels of competencies
in their current levels (A1, A2, B1), the means that show their speaking performance levels tend to
go down.

Keywords: Common European framework of reference for languages, European language
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8-ChIHBIN OKYIIBLIAPBIHBIH KAJMBIFA OPTAK eyPOoNaJbIK TiIIep aHBIKTAMAJIBIK IeHOepiHe
cdliKec arbUIIIbIH TUTiHE COiJIey JeHTelliH Taaaay

Angatna. byn 3eprreynin mMakcatsl 2020-2021 oKy KbUIbIHA 8-CHIHBII OKYIIBLIAPBIHBIH
aFplUIIIBIH  TIMIH Oiny JAeHreiin JKammelFa opTak eypomajiblK TUILIEp ULIEHOEpiHiH ceiiey
KpUTEpUIJIEpiHE CoMKec Tanaay OoJbIm TaObuTaabl. bysr 3epTTey COHBIMEH KaTap CTYIACHTTEPIIIH
ceillley Ke3IHJEri KHUBIHABIKTAphIH aHBIKTayFa KoHE Toxipube, OKWFamap, yMITTep MeEH
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aMOMIIMSITIApIbl CUTIATTAY CHUSKTHI TAHBIC TAKBIPHINTAP MEH ic-IIapaiap OOWBIHINA TiKeIel aKmapar
alMacy/bl KaKeT €TeTiH TarcblpMalapbl OpbIHAayMEH OaliJaHBICTBI MaceNeneplli aHbIKTayFa
OHT'iM€ HE Typasibl €KeHIH TYCIHY JKOHE OHBI COTTi Koyjiai Oinyre OarbITTanFaH. AFBUINIBIH TUTIHJE
ceiiyiey HeMece Ke3-KelreH 0acka MaKcaTThl TUIJE Coilyiey Keiifie KUbIHFA COFybl MyMKIH ©MIPIIIK
narapl 0okl TabbuIaAbl. 3epTTeyal Kyprizy yumin Kazakcran pecmyomukacsl, Typkicran k. Ne20
P. UceroB aTwhiHzmarel opTa MeKTeOiHIH 8-CHIHBIOBIHBIH 32 OKymIbichl apacbiHga 2020-2021 oky
KBUIBIHJA cayainHama OKyprizinmi, CayanHaMaHbIH HOTHXKENEpl CTaTHCTUKAIBIK TYPFBIIAH
TajgaHabpl. 3epTTey HOTHXKeNepl KepceTKeHIeH, crynenTTep KanmblFa opTak €ypomnajblK TUIIep
aHBIKTAMaJIbIK meHOepiHiH Al ceiiney kputepuitiepi OOWbIHIIA KY3bIPETTi OONBIN TaOBUIIBL. SIFHH,
CTyIeHTTepAiH kanmmbl geHreinepi (Al, A2, Bl) sxorapel Oojica ma, oJlapAblH Ceiiey
JICHTreHJICpIHIH TOMEH EKCHIIT1 aHBIKTAJIIbI.

Kiar ce3nep: >xanmbl eyponaiblK TUIAIK KOP, €ypONalbIK TIAIK MOPTHOIN0, Coiey TUTIHIH
JICHTeH1.
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AHa/IU3 YPOBHS BJIaJleHUS] AHTJIMHCKUM SI3bIKOM YYalIuxcs §8-X KJIacCOB COIJIACHO
001IeeBPONEIiCKOM ccTeMe CCHIIIOK HA SI3BIKU

