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Introduction

Sweden is a multilingual country with around 20% of the popula-
tion born outside Sweden+ and up to 200 different languages spo-
ken in society (Institutet for sprak och folkminnen, 2020). This is
reflected in the national curricula for compulsory and upper sec-
ondary school, with separate syllabuses for Swedish, Swedish as
a second language, Mother tongue tuition’, Sami, and Swedish
Sign language for the Hearing. In addition, three syllabuses are
provided for so-called foreign languages, namely English, Modern
languages and Chinese.

The overarching aim of the questionnaire underlying the cur-
rent study is to give voice to a large group of teachers of Second
foreign languages (SFLs), by mapping, describing and reflecting on
their reported practices and perceptions regarding a substantial

4 https://www.scb.se/hitta-statistik/sverige-i-siffror/manniskorna-i-sverige
/utrikes-fodda/

5 Sweden has five official national minority languages: Finnish, Meankieli,
Romani chib, Sami, and Yiddish. Sami has its own syllabus, whereas the
other four are included separately in the syllabus for Mother tongue tuition.

How to cite this book chapter:

Erickson, G., Bardel, C., Osterberg, R. and Rosén, M. (2022). Attitudes

and ambiguities — teachers’ views on second foreign language education in
Swedish compulsory school. In: Bardel, C., Hedman, C., Rejman, K. and
Zetterholm, E. (Eds.), Exploring Language Education: Global and local
perspectives, pp. 157—201. Stockholm University Press. DOI: https://doi.org
/10.16993/bbz.f. License: CC BY 4.0.


https://www.scb.se/hitta-statistik/sverige-i-siffror/manniskorna-i-sverige/utrikes-fodda/
https://www.scb.se/hitta-statistik/sverige-i-siffror/manniskorna-i-sverige/utrikes-fodda/
https://doi.org/10.16993/bbz.f
https://doi.org/10.16993/bbz.f

158 Exploring Language Education

number of issues within the broad domain of language education,
including aspects of learning, teaching, assessment, and frame-
work factors. The extensive teacher questionnaire (translated
English version in Appendix 1) was part of a research project on
Modern languages in compulsory school (see below). Some of the
most salient results were reported at an early stage to the category
of stakeholders enabling the survey, namely teachers (Erickson
et al., 2018).

In this chapter, three areas often discussed in the Swedish con-
text are focused upon, namely professional satisfaction, teachers’
target language use and the curricular status of Modern languages.
These issues are also discussed in reports and studies on Modern
languages (e.g., Liararnas Riksforbund, 2016; Skolinspektionen,
2010; Tholin, 2019). Furthermore, the three areas can be seen
as representing three fundamental levels of education, namely
the individual, pedagogical and structural levels (cf. Erickson et
al., 2015). Some background information is first given about the
TAL project and about discussions concerning the school subject
Modern languages in Sweden. In addition, the conceptual basis
for the study is outlined and the iterative development of the ques-
tionnaire is described. Before reporting the results, the data collec-
tion, the sample achieved, and the analytical approach taken are
presented. The results section that follows is organised according
to the three above mentioned issues. In the last part of the chapter,
the results are discussed and some possible implications of the
findings are outlined.

Background

In the following, the research project within which the current
study was conducted is presented, as are foreign languages in
Swedish compulsory school, including current discussions regard-
ing the subject Modern languages, the latter underlying the choice
of the three issues focused upon in the present chapter.

The TAL project

The purpose of the project Learning, Teaching and Assessment
of Second Foreign Languages — an Alignment Study on Oral
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Language Proficiency in the Swedish School Context, funded by
the Swedish Research Council between 2016 and 2018, was to
achieve a better understanding of SFL in Swedish compulsory
school, with special attention given to oral proficiency (Granfeldt
et al., 2016).° The target languages in focus were French, German
and Spanish.

