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Article 
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Abstract: Recent studies highlight the need to introduce objectives in Initial Teaching Education focused on the 

development of oral language competence (OLC). The main aim of the study is to examine activities to promote 

the development of OLC that are carried out in university classrooms and their evaluation, to analyze the 

relationship between students’ awareness of OLC work and class activities and to identify proposals to improve 

students’ OLC. Participants were 175 university teachers who teach on the bachelor’s degree in Initial Teacher 

Education (ITE) and the master’s degree in Secondary Education (MSE) at seven Catalan universities. The data 

collection instrument was an online questionnaire with 69 questions. The results indicate that 92.5% of 

participants work on OLC in their subjects, that 76.5% propose activities that are specifically linked to OLC and 

that 65.1% of participants evaluate OLC in their subject. A total of 39.4% of participants reported the need to 

increase discussions to generate processes of collaborative and interdisciplinary reflection between university 

teachers from different areas of knowledge, among others. We conclude that professional development 

processes need to be designed for ITE teachers to reflect on how they help students to develop OLC from a 

pragmatic perspective. 

Keywords: oral language competence; initial teacher education; university teachers; interdisciplinarity 

 

1. Introduction 

The development of communicative and linguistic skills, linked to oral language, reading or 

writing, is essential in higher education contexts. Their value lies not only in the opportunity they 

offer to demonstrate knowledge constructed at the university, but also because they are very 

powerful psychological instruments that make it possible to generate and transform knowledge, 

optimize learning or develop reflective thinking, among other factors [1–3].  

Oral language competence (OLC) [4,5] has implications at a personal, professional and social 

level, so its teaching and learning must be a priority, in line with what is established by the Common 

European Framework of Reference for Languages, proposed by the Council of Europe [6]. 

Competence in oral language means that a person can construct complex, coherent, cohesive 

oral texts that are adapted to the context. At the same time, it implies the ability to request 

information, argue, ask for clarification, refute and reflect on their own language, among other skills, 

with different interlocutors and aims [7]. 

This is important for all university students. It is especially relevant for students who are 

preparing to work as teachers, since they must help their future pupils to develop these competences 

and be a model of social interaction and language for them [8]. OLC will be useful for them to enrich 

their own professional practice when they participate in activities as relevant as meetings with other 

teachers from the school, meetings with other professionals (such as educational psychologists and 

speech therapists) from the school or other services, with professionals linked to community services 

(social workers, representatives of education authorities, etc.) and with their pupils’ families. 

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions, and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual author(s) and 
contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to people or property resulting 
from any ideas, methods, instructions, or products referred to in the content.
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For this reason, it is essential that university teachers work on OLC in an explicit, systematic way 

in the subjects of ITE. However, previous research shows that this is not always the case [9–13] and 

that the design of subjects does not explicitly contemplate OLC or, when it does, it does not suppose 

more than one activity within the set of contents of the subject, which shows the lack of attention paid 

to it. 

Research focused on the analysis of how teachers promote the development of OLC in ITE 

indicates that OLC is generally worked on in a non-systematic way or combined with written 

competence [12,14], which is what has traditionally been prioritized in formal education contexts. 

Likewise, it is observed that the activities that are carried out most frequently in university 

classrooms, linked to oral language, are associated with oral presentations or debates to promote 

critical thinking. The objectives linked to oral expression or the criteria that will be applied to evaluate 

the OLC are only defined occasionally [17,18]. 

The results of a study carried out with first year ITE students are especially relevant. In this 

study, students’ performance on the same content was compared, depending on whether it was 

expressed orally or in writing [19]. The results show that almost a quarter of the students failed the 

contents of the subject when they were presented orally, while these same students passed the 

contents when they wrote them down. Only just over a tenth failed both tests (oral and written). The 

rest of the students did not show sufficient oral competence to verbally demonstrate understanding 

of the content worked on in the classroom. 

Results shows that university ITE students feel that they do not have enough communication 

skills to communicate effectively in different situations (in class, in meetings or in meetings with a 

mentor), although these skills improve throughout their university studies. Furthermore, very few 

subjects explain the OLC objectives clearly or define the way in which contents related to OLC will 

be worked on and evaluated [20,21]. Another study highlights that 78% of ITE students expressed the 

need to incorporate a specific subject in the ITE aimed at developing this competence [10]. Similarly, 

recent ITE graduates stated that they had not received sufficient training in this area and expressed 

the need to continue learning after graduation to be able to help their pupils to develop OLC in the 

school context [8,10,11,21]. 