AHHoTanus. Ilenpro JaHHOrO HCCIENOBaHUS SBISAETCS AaHAJINW3 YPOBHS  BJAJEHUS
AQHTJIMMCKUM SI3bIKOM ydamuxcs 8-x kiaccoB B 2020-2021 y4eOHOM ToAy B COOTBETCTBUHU C
KputepusiMu roBopeHuss OOmieeBponeickoi  A3bIKOBOM 0a3bl 3HAHMM s SA3BIKOB.  OTO
HCCIIEIOBaHNE TAK)K€ HAIIPABJIEHO Ha BBISIBICHHUE PEUEBBIX TPYAHOCTEH, C KOTOPBIMH CTAIKUBAIOTCS
CTY/IEHTBl, U BBIICHEHHE BO3MOXXHBIX IpOOJIEM, CBSI3aHHBIX C BBIMOJIHEHUEM 3a7ay, KOTOpbIE
TpeOyIOT mpsiMOro oOMeHa UHPOpMAaIIHel 10 3HAKOMBIM TeMaM U JIeUCTBUSAM, TAKUM KaK OMHCAHHE
OTIBITa, COOBITHH, HA/IeXkK T U aMOUIUi1, TOHUMAs!, O YeM UJAET Pa3roBOp, U YMETh MOJIEPKUBATh €T0
yCHENHO. YMEHUE TOBOPUTh Ha aHTJIMICKOM MJIU JIFOOOM JIPYroM HU3y4aeMOM SI3bIKE — KU3HEHHO
Ba)XHBII HaBBIK, KOTOPHII MHOIJIa MOXET BBI3bIBaTh 3aTpyJHeHHs. i1 peueBoro aHaiusa ObLI
MIPOBEJIEH aHKETHBIN onpoc 32 yueHUKoB 8-x kiaccoB mmikoibl M. P. Mcerosa Ne 20 r. Typxkecran,
Kazaxcran B 2020-2021 yyebHoM rony. Pe3ynbTaThl aHKETUPOBAHUS OLEHUBAIUCH CTATHCTUYECKH.
Pe3ynbratel  uccnenoBaHWS — MOKA3bIBAIOT, 4YTO CTYJAEHTOB MOXHO CUUTaTh Haumbosee
KOMIIETEHTHBIMH B COOTBETCTBMM € Kpurepusimu roBopeHus Al cormacio CEFR. [lpyrumn
CIIOBaMHU, 10 MEpEe TOro, KaK y4alluecs JOCTUTAalOT Oosiee BHICOKMX YPOBHEH KOMIIETEHIIUN Ha UX
Tekymem ypoBHe (Al, A2, Bl), cpeacTBa, Mmoka3bplBaloOIMe WX YPOBEHb YCTHOW pe4M, MMEIOT
TEHJICHIINIO K CHIKEHUIO.

KiroueBble ciioBa: oOuieeBporeiickas si3pIkoBasi 6a3a, eBpoIeicKoe s3bIK0OBOE MOPT(OIHO,
YPOBEHb Pa3roBOPHOM peUH.

Introduction

Speaking skills constitute the greatest part of learning a foreign language. Due to the recent
developments in information technology, being able to communicate has gained more value in the
modern world. Therefore, language learners who have better speaking skills are bound to be more
successful than less efficient ones [1]. Yet, speaking has been the skill which is mostly neglected in
the teaching process. The reasons for this may vary depending on the context of teaching. The most
common reason for this is, its being a complex skill to assess and score. Another challenge that can
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be mentioned is learners’ lack of opportunities to communicate and use the target language outside
the classroom setting.

Knowing a language differs from being able to speak it. Speaking is an intelligent expertise
which requires the capacity to co-work in the administration of talking turns. It additionally happens
in a brief timeframe, mostly without pre-planning and the nature of grammar in spoken language is
different from the grammar of written language. Therefore, teaching the grammar of a language
may not be sufficient preparation for speaking that target language. All in all, speaking seems to be
a great challenge for learners.

This study also aims to identify the speaking difficulties which are experienced by the
students and find out the possible problems related to being able to carry out tasks which necessitate
share data on known themes and exercises and activities such as describing experiences, events,
hopes and ambitions, understanding what the discussion is about and having the option to keep the
discussion going successfully.

The following research questions were asked to find out the speaking levels of, identify the
problems the students encounter related to their speaking skills.

1. What are the speaking levels of participants of the study according to the CEFR speaking
criteria?

2. What are the possible speaking problems and what are the solutions and the suggestions to
solve them?

Speaking has always been at the core of language teaching. One of the reasons of it is being
able to communicate in a foreign language is considered equal to knowing that language [2].The
main purpose of learning how to speak is to achieve communicative proficiency. Speakers need to
get the meaning across as clearly as possible and one of the factors teachers should consider is to
make sure that learners reach a satisfactory level in terms of their use of the language. In this
respect, speaking competence is of vital importance for both parties [3].