The project adopted a holistic perspective on language educa-
tion and examined factors at the individual level, the school level
and the societal level. A major part of the project consisted of sur-
veys with school-leaders and teachers, combined with field studies
at 15 schools in the country, drawn from the initial sample of
schools. The school leaders’ questionnaire was sent to a stratified
random sample of 416 schools (with sampling assistance from
Statistics Sweden/SCB) in September 2016. The response rate
was 34% (n=143), and the questionnaire targeted school leaders’
educational and professional background and attitudes to sec-
ond foreign languages, as well as school frame factors, including
resources (Granfeldt et al., 2019).

The questionnaire examining teachers’ perspectives, which is
the focal point of the current chapter, was developed in a collab-
orative process involving language teachers as well as research-
ers and included piloting at different stages. It was administered
in 2017 and sent to teachers of French, German and Spanish in
the schools that had been sampled for the project, as mentioned
above (see further below, under Methodology).

Second foreign languages in Sweden

The tradition to study modern languages in Sweden goes back
to the 19" century, when, initially, French was the first foreign
language. It was also possible to study German and English in
secondary education (Hyltenstam & Osterberg, 2010). In 1859,
German became the first foreign language (Psykologisk Pedagogisk
Uppslagsbok, 1956) and remained so until 1946, when after the
end of World War II English took over this role (Hyltenstam &
Osterberg, 2010). In 1952/53, English was made a compulsory
subject for all students as from school year five. This starting

6 Project website at https://www.tal.lu.se


https://www.tal.lu.se
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point has since then been gradually lowered, today being year
three at the latest (Johansson, 2004; Malmberg, 2000; Tholin &
Lindqvist, 2009).

With English as the first foreign language, studies of French or
German became possible from school year 7, and from 1962 to
1969 it was compulsory to take one of these languages in order
to be admitted to upper secondary school (Tholin, 2019).

There have been important policy changes regarding SFLs
since 1969, two of which deserve to be highlighted here. First, in
1994, Spanish was introduced as a possible alternative to French
and German and is today by far the most frequent choice among
beginners (Bardel et al., 2019; Tholin, 2019). Second, the latest
starting point has recently been lowered from year 7 to year 6
(Persson, 2018). Both these changes, together with others, for
example an increase of teaching time (Tholin, 2019), aimed at
raising motivation among students to study a second foreign lan-
guage (Bardel et al., 2019). It also needs to be pointed out that
Modern languages is part of the so called ‘Language choice’ (Swe:
Sprdkvalet), a group of language electives in Swedish compul-
sory school, from which students have to choose one. This group
currently (2020) comprises Modern languages, additional studies
in Swedish and/or English, Mother tongue tuition, and Swedish
Sign language for the Hearing (Skolférordningen, 2011:185;
Tholin, 2019).

However, in comparison with English, the SFLs face very dif-
ferent conditions. The strong position of English concerning atti-
tudes, motivation and proficiency level is far from the same when
it comes to French, German and Spanish (Bardel et al., 2019;
European Commission, 2012a; European Commission, 2012b).
Furthermore, in the same way as school children today learn
English in out-of-school activities, younger children also have
many chances to acquire some English already in preschool age,
not least via digital media (Sylvén, 2022).

It is important to recall that the possibility to study an SFL,
introduced after English, is offered to all students.” In compulsory

7 There is also a possibility to take a third foreign language, starting in
school year 8, within the so-called ‘Student’s choice’ (Swe: Elevens val).
Very few students make this choice (in 2019/20, 0,8%; n=966)
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school, at least two of the languages French, German and Spanish
must be offered by the school organiser within the Language
choice, and a large majority of children — 88.7% of the cohort
in the autumn of 2019® — start with one of these languages, in
spite of its optional status. Of the total cohort in 2019, 17.5% of
the students chose French, 19.8% German, and 51.5% Spanish
(0.2% other modern languages).’

While most students start with a second foreign language, a
number of them drop out during the years up to year 9 (Krigh,
2019; Tholin, 2019). According to statistics from the National
Agency for Education, between 2015 and 2019 final grades of
Modern languages were awarded to an average of 69% of the
students."®

Tholin’s (2019) and Krigh’s (2019) studies offer an important
background to the current study, but compared to the large and
developing body of educational research on the learning, teaching
and assessment of English in Sweden, there is a lack of studies on
the second foreign languages. The TAL project, from which the
data for the current text emanate, represents an exception.