The situations referred to above seem consistent with the fact that university teachers state that 

they are not sufficiently prepared or competent to help future teachers in the area of OLC. Despite 

being aware that this is a cross-cutting, interdisciplinary competence included in ITE plans, they do 

not systematically design programmes that include theoretical or methodological elements to 

promote this competence in ITE students [23,24]. 
Other reasons for the lack of explicit teaching of oral language in university contexts may be 

related to the belief that oral competence develops naturally, without the need for explicit teaching, 

or the fact that it is considered a competence that must be acquired in previous educational levels 

[20]. 

A study carried out in Catalan universities [18] shows that OLC can be developed, and students’ 

critical thinking encouraged by introducing in university classrooms content linked with 

conversational methodology. In this methodology, teaching is conceived as a participatory, active 

activity, where contents and ideas are questioned and the reviewed knowledge is jointly argued, 

counterargued and discussed [25–27]. 

Specific strategies to encourage students to learn by speaking and learn to speak are identified 

by some authors [28,29]. They include: facilitating situations in which students discuss the contents 

worked on in the subjects, either in a small or whole group; offering opportunities for students to 

become aware of aspects related to oral language, such as the way they express themselves, the 

content of their oral production, the structure and organization of the discourse and the way they 

manage the conversation in different communicative situations; and encouraging reflection on the 

language and on one’s own linguistic competence and metatalk. These strategies are not just linked 

to a specific subject, for example in the language area. Instead, they must be considered in the set of 

subjects, since they are associated with a cross-cutting competence (OLC), which can be taught and 

learnt in the different knowledge areas [30–32]. 

The presence of these strategies in ITE university classrooms and in the training of graduates in 

various disciplines (such as history, chemistry and linguistics) who want to be secondary education 

teachers (e.g. the Master’s degree in Secondary Education, MSE) [33] depends on several factors. 
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These include the profile of university teachers in terms of years of teaching experience, the type of 

relationship with the university (full time or part time) or the initial degree (for example, in 

psychology, linguistics, pedagogy, sociology, history, chemistry and mathematics). It may also be 

related to aspects such as the number of students in the classroom, the subject taught, the teaching 

methodologies used, or the resources that are invested and that directly affect these aspects, which 

should also be considered. 

In this context, and within the framework of the ITE and the MSE, the study proposes the 

following objectives: 

1. Analyze activities to promote OLC development that are carried out in university classrooms 

and their evaluation. 

2. Explore teachers’ ideas on how to improve the development of their students’ OLC could be 

improved. 

3. Analyze the relationship between students’ awareness of OLC work and activities to promote 

it. 

4. Explore the relationship between teachers’ evaluation of their strategies to promote OLC, 

teachers’ perception of their students’ OLC and students’ OLC evaluation. 

2. Materials and Methods 

Participants 

A total of 175 teachers participated who teach subjects in ITE (Early Childhood and Primary 

Education) (n=141) and in MSE (n=34) in 7 Catalan universities. Table 1 shows the main characteristics 

of the participants. 

Table 1. Main characteristics of the 175 participating teachers 

 Man Women NC 

Gender 

no 55 117 3 

% 31% 67% 2% 

 

  between 20-30 
between 30-

40 
between 40-50 

More than 

50 
NC 

Age 

no 7 25 61 77 5 

% 4% 14% 35% 44% 3% 

 

  ITE MSE Doctorate 

Level of education 

no 22 48 105 

% 13% 27% 60% 

 

  
UB UAB 

UVic-

UCC 
UdG UdLL URV URL 

University no 85 30 30 1 14 8 7 
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  Partial time Full time 

Link University 

no 98 77 

% 56% 44% 

Note: n (number), NC (no answer), UB (University of Barcelona), UAB (Autonomous University of 

Barcelona), UVic-UCC (University of Vic - Central University of Catalonia), URL (Ramon Llull 

University), URV (Rovira i Virgili University), UdL (University of Lleida). 

Instrument 

The main data collection instrument is an online questionnaire with 69 questions (Appendix A). 

At the beginning of the questionnaire, informed consent was requested from the participants. Of the 

69 questions, the initial section consists of 15 questions, 9 single-answer closed questions and 6 open-

ended questions, designed to determine the teacher’s profile. The rest of the questions in the 

instrument are organized into 6 thematic sections: 1) Activities to work on OLC, 2) Strategies to work 

on OLC, 3) Assessment of OLC (which dimensions are more relevant), 4) Evaluation of OLC (which 

dimensions teachers evaluate), 5) Improvement of OLC and 6) Improvement of teachers’ strategies 

and skills to contribute to the development of students’ OLC. 

The first section includes 6 questions focused on determining how the teachers work on OLC in 

the classroom and the type of activities that are done. This section consists of a series of multiple-

choice questions and an open question so that the teacher can express more specifically what type of 

activities they work on that have not been mentioned in the multiple-choice options. This section 

includes questions related to the teachers’ perceptions of students’ awareness of the use of oral 

language and what they do to improve it. To achieve this, two multiple-choice questions are included, 

followed by an open question. 