As commonly known, even though learners get higher levels in general, their speaking skills
of interaction and production remain the same or even behind the current level they are. Therefore
even though learners may have little or no difficulty understanding the utterances which are heard,
they can’t take part in communicative events or they can’t contribute much to the information
exchange taking place due to their inadequate skills of communicative performance. They also have
difficulty in dealing with interactive activities such as casual conversations and informal/formal
discussions or productive activities such as addressing the public. There haven’t been many studies
conducted related to the speaking levels of language learners based on the CEFR. The reason why
the researcher chose the CEFR speaking criteria as the base of the research is that the CEFR is the
most effective and recognized language assessment system in Europe.

Communicative activities may involve tasks such as motivating learners to compare pictures,
look for similarities and differences, find out missing information, look for solutions, conversations,
discussions, dialogues and role-plays, etc. The teacher’s role includes being the facilitator of
information and motivating learners to negotiate the meaning. Lessons are designed to provide
learners with control to a certain extent because of the reality that learning is equal to having the
chance to choose. Pairwork supplemented with role-play enables learners to have control and a
chance to communicate efficiently.

Strategic competence refers to being able to deal with real interactive situations. It
necessitates knowledge of strategies such as compensation used in case of inadequate information
of rules or exhaustion and distraction. It is operated when the message is not interpreted correctly or
in case of forgetting a specific word. Strategic competence includes ‘verbal and nonverbal
communication techniques that can be used to compensate for communication breakdowns caused
by performance factors or a lack of competence'.

The Common European Framework provides a standardized framework for the creation of
language syllabuses, curriculum standards, tests, textbooks, and other educational materials across
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Europe. It thoroughly outlines what language learners must learn in order to use a language
communicatively, as well as what information and skills they must develop in order to effectively
communicate. The sense of the cultural context is also included in the definition.

The framework also determines proficiency standards that can be assessed at various levels of
learning. The CEFR seeks to put professionals together in terms of connectivity and eliminate
challenges created by inequalities in educational systems across Europe. It makes it easier for
educational managers, course designers, instructors, instructor mentors, examining bodies, and
others to access services in order to help them to keep track of their current practice and achieve
their goals of meeting learners’ needs.

The Common European Framework includes nine chapters and four Appendixes:

. The Common European Framework in its political and educational context;
. Approach adopted:;

. Common Reference Levels;

. Language use and the language user/learner;

. The user/learner’s competences;

. Language learning and teaching;

. Tasks and their role in language teaching;

. Linguistic diversification and the curriculum;

. Assessment.

Appendix A: Developing proficiency descriptors.

Appendix B: The illustrative scales of descriptors.

Appendix C: The DIALANG scales.

Appendix D: The ALTE ‘Can Do’ statements.

The CEFR was written with three main aims.

- To create a metalanguage that can be used to address priorities and language levels across
educational industries, national and linguistic boundaries. It was hoped that by doing so,
practitioners would be able to tell each other and their clients what they needed to help learners
accomplish and how they went about doing so.

- Encourage language practitioners to focus on their current practice, especially in relation to
learners' practical language learning needs, the setting of acceptable goals, and learner progress
monitoring.

- Agree on common reference points based on work on priorities performed in the Council of
Europe's Modern Languages projects since the 1970s.

The COE language education policy is characterized by the following guiding principles:

- Language learning is for everyone: in today's Europe, all people must have the ability to
extend their plurilingual repertoire.

- Language learning should be based on worthwhile, practical goals that reflect the learner's
needs, desires, motivation, and skills.

- Language learning is vital for intercultural communication: it is necessary for ensuring
effective interaction across linguistic and cultural barriers, as well as fostering sensitivity to other
people's plurilingual repertoire.

- Language learning is a lifelong endeavor: it should promote learner accountability and
independence in order to face the challenges of lifelong language learning.