Current discussions about Modern languages

Certain issues regarding SFLs in Sweden are the subject of recur-
rent discussions in the media and among different categories of
stakeholders, and have been so for quite some time. One of these
issues concerns Modern language teachers’ satisfaction with their
work, which has been shown to be alarmingly low. An example
of this is a survey conducted by one of the large teacher unions
showing that, during the past few years, more than 60% of

https://www.skolverket.se/skolutveckling/statistik/sok-statistik-om-forskola
-skola-och-vuxenutbildning?sok=SokC&omrade=Skolor % 200ch % 20elever
&lasar=2019/20&run=1 Table 7B

8 https://www.skolverket.se/skolutveckling/statistik/sok-statistik-om-
forskola-skola-och-vuxenutbildning?sok=SokC&omrade=Skolor% 200ch
% 20elever&lasar=2019/20&run=1 Table 7A

9 See footnote 5.

10 https://www.skolverket.se/skolutveckling/statistik/sok-statistik-om
-forskola-skola-och-vuxenutbildning?sok=SokC&omrade=Betyg %20
%C3%Asrskurs%209&lasar=2018/19
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Modern language teachers have considered leaving the profession
(Lararnas Riksforbund, 2016). Reasons vary, with low salaries,
heavy work load and lack of in-service education being the most
frequently mentioned negative aspects. Another issue, which has
been a topic for discussion at least since the mid 1900s, was
brought forward in 2010 by the Swedish Schools Inspectorate
in a critical report concerning SFL education in compulsory
school (Skolinspektionen, 2010), highlighting the question of
target language use, which was found to be low both among
teachers and students. The Inspectorate saw this as evidence of
weak compliance with the national curriculum and syllabus that
are characterised by a clearly functional and competence-based
view of language, with active language use in focus. A third
example of a discussion that has been going on for a long time
and still evokes strong opinions is the status of SFLs, or more
precisely whether it should be mandatory for all students in
compulsory school or remain an elective subject. Here, a cer-
tain change can be noted, for example when comparing a study
conducted by the National Board of Education in the late 20th
century (Skoloverstyrelsen, 1991) and the survey conducted by a
teachers’ union some twenty years later (Lirarnas Riksférbund,
2016). In the older study, only about 12% of the responding SFL
teachers expressed a positive attitude to a mandatory second for-
eign language, whereas the corresponding response in the more
recent survey was roughly 50%.

Focus of the study

The three issues mentioned — professional satisfaction, teachers’
target language use™ and the curricular status of Modern lan-
guages — constitute the focal point of the present text, chosen
because of their importance in the professional and policy-related
debate referred to above. They represent different levels of lan-
guage education, with professional satisfaction at the individ-
ual level and teachers’ target language use at the pedagogical

11 For reasons of focus and space, students’ target language use, albeit of
obvious interest and connected to teachers’ use, is not focused upon in the
current chapter.
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level, whereas the curricular status of Modern languages in
Swedish compulsory school represents the structural level.
Reviewing the somewhat disparate sources mentioned in the
previous paragraph, one can conclude that they try to deal with
problems of attitudes and motivation in relation to other foreign
languages than English. The relevance of bringing these three
issues together and trying to find out what they mean to teach-
ers who work in the field becomes obvious. As shown below,
the different parts of the teacher questionnaire cover the three
levels of language education, the individual, the pedagogical and
the structural, by asking questions about the respondents’ back-
ground; learning and teaching, assessment and grading; frame
factors and attitudes.

The three different issues focused upon, representing three lev-
els of language education, taken together require a broad concep-
tual basis at the individual, teacher level, the pedagogical content
level, and the structural level (see further Conceptual consider-
ations, p. 167, and The Questionnaire, p. 169). Furthermore,
they have all been the subject of previous research, although not
in connection with each other and not with the methodology
used here which further explains the rationale behind this study.
Conceptual considerations of significance to the content of the
questionnaire and the analysis of the responses will briefly be
further discussed in the Methodology section of the text. First,
however, some mentioning of previous studies related to the three
issues seems relevant.