The second section includes four questions whose objective is to find out how teachers’ evaluate 

the strategies they use to help their students develop OLC, how often they use these strategies, and 

the consciousness they have of themselves as models for their students.  

The third section has six questions that aim to find out which dimensions of OLC (pragmatics, 

lexicon, vocabulary, discursive strategies, comprehension, form and non-verbal communication) are 

more relevant for teachers, and the dimensions that they believe their students need to develop 

further. Two of the questions in this section are multiple choice, one is a dichotomous question and 

two open questions. 

The fourth section includes 27 questions and its purpose is to determine whether teachers 

evaluate the OLC, which dimensions they evaluate and with what instruments, when they undertake 

the evaluation and how often. Of the 27 questions, five are dichotomous, 11 multiple choice and 11 

are open-ended questions that are mostly derived from the multiple-choice questions. 

The fifth section includes seven questions to explore the elements that the teacher could change 

and improve with respect to work on OLC in their subject. To achieve this, one dichotomous question, 

three multiple choice questions and three open questions are included. 

Finally, the sixth section consists of four questions to find out strategies to improve teaching 

skills and possible agents to contribute to better development of students’ OLC. Two of the questions 

are multiple choice, and another open-ended question was derived from each one. 

Procedure 

The questionnaire was prepared by three of the team’s researchers based on the six sections 

described above, refined by various readings and reviews. The first version of the instrument was 

sent to 6 teachers from different Catalan universities who reviewed the questions based on their 

experience as ITE and MSE teachers. The comments and suggestions for change were discussed by 

the researchers and the instrument was adjusted. After that, four ITE teachers from one of the 

% 49% 17% 17% 6% 8% 5% 4% 
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participating universities answered the questionnaire, and the experience was evaluated with them. 

The last adjustments were made and the version was considered ready to be validated. 

A message was written and sent by email to the directors of ITE studies at the 7 universities with 

information about the project, along with a link to the questionnaire, and a request for them to send 

the questionnaire to all ITE teachers. In addition, the list of MSE teachers from the 7 universities was 

reviewed on the corresponding webpages, and the same email message with the link was sent directly 

to all the teachers. In cases in which the list of teachers was not public, the programme directors were 

contacted so that they were the ones to send the message via email to the teachers, just as the directors 

of ITE had done.  

In the message, teachers were asked to answer within a maximum period of one month. Once 

this time had elapsed, as it was considered that there were insufficient responses (140), the same 

message was sent again to the ITE and MSE coordinators, and to the MSE teachers of the 7 

universities, to remind them of the researchers’ interest in learning about their experience. New 

responses were obtained, until the number of 175 was reached, which was considered sufficient. 

Data Analysis 

For the data analysis, firstly the descriptive statistics of the sample were calculated to explore 

the variables in relation to the training and professional context of the teachers and the work on OLC 

that they carried out in their subjects. Additionally, Pearson’s chi-squared tests and Spearman’s 

correlations were carried out with a confidence level of 95% to explore the relationships between the 

variables analysed, especially the relationships between the specific activities to work on OLC, its 

evaluation or not in the subject, the teachers’ perceptions of their students’ level of competence and 

the students’ awareness of OLC work in the classroom. The SPSS version 26 program was used for 

the data processing. 

3. Results 

3.1. Activities to Promote the Development of OLC that Are Carried Out in University Classrooms and Their 

Evaluation 

Table 2 shows that 92.57% of the teachers stated that they work on OLC indirectly, along with 

other competences and contents of the subject, while 76.57% propose activities that are specifically 

linked to OLC. Full-time teachers stated more frequently than part-time teachers that they totally 

disagreed with proposing activities specifically related to OLC (Pearson’s chi-squared, p= .029). 

Table 2. Relative frequencies and response percentages of teachers in relation to two questions in the 

questionnaire (N=175). 

 I work the CLO together with other 

competences and contents of the subject 

I propose concrete 

activities specifically 

linked to the CLO 

 Frequency % Frequency % 

Totally agree 93 53.14 67 38.29 

Agree 69 39.43 67 38.29 

In disagreement 8 4.57 27 15.43 

Strongly disagree 5 2.86 14 8 

Table 3 shows the response trend of teachers in relation to the type of strategies they use to help 

and accompany students in the OLC development process. They were asked to indicate the degree 

of agreement with each of the statements using four response options (0=never; 1=sometimes; 2=often; 

3=always). The strategy they used most frequently was to make it easier for students to ask questions 

(x=2.84), followed by making it easier for students to give their opinions and answers (x=2.75) and 

making it easier for students to express their opinions (x=2.75). The strategy that teachers only used 
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sometimes was to help students to become aware of the importance of using new vocabulary when 

they make contributions in class (x=1.93), or to help them to discuss topics in a group in class (x=2.07). 