- Language instruction is coordinated: it should be organized as a whole, including the
development of appropriate convergences between all languages that learners have in their
repertoire or wish to add to it, as well as the specification of goals, the use of teaching/learning
resources and techniques, the evaluation of learner achievement, and the development of
appropriate convergences between all languages that learners have in their repertoire or wish to add
to it.

OO ~NO NP WwNE
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- Language instruction is consistent and transparent: regulators, curriculum designers,
textbook writers, review bodies, teacher trainers, and students must all have the same priorities,
expectations, and evaluation criteria.

- Language learning and teaching are complex, lifelong processes that adapt to experience,
evolving circumstances, and use.

The CEFR is a descriptive scheme that can be used to examine L2 learners' needs, identify L2
learning objectives, direct the creation of L2 learning materials and activities, and serve as a basis
for overall learning evaluation. It deals with the analysis of the language through strategies applied
by learners to prompt general and communicative competences so as to accomplish activities and
processes involved in the production and reception of texts, as well as the construction of discourse
around specific themes, that assist them in carrying out tasks under given conditions and constraints
in various realms of social life.

The descriptive scheme has two dimensions as horizontal and vertical. The vertical dimension
has can-do descriptors to define six levels of communicative proficiency in three bands (Al, A2 —
Basic User; B1, B2 — Independent User; C1, C2 — Proficient User).The levels have been developed
as a result of a Swiss research project. It suggests nine, quite the same sized, coherent levels.

The scales that make up the vertical dimension of the CEFR are user-based and include
communicative behaviour and what learners can do in the target language. The horizontal
dimension of the CEFR is related to the learners’ communicative language competences, strategies
and communicative activities. Just as communicative activities, competences and strategies are
scaled. Yet, the scaling is based on the communicative behaviour. The horizontal axis also suggests
taxonomies for evaluating language use contexts: domains, circumstances, conditions, and
limitations, mental meaning, themes, communicative tasks, and purposes.

Several studies have looked for compatibility and applicability of EFL programs for different
grades with the proficiency descriptors and principles of the CEFR. For example, Ozer (2012)
investigated the goodness of fit between the lower secondary education 3rd grade Curriculum for
English Language in Turkey and the CEFR for Languages that was composed by the Council of
Europe to encourage other languages except for the mother tongue to be spoken and to bring foreign
language instruction into conformity with some standards [4]. Likewise, Sak (2013) tried to
compare the EFL programs followed at primary education in Finland and Turkey, and their
compatibility to CEFR. The findings indicated several differences and similarities in attainments
and skills of the EFL programs of these two countries [5].

Shaarawy and Lotfy (2013) have a quasi-experiment in which writing was taught alongside
other language skills in daily language contexts, and students were expected to perform
asynchronous online tasks to extend their learning beyond classroom hours. Freshmen from one of
Egypt's private universities were used in the experiment [6]. The study group consisted of twenty-
one pre-intermediate students. Twenty-one pre-intermediate students were in the experimental
group, which received the new CEFR course, while twenty-six other students in the same level were
in the control group, which received the standard face-to-face academically contextualized course.
In 70 percent of the rubrics used to rate students' writing, the experimental group outperformed the
control group. The experimental group outperformed the control group in 70% of the rubrics used to
grade students' writing, and there was a substantial increase in the experimental group's writing
proficiency level when evaluating the outcomes of the pretest and posttest.

Nakatani (2012) investigates whether the use of communication strategies (CS) as established
by the Standard European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR) will help EFL students
develop their communicative skills. Japanese college students took part in a 12-week computer
science course. The results show that the students’ test scores, use of achievement strategies, and
knowledge of strategy use all improved significantly [7].

Fischer (2020) studies the principles of task-based language testing and explains in which contexts
this approach might be particularly fruitful. It also presents the author’s experience gained in
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implementing the approach at institutional and national levels, and the challenges involved in
managing this change [8].

Eizaga-Rebollar and Heras-Ramirez (2020) research the extent to which pragmatic
competence as defined by the CEFR has been accommodated in the task descriptions and rating
scales of two of the most popular Oral Proficiency Interviews at a C1 level [9]. The findings show
that the task descriptions incorporate mostly aspects of discourse and design competence. The study
shows that the tests fall to fully accommodate all aspects of pragmatic competence in the task skills
and rating scales, although the aspects they do incorporate follow the CEFR descriptors on
pragmatic competence.