Table 3. Mean and standard deviation of the frequency of use of strategies to develop OLC, with 3 

being the maximum score. 

 Mean Standard 

deviation 

I facilitate small group discussion in class 2.26 0.72 

I make it easy for them to discuss in a group in class 2.39 0.69 

I help them to be aware of the new vocabulary or concepts that we have been 

working on in each topic or thematic blog 

2.12 0.81 

I help them to be aware of the importance of using new vocabulary when 

making interventions in class 

1.93 0.97 

I make it easy for them to express their opinions 2.75 0.52 

I make it easy for them to ask their questions 2.84 0.40 

I make it easy for them to argue their opinions or answers 2.75 0.48 

I make it easy for them to discuss in a group in class 2.07 0.81 

As shown in Figure 1, most of the teachers stated that they carry out between 2 and 7 activities 

on OLC throughout the semester, with an average of 4.72 activities. Among the activities on OLC, the 

most mentioned (see Table 4) were the promotion of student participation in the sessions through 

questions, contributions or reflections (87.43%), oral presentations (77.14%), discussions with the 

class group (72%), in small groups (63.43%) or debates (66.29%). The least used were audio recorded 

oral activities (12%) or interviews (14.29%). 

 
Figure 1. Number of CLO activities that teachers carry out with their students. Note: the percentatge 

of teachers (among all the teachers) that propose activities to promote CLO is indicated at the top of 

the column. The number of activities is indicated at the bottom. 

Table 4. Relative frequencies and percentage of activities to promote OLC. 

 Freq. % 

0,00
2,29

8,00

18,29
16,57

19,43 18,86

12,57

1,71 2,29
0,00

0,00

5,00

10,00

15,00

20,00

25,00

30,00

0 act 1 act 2 act 3 act 4 act 5 act 6 act 7 act 8 act 9 act 10 act
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Student participation (questions, contributions, reflections...) 153 87.43 

Oral presentations 135 77.14 

Large group discussions 126 72 

Discussions 116 66.29 

Small group discussions 111 63.43 

Oral activities recorded on video 67 38.29 

Role-Playing activities and simulations 51 29.14 

Onterviews 25 14.29 

Oral activities recorded on audio 21 12 

Some significant differences were found in the type of activities that are promoted. The results 

indicate that ITE teachers make more oral presentations than MSE teachers (p= .003). In addition, 

some statistically significant differences were found between years of teaching experience and oral 

activities recorded on video. Teachers with 5 to 10 years of experience used oral activities recorded 

on video more than other teachers. Teachers with over 10 years of experience stated that they used 

such activities to a lesser extent than the rest of the teachers (p= .015). 

In the question, Do you think the students are aware that you are working on OLC in your subject?, 

differences were detected in the option “quite” between part-time and full-time teachers (p= .031), 

with part-time teachers choosing this option much more frequently than full-time teachers. 

As shown in Table 5, 65.14% of the participants answered that they evaluate OLC in their subject, 

while 34.86% indicated that they do not. Table 5 shows the frequency and percentages of each 

dimension. 

Table 5. Relative frequencies and percentage of the OLC dimensions that teachers evaluate. 

 Freq. %. 

Pragmatics, discursive strategies... 95 54 

Lexicon 89 51 

Form: phonology, grammar and morphology 80 46 

Non-verbal communication 70 40 

Comprehension 66 38 

Others 6 3.4 

Among the teachers who evaluate OLC, the average is 2.38 activities during the semester (see 

Figure 2). The most frequently mentioned activities (see Table 6) were the oral presentation (65.1%), 

contributions of students during lessons (31.4%), debates (29.7%), discussions about the contents that 
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are worked on (27.4%) and oral activities recorded on video (27.4%). The least used activities to 

evaluate OLC were oral activities recorded on audio (8%) or interviews (9.14%). 

 

Figure 2. Number of CLO activities that professors develop to evaluate CLO per semester. Note: the 

percentatge of teachers (among all the teachers) that evaluates the CLO is indicated at the top of the 

column. The number of activities that are evaluated is indicated at the bottom. 

Table 6. Relative frequencies and percentage of the activities carried out to evaluate OLC. 