Moreover, self-assessment aspect of the CEFR has become a research interest; many studies
have investigated contributions of the CEFR in foreign language learning in terms of self-
assessment. But we try to investigate 8" grade students' English speaking levels according to the
speaking criteria of the CEFR.

Methodology

This study is a descriptive study that aims to determine the speaking levels of 8™ grade
students in Turkistan in the academic year of 2020-2021 (fall term) according to the speaking
criteria of the CEFR.

Quantitative data collection can be made in many ways. A popular method of doing it is to
conduct a survey using some kind of a questionnaire [10].

Findings and Discussion

As mentioned before there were 32 participants of the study.The scale has six different
dimensions with a 5 point Likert type Scale. The results of the descriptive analysis were
summarized in Table 1.

Table 1 — Descriptive Results for the Dimensions

Dimensions N Mean SD
Al-Spoken Interaction 32 4.15 74
Al-Spoken Interaction 32 4.00 .86
A2- Spoken Interaction 32 3.42 .78
A2- Spoken Interaction 32 3.89 81
B1- Spoken Interaction 32 3.16 .80
B1- Spoken Interaction 32 3.00 .88

It can be seen that students have more positive opinions for A1-Spoken Interaction (M = 4.15,
SD = .74) than the other dimensions.

The analysis of each item of “A1-Spoken Interaction” is as follows:

Q1: I can introduce somebody as well as using simple greetings and leave taking expressions.

The results show that about 62% of the participants strongly agree that they can introduce
somebody and use basic greetings and leave taking expressions; moreover, 27% of the participants
agree with this item. About 7% of the participants strongly disagree or disagree with the statement.
In addition to these, there are 4.4% who are neutral.

Q2: I can ask and answer simple questions, as well as make and respond to simple statements
about topics that are both familiar and popular.
The results show that most of the participants, about 82%, strongly agree or agree that they can ask
and answer simple questions, as well as make and respond to simple statements about topics that are
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both familiar and popular. About 7% of the participants strongly disagree or disagree with the
statement. The rest of the participants are neutral.

Q3: | can make myself understood in a concise manner, but | depend on my partner to repeat
and rephrase what | mean, as well as to assist me in saying what | want.

The results show that 35 % of the participants strongly agree and about 44% of the participants
agree with the statement. About 7 % of the participants strongly disagree or disagree. Moreover,
The rest of the participants are neutral.

Q4: Easy transactions can be made with pointing or other movements to help what I mean.
The results show that about 41% of the participants strongly agree that Easy transactions can be
made with pointing or other movements to help what I mean. Parallel to this, about 36% of the
participants agree with the statement.15% of the participants who are neutral. In addition to these,
about 8 % of the participants strongly disagree or disagree with the statement.

Q5: I'm good with amounts, quantities, prices, and deadlines.

The results show that about 36% of the participants strongly agree and about 38% of the
participants agree that they are good with amounts, quantities, prices, and deadlines. About 7% of
the participants strongly disagree or disagree. Moreover, 18.8% participants are neutral.

Q6: I can both ask for and give things to people.

The results show that most of the 38% the participants agree that they can both ask for and
give things to people and 34% of the participants strongly agree with the statement. About 8% of
the participants strongly disagree or disagree with the statement; also 20% of the participants are
neutral.

Q7: 1 will ask people questions about where they live, who they know, what they have, and so
on, and | will answer those questions if they are phrased slowly and clearly.

The findings indicate that 84 percent of the participants strongly agree or agree with the
argument. Neutrality is expressed by 10.3 percent of the participants. Approximately 7% of those
surveyed strongly disagree or disagree with the state.

08: I can use time expressions such as “next week”, “last Friday”, “in November”, and “at
three o’clock.”

The results show that 56% of the participants strongly agree and 28% of them agree that they
can use time expressions. 10.3% who are neutral about the statement. In addition to these 6% of the
participants strongly disagree or disagree with the statement.

Q09: | can have simple conversations such as greeting.