Activities to Evaluate CLO Freq. % 

Oral presentations 114 65.1 

Interventions (questions, contributions, reflections...) of the students 

during the classes 
55 31.4 

Discussions 52 29.7 

Discussions about content we are working on 48 27.4 

Oral activities recorded on video 48 27.4 

Small group discussions 35 20 

Role-Playing activities and simulations 27 15.4 

Interviews 16 9.14 

Oral activities recorded on audio 14 8 

As for the number of activities that they evaluate per semester, ITE teachers stated that they 

evaluated the OLC of their students through more than 3 semester activities, which is well above the 

number of activities used by MSE teachers (p= .028). In relation to the type of activities for OLC 

evaluation, ITE teachers used oral presentations (p= .022) and peer evaluation (p= .023) more 

28.00
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14.86 14.29 13.71
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2.29 1.71
0.00 0.00

0.00

5.00

10.00

15.00

20.00

25.00

30.00

0 act 1 act 2 act 3 act 4 act 5 act 6 act 7 act 8 act 9 act 10 act

Preprints (www.preprints.org)  |  NOT PEER-REVIEWED  |  Posted: 31 May 2023                   doi:10.20944/preprints202305.2230.v1

https://doi.org/10.20944/preprints202305.2230.v1


 9 

 

frequently than MSE teachers. Likewise, ITE teachers reported more frequently that they share the 

evaluation criteria when they explain and give guidelines on the activities (p= .010). 

Teachers with between 5 and 10 years of teaching experience in higher education evaluate OLC 

thoughout the activities and not only at the beggining or at the end, more than the rest of teachers. In 

contrast, most experienced teachers (more than 10 years) use the evaluation thoughout the activities 

less than other teachers (p= .036). 

As regards the way in which teachers make the evaluation criteria known to students, teachers 

with between 5 and 10 years of experience stated more frequently than the rest of the teachers that 

they make the evaluation criteria known orally. The trend was different for teachers with more than 

10 years of experience, who reported that they communicate little orally about the evaluation criteria 

compared to the rest of the teachers (p = .018). 

Finally, ITE teachers share evaluation criteria with students significantly more frequently than 

MSE teachers (p= .015). The same results were obtained in relation to making students aware of 

working on OLC by offering them specific feedback. ITE teachers offered OLC feedback to their 

students significantly more frequently than MSE teachers (p= .003). 

3.2. Teachersʹ Ideas on How to Improve the OLC of Their Students 

The results show that 82.3% of the teachers considered that they could do more to promote their 

students’ OLC. Regarding the question, How do you think you can improve the OLC of your students in 

your subject?, 39.4% reported that this change depends on the possibility of carrying out more 

discussions on the contents that are worked on, 37.1% considered that the number of oral 

presentations could be increased, 34.9% considered that students have to participate more in class, 

32% indicated that debates in the classroom should be increased, 28.6% believed that it is necessary 

to increase activities on video, and 25.1% chose to increase discussions in small groups. 

Regarding the question, Do you think you could do more to promote the OLC of your students?, 

teachers of language subjects (19%) answered more frequently than teachers of non-language areas 

that there was little else they could do to promote the OLC of their students (p= .029). Language 

teachers were less likely to select some response options that the other teachers found useful, for 

example, Someone who observes my classes and helps me evaluate them (p= .002) or Discuss with the 

coordinators and teachers of the subject and make decisions to introduce changes (p= .037).  

Among the options offered to teachers as suggestions for change, 50.9% of teachers thought that 

to improve the students’ OLC, the student-teacher ratio in the classroom must be reduced, 36.6% 

considered that changes should be coordinated and introduced in the course plans, 34.9% believed 

that it would be beneficial to observe good teaching models and 34.9% affirmed that teachers’ 

competence needs to be improved. A total of 85.1% of teachers considered that improving students’ 

OLC is not only the responsibility of language subjects but is a general responsibility of all subjects. 

Statistically significant differences were found between the ITE and MSE teachers on reducing the 

student-teacher ratio per classroom (p= .008) as a way of improving students’ OLC. MSE teachers, 

who have smaller groups, did not consider this option as a proposal for improvement, unlike ITE 

teachers. Likewise, ITE teachers were more likely to consider that to improve OLC, students must 

participate more in class (p= .010). 

Teachers with fewer years of teaching experience (1 to 5 years) were more likely than teachers 

with over 10 years of teaching experience to consider that students’ OLC can be improved by 

facilitating their contributions (p= .004).  

When teachers reflected on aspects to improve in terms of their own teaching strategies to 

contribute to the development of students’ OLC, they selected the options of improving their 

strategies to promote student participation in class (56.6%), improving strategies to evaluate students’ 

oral contributions (53.1%) and designing evaluation instruments (44.6%). A total of 42.3% of teachers 

considered that it is necessary to improve communication between the subject’s teaching team, 

develop networking (30.9%) and improve teachers training (29.1%). Regarding which entity would 

be responsible for helping teachers to improve their skills to promote students’ OLC, 49.7% 

considered that departments in the language area are responsible, 28.6% considered that the Faculty 

of Education is responsible, 25.1% thought that it was a task for the coordination of the subject, and 

22.9% opted for the Professional Development Institute (IDP). 
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3.3. Relationship between Studentsʹ Awareness of OLC Work and Class Activities 

Chi-squared tests and Spearman correlations were carried out to explore the possible 

relationships between the activities to promote OLC proposed by the teachers, their evaluation 

proposals, and students’ awareness of OLC promotion, as perceived by the university teachers in 

their subjects. 

A significant positive correlation was observed between students’ degree of awareness of OLC 

promotion and specific activities to promote this competence (Spearman’s Rho= .532, p> .001). Results 

showed a significant correlation between students’ awareness of working with OLC and teachers 

who implemented more specific activities to promote it. A moderate correlation between the role of 

teachers as a model of OLC and students’ awareness (Spearman’s Rho= .307, p> .001) was observed. 

Teachers who perceived greater students’ awareness of OLC work in their subjects also showed a 

greater degree of agreement with being a model of oral linguistic competence for their students. 

A chi-squared analysis was conducted for each specific promotion activity. A significant 

relationship was found between awareness of OLC and debates (p= .035), video recorded activities 

(p= .025) and role playing and simulations (p= .042). This indicated a greater degree of awareness of 

students by the teachers who implemented these specific activities. 

Some types of activities to develop OLC awareness showed a significant chi-squared 

relationship with students’ OLC awareness. The relationship was significant between OLC awareness 

and communicating the goals of OLC activities (p < 0.001), and specific feedback (p < 0.001). Teachers 

who implemented activities to promote awareness considered that students had a higher level of 

OLC awareness. Teachers who did not communicate evaluation criteria (p= .003), did not use self-

evaluation (p = .007) and did not use co-evaluation (p = 0.002) to promote awareness of OLC work in 

the subject stated that students had low or very low awareness of OLC. 

3.4. Relationship between Teachersʹ Evaluation of Their Strategies to Promote OLC, Studentsʹ OLC 

Performance and Studentsʹ OLC Evaluation 

Regarding teachers’ self-evaluation of their strategies to promote students’ OLC development, 

Pearson’s chi-squared analysis showed that teachers who do not evaluate their students’ OLCs also 

had a lower opinion of their strategies to promote students’ OLCs and vice versa. Pearson’s chi-

squared analysis results were significant for the evaluation for formal aspects of OLC (p> .001), the 

lexical dimension (p> .001), the pragmatic dimension (p= .001), the comprehension dimension (p= 

.005) and nonverbal communication (p = .001). 

Pearson’s chi-squared analysis was conducted for students’ OLC awareness and the evaluation 

of these five dimensions of OLC. The results show that teachers who evaluated these dimensions also 

considered that their students had a good level of OLC awareness (see Table 7). In contrast, teachers 

who stated that their students had a poor level of OLC awareness generally did not implement OLC 

evaluation activities. 

Table 7. Pearson’s chi-squared analysis for students’ OLC awareness and the evaluation of OLC 

dimensions. 

Evaluation of CLO Dimensions 

N=175 
Pearson's Chi-square significance 

Formal p<0.001 

Lexical p<0.001 

Pragmatic p<0.001 

Comprehension p=0.003 
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Non-verbal p=0.001 

Additionally, Pearson’s chi-squared analysis was conducted for each teacher’s specific strategy 

to promote OLC and each evaluation dimension of OLC. The results were significant only for the 

pragmatic dimension with discussion activities in small groups (p= .037) and whole class (p= .009). 

For the comprehension dimension, discussions in small group (p= .014) and whole class (p=.023) were 

also significant. That is, teachers focused their evaluation on the pragmatic and comprehension 

dimensions significantly only for these activities. An evaluation of the formal dimension of OLC 

showed a significant relationship with activities to promote vocabulary awareness (p= .043), and there 

was a significant relationship between this activity and the lexical dimension (p< .001). For this last 

dimension, the strategy of promoting the incorporation of new vocabulary in student participation 

was also significant (p= .004). Teachers tended to evaluate aspects related to the lexicon in specific 

activities for this purpose, and only evaluated the lexical dimension in a general way when students 

participated in class. The most significant dimension in relation to the strategies for promoting 

students’ OLC was the pragmatic dimension. The evaluation of this dimension was significant in 

relation to the awareness of the vocabulary used in class participation (p=.038) and for promoting the 

expression of students’ opinions (p= .048). 

Finally, the Chi-squared analysis in relation to teachers’ awareness of their role as a OLC model 

for students showed significant results only for the lexical (p=.011) and pragmatic (p= .009) 

dimensions. The results showed that the teachers who were more likely to consider that they were 

OLC models for their students were those who specifically evaluated lexical and pragmatic 

dimensions during classroom activities. 