The results show that 55.3 % of the participants strongly agree and about 29 % of them agree
that they can have simple conversations such as greeting. The 8 % who are neutral about the
statement. In addition to these, about 9 % of the participants strongly disagree or disagree with the
statement;

Q10: I can make and accept apologies

The results show that about 57% of the participants strongly agree and about 27% of them
agree that they can make and accept apologies. 10% of the participants are neutral about the
statement. In addition to these, 5% of the participants disagree and only 2% of them strongly
disagree that they can make and accept apologies.

The analysis of each item of “A2-Spoken Production” is as follows:

Q11: I can talk about and describe myself and my family.

The results show that about 56% of the participants strongly agree that they can talk about
themselves and their family; moreover 31% of the participants agree with this item. About 8% of
the participants strongly disagree or disagree with the statement. In addition to these, there are 6%
participants who are neutral.

Q12: 1 can give basic descriptions of events.
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The results show that about 37% of the participants strongly agree or agree that they can give basic
descriptions of events. In addition to these, 34% who are neutral. About 21% of the participants
strongly disagree or disagree with the statement.

Q13: My educational history, as well as my current or most recent work, can be identified.
The results show that 32% of the participants strongly agree and about 41.3% of the participants
agree with the statement. Moreover there are 16% of participants who are neutral. 11% of the
participants strongly disagree or disagree.

Q14: In a simple manner, | can explain my hobbies and interests.
The results show that about 47% of the participants strongly agree that they can describe their
hobbies and interests in a simple way. Parallel to this, 36% of the participants agree with the
statement. 10% are neutral. In addition to these, about 7% of the participants strongly disagree or
disagree with the statement.

Q15: I might recall past events, such as those from last week or my most recent vacation.
The results show that about 37% of the participants strongly agree and about 42% of the
participants agree that they can describe past activities such as last week or their last holiday. About
11 % of the participants strongly disagree or disagree. 11.3% are neutral.
The analysis of each item of “B1-Spoken Interaction” is as follows:

Q16: I may begin, sustain, and end a discussion about familiar or personal topics.
The results show that about 12% of the participants strongly agree that they can start, maintain and
end a conversation about topics that are familiar of personal interest; moreover, 22% of the
participants agree with this item. About 27% of the participants strongly disagree or disagree with
the statement. In addition to these 41% who are neutral.

Q17: 1 may have a conversation or a debate, but I can be difficult to understand when trying
to say exactly what | want.
The results show that about 30% of the participants strongly agree or agree with the statement. In
addition to these, 36% are neutral, 35% of the participants strongly disagree or disagree with the
statement.

Q18: When making travel plans via an agent or while traveling, | am prepared to deal with
the majority of circumstances that can occur.
The results show that 10 % of the participants strongly agree and about 27% of the participants
agree with the statement. Moreover, 41% are neutral. 23% of the participants strongly disagree or
disagree.

Q19: I have the opportunity to ask for and obey detailed directions.
The results show that only 7 % of the participants strongly agree that they have the opportunity to
ask for and obey detailed directions and also about 14% of the participants agree with the statement.
32% who are neutral.In addition to these, about 48% of the participants strongly disagree or
disagree with the statement.

Q20: Surprise, satisfaction, disappointment, curiosity, and indifference are all feelings I can
convey and respond to.
The results show that 21% of the participants strongly agree and about 39% of the participants agree
that they can convey and respond to feelings. About 15% of the participants strongly disagree or
disagree. Moreover, there are 21.6% who are neutral.

Q21: I can explain my reactions and relate the plot of a book or film.
The results show that 11% of the participants strongly agree that they can explain their reactions
and relate the plot of a book or film and also 25% of the participants agree with this statement. 35%
are neutral. In addition to these, about 31% of the participants strongly disagree or disagree with the
statement.

Q22: 1 can quickly paraphrase short written passages orally, using the wording and structure
of the original text.
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The results show that 9% of the participants strongly agree and 29% of the participants agree that

they can paraphrase short written passages in a simple way, using the wording and structure of the

original text. About 28% of the participants strongly disagree or disagree. 35% who are neutral.
Q23: | can narrate a story.