4. Discussion  

The results indicate that a high percentage of ITE and MSE teachers work on OLC in their 

subjects and propose activities specifically linked to OLC. These results do not coincide with others 

obtained in previous studies that highlighted the low presence of this type of activity in higher 

education [18,34,35]. 

The most common strategies of teachers to contribute to the development of their students’ OLC 

were to make it easier for students to ask questions, to give their opinions and answers, and to express 

their opinions. Other strategies such as helping students to become aware of the importance of using 

new vocabulary when they contribute in class, or facilitating group discussions in class, were less 

common. Especially in the first case, these are strategies that promote reflection on language and on 

their own OLC, which is the first step to be able to improve it, as indicated by some studies on 

metalinguistic competences [29,30]. In relation to group discussions, it was found that in the 

university context there is a lack of methodologies that promote group work as a key element for the 

development of all competences and especially OLC. This was also found in previous studies [36–

38]. 

The most frequently mentioned activities for working on OLC are students’ participation in 

sessions through questions, contributions, or reflections; oral presentations; the proposal of class 

discussions in small groups; and debates. These results coincide with other studies that show that 

oral presentations are one of the most frequent activities to work on oral language [15,16]. However, 

some activities that were not frequently mentioned in this study are described in other studies, for 

example, discussions [39]. We should explore in more detail what type of discussions take place and 

the degree to which teachers manage them so that they effectively promote the development of OLC 

in line with what some studies understand by conversational methodology [10,40] or dialogic 

teaching [29,41–45]. 

Notably, some activities that we consider very important for future teachers were only 

mentioned infrequently. These include oral activities recorded on audio and interviews. The former 

is relevant because, like some mentioned above, they mean giving importance to reflection on 

language, awareness of language or metalanguage [30,35,38,41]. The fact that a teacher asks students 

to record their oral output in audio format, even if it is only to analyze the more formal aspects of the 

language, such as the voice, already indicates a certain awareness of the importance of reflection on 
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language. In another line are activities such as interviews. Teachers of various educational levels 

dedicate a considerable amount of their daily work to interviews or meetings with families and other 

professionals in the educational field, such as educational psychologists, speech therapists or social 

workers. For this reason, some skills are necessary that are not usually taught in ITE and should be 

taught, as various authors have pointed out [41,46,47]. 

Regarding teachers’ evaluation of students’ OLC, pragmatics and discursive strategies are 

evaluated by only slightly more than half of the teachers, and less than half evaluate non-verbal 

communication. These are key OLC dimensions for a future teacher, not only for managing classes 

with their pupils, in which pragmatics and strategies are the basis of any teaching and learning 

process [31,40] but also for their effective participation in meetings with other teachers in the school, 

with families and with other professionals [48].  

The results showed that activities that involve the possibility of analyzing in detail the students’ 

output that are also likely to be evaluated by them, such as oral activities recorded on video, audio 

or interviews, are very infrequent. Once again, this leads us to consider the lack of importance that is 

given to the systematic analysis of oral output, both by teachers and students, as a key element of 

reflection on language [49]. 

The results indicate that ITE teachers evaluate the OLC more frequently than MSE teachers 

through co-evaluation and that they share the evaluation criteria when they explain and give 

guidelines on the activities to be developed, which is positive. However, it would be necessary to 

deepen and find out in more detail what level of reflection is promoted in the classroom regarding 

the evaluation of classmates’ productions, and what type of items are included in the evaluation 

guidelines or rubrics with the students [49]. Very often, these are very simple rubrics or templates 

that fundamentally evaluate formal aspects such as the speed of speech, body position or the volume 

of the voice, and do not include other aspects that are associated with the cohesion of the oral text, 

the ability to generate oral texts that are not memorized, the answer to other students’ questions, or 

the integration of gestures and facial expressions (multimodality) in oral texts [50]. 

Regarding the results linked to the teachers’ answers on how to improve their students’ OLC, 

39.4% report that change depends on the opportunity to have more discussions about the content in 

the classroom and 37.1% consider that the number of oral presentations should be increased. This 

seems to be an unclear result about what should be deepened, since oral presentations are a common 

activity, as indicated in previous paragraphs. It is illogical to consider that the way to improve 

students’ OLC is by doing more of what is already done. The result for classroom discussions 

coincides with what we have stated in previous works [10], which coincides with the conclusions of 

other authors [26,51]. The participation of students in class discussions, if they can manage the 

activity in an increasingly autonomous way, introduce the vocabulary they are learning, argue their 

positions, reflect on the contents they are working on and on their own competence, is an activity that 

has enormous potential for working on the OLC of future teachers [52–54]. 

Other activities indicated by the teachers are make it easier for students to participate more in 

class (34.9%), hold debates (32%), and carry out video activities (28.6%) or small group discussions 

(25.1%). All of them are essential activities to promote students’ OLC, although they should have 

been selected by a greater number of teachers, in our opinion. This indicates that university teaching 

staff are still not aware of how important it is for students to participate in class, not only to develop 

OLC, but also to learn the content that is worked on in a significant way. This is probably a sign that 

a conception of traditional university teachers remains, with the idea that they have to present the 

content (lectures) to transmit (not construct) knowledge for the students, who listen passively to their 

explanations [14,55]. 

Regarding other ways of promoting students’ OLC, the results indicate that teachers of language 

subjects choose less frequently than teachers of other subjects the possibility of having a person or 

colleague (another teacher) observe their classes and help them to assess students or discuss aspects 

with coordinators and other teachers of the subject and make decisions to introduce changes. This 

result reveals that teachers of language subjects consider that they do not need the opinions of other 

teachers about their classes, they feel very confident about what they do and they do not need to 

discuss what they do in class, even with other teachers of the same subjects. These perceptions are 

never good, but even less so if they come from language subject teachers. They probably once again 

indicate a very traditional conception of language that is far from pragmatic conceptions, which delve 
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not so much into the knowledge of syntactic, orthographic rules and norms or those related to the 

correct pronunciation of the sounds of a language but rather the use that is made of the language, the 

effect this produces on others (children, families, etc.) and the strategies teachers need to learn to use 

to contribute to the development of their future pupils’ OLC [35]. 

To end with the results linked to proposals to improve students’ OLC, some teachers consider 

that it would be beneficial to observe good teaching practices and that the development of 

communicative competence is not only the responsibility of language subjects. Instead, it is a 

responsibility transversal to all subjects, since it is interdisciplinary in nature, as previous studies 

have pointed out [14,56]. Teachers should be aware that observing other teachers is important and 

that it is necessary to continue learning. 

OLC awareness results show that teachers who evaluate lexical, pragmatic, comprehension and 

nonverbal communication dimensions also consider that their students have a good level of OLC 

awareness. It seems that the perception of students’ awareness of the importance of OLC is linked to 

the evaluation of the dimensions in the classes, which probably activates this awareness, and 

promotes progress by the students. When class activities related to this competence are not carried 

out, the teachers themselves consider that the students do not have competences, in line with what 

other studies have highlighted [57–60]. These are relationships that are probably two-way in nature 

but together seem to indicate that if university teachers are not aware of the importance of OLC, 

activities are not proposed, they are not evaluated, students are not encouraged to become aware of 

the importance of OLC and are considered to have poor competence. 

Regarding teachers’ self-evaluation of their strategies to promote students’ OLC development, 

the results show that teachers who do not evaluate OLC in their subjects also have a lower opinion 

of their strategies to promote students’ OLC and vice versa. These results coincide with those of 

previous studies that highlight foreign language university teachers’ awareness of their training 

needs to teach oral language to their students and motivate them in this area [61]. In our case, we are 

dealing with teachers of different subjects and areas, some of whom probably have not participated 

in learning processes related to the teaching of oral language during their degree. However, this does 

not mean that they cannot learn them in other professional development contexts. 

5. Conclusions 

The study contributes to the conceptualization of OLC by exploring its complex nature in a 

higher education context. The results have highlighted that some ITE and MSE teachers are aware 

that this is a key competence for their profession and that they need to form an interdisciplinary team 

to achieve shared goals by establishing a common lexicon, negotiating meanings, and planning their 

classes from the integration of knowledge and experience of two or more disciplinary areas. 

The empirical results highlight that teachers who propose and evaluate more activities consider 

that their students are more aware that OLC is being worked on in their classes. This perception and 

attitudes towards interdisciplinarity should be the basis for the professional development 

programmes of university teachers and for students participation on learning processes. 

A limitation of this study lies in the sample: the questionnaire was conducted at 7 universities in 

the same region. Research should be carried out in other universities in the country. The faculty 

profile could also be more diverse and include representatives from other academic disciplines and 

areas of professional specialization in a more balanced way. This limitation considers the exploratory 

nature of the study and means that the results must be interpreted with caution when professional 

development programmes are developed for ITE and MSE university teachers. Despite the limitation 

that is indicated, the results provide a global idea of the main components and elements that must be 

considered in the development of interdisciplinary professional programmes. This paper contributes 

to further exploration and discussion of the concept of interdisciplinary oral language competence 

and provides a methodological basis to facilitate the OLC teaching process by teachers from different 

disciplines. 
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