The results show that about 8% of the participants strongly agree that they can narrate a story;

moreover 13% of the participants agree with this item. About 53% of the participants strongly

disagree or disagree with the statement. In addition to these, 27% who are neutral.

Conclusion

This study investigated the current speaking problems of 8" grade students and identified the
current speaking levels of 8" grade students according to the CEFR criteria. It was also designed to
inform us about the characteristics of speech, functions of speaking, how speaking skills are taught,
Communicative language teaching, Communicative competence, CEFR.

The results elicited were assessed statistically. The findings of the research reveal that the
peaking levels of the learners based on their teachers’ and their own opinions according to the
CEFR speaking criteria are as follows:

* A1 Spoken Interaction: Students: =4,27; Teachers: =4,50

* Al Spoken Production: Students: =3,99; Teachers: =4,75

* A2 Spoken Interaction: Students: =3,58; Teachers: =3,98

» A2 Spoken Production: Students: =3,85; Teachers: =4,18

* B1 Spoken Interaction: Students: =3,31; Teachers: =3,69

* B1 Spoken Production: Students: =3,16; Teachers: =3,24

As can be seen above, the mean of spoken interaction for Al is the highest of all three
interaction levels. The spoken interaction mean of A2 is higher than B1 spoken interaction mean
and B1 spoken interaction mean is the lowest of the three. Therefore it can be said that the means
for spoken interaction levels decrease as the students reach higher levels of proficiency.

The study revealed that the learners feel the most competent with their A1 spoken interaction,
Al spoken production, and A2 spoken production skills respectively. Even though the learners’
level is basically B1, they believe their speaking level is behind their current level.

The first research question was ‘“What are the speaking levels of 8" grade students according
to the CEFR speaking criteria?’’ The results have revealed that the learners feel competent the most
with their Al level of speaking skills. As their current level increases, their speaking skills tend to
remain behind their general level. When the findings are taken into account, speaking still seems to
be the skill which is neglected the most in the classroom. Classroom activities entailing the
completion of interactive speaking tasks such as role-play and information gap, etc. should be
included in the lessons and allow learners to take part in activities engaging in different speaking
tasks. Language is for communication; therefore creating real-life situations in the classroom which
would eventually improve learners’ speaking skills would be beneficial.

The second research question was ‘What are the possible speaking problems and what are the
solutions and the suggestions to solve them?’According to the results students feel unconfident
about their B1 production activities the most. Production activities are pertinent to speaking
activities in which learners are required to create a speaking text to address a specific audience.
Considering the findings, learners feel difficulty with more complicated speaking activities such as
narrating a story or paraphrasing a written text orally. Therefore, it would be useful to diversify the
speaking activities in higher levels.

The findings have also revealed that the learners are able to handle simple daily conversation
such as introducing somebody or asking and answering simple questions. Yet, being able to deal
with simple speaking tasks does not always lead to meaningful communication. A real-life
conversation requires the knowledge of communication strategies such as turn taking or being able
to use the language functionally so making the necessary changes in the curriculum and providing
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various speaking task types in the curriculum might be beneficial. In addition to that, the speaking
abilities of learners could be assessed via different oral exam types. Apart from asking learners to
talk about a random subject, they could be involved in an interactive process such as a discussion.

In order to get our students to develop communicative efficiency, students need to be exposed to
communicative activities aiming to provide the knowledge of what is appropriate and what to say in
different contexts,(discourse competence),the knowledge of ability to ask for clarification and fix
miscommunication (strategic competence), as well as the pace of speech, pause duration, turn-
taking, and other social aspects of language usage (sociolinguistic competence), grammar,
pronunciation etc. (linguistic competence). It is also of vital importance that teachers should be
aware of different functions of the language while creating speaking activities which learners may
need practice with. Exposing learners to speech styles (the degree of politeness depending on the
participants' positions, ages, sex, and status in interactions) and different functions of speaking such
as transaction (group discussions and problem-solving activities, asking someone for directions on
the street, ordering food from a menu in a restaurant), interaction (narrating personal experiences,
agreeing and disagreeing, confirming information), performance (giving a speech, giving a class
report about a trip, making a presentation) might be beneficial in terms of helping them develop
communicative competency.
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