Previous research

As for Professional satisfaction, a number of national and
international studies have been conducted. In Sweden, broad
national evaluations were conducted between 1989 and 2003,
all of them comprising questions to teachers (e.g., Skolverket,
2004). Internationally, teachers’ attitudes to their profession
have been studied more recently in the TALIS surveys (OECD,
2019; Skolverket, 2020a). TALIS, The Teaching and Learning
International Survey, is organised by the OECD (Organisation for
Economic Co-operation and Development) and focuses on school
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leaders’ and teachers’ work. In the latest survey (2018), 48 coun-
tries around the world took part. Results show that, on the whole,
nine out of ten Swedish teachers of a broad range of subjects
declared themselves satisfied with their work, with only ten per
cent regretting their choice of profession. Regarding the perceived
status of their work, Swedish teachers are considerably more
hesitant than their international colleagues, the OECD mean for
high status being 26 % and the Swedish corresponding proportion
11%, to be compared with 18% in Denmark, 35% in Norway
and 58% in Finland (Skolverket, 2020a). Finally, it can be noted
that surveys among teachers of SFLs regarding professional satis-
faction are scarce, the teacher union survey from 2016 being an
exception. However, studies of English as a foreign language (e.g.,
Bonnet, 2004; Skolverket/Erickson, 2004), highlight a number of
opinions expressed by teachers, concerning for example the lack
of in-service education, and a perceived low degree of interest in
the language teaching profession.

Teachers’ target language use (TLU) has quite a prominent role
in the current national syllabuses for foreign languages in Sweden
(Skolverket, 2o011). In the syllabuses for English and Modern
languages for upper secondary school, it is explicitly stated
that “Instruction should in all essence be conducted in English/
the target language”."* However, this sentence is not included in the
syllabus for lower secondary school, although there are apparent
similarities in the documents concerning the description of other
aspects of language learning and teaching. This can be assumed to
be related to the age of the students rather than the level of com-
petence, this since Modern languages in upper secondary school
range all the way from beginners to the highest level described in
the syllabus.

TLU in foreign language classrooms has been the object of a
large number of studies, mostly focusing on teachers (for stud-
ies before 2002, see Turnbull & Arnett, 2002; for more recent
research on the issue, see Shin et al., 2019). In addition, a consist-
ent monolingual, target language approach for teachers as well

12 Swe: Undervisningen ska i allt visentligt bedrivas pd engelska/
madlspraket.
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as for students has been — and still is — strongly promoted in dis-
cussions about learner autonomy and the implementation of the
action-oriented language competence described in the CEFR (Little,
2009; Little et al., 2017). Although a certain change is noticeable
regarding the perception of TLU as self-evident, or even indispen-
sable (e.g., Krulatz et al., 2016; Littlewood & Yu, 2011), mono-
lingual approaches still have a very strong position in language
education. In the Nordic context, however, studies of TLU are rel-
atively scarce, especially regarding languages other than English.
An exception is Stoltz (2z011), who studied the use of French
among teachers and students in two French upper secondary lan-
guage classrooms in Sweden, finding that Swedish was used to a
considerable extent, most often related to specific instructional
activities and with the aim of facilitating students’ understanding.
In a recent study, also of French, set in a Norwegian lower sec-
ondary school context, Norwegian L1 was found to be the lan-
guage of instruction in most classes (Thue Vold & Brkan, 2020)
and that students’ use of the target language was clearly limited.
Further, the frequency and effects of teachers’ target language use
were studied in the European Survey on Language Competences
(European Commission, 2012b). Results, albeit not all of them
significant, indicate that “the more teachers speak the target
language during lessons, the higher the score on the language
test” (p. 64).

The curricular status of Modern languages has been dis-
cussed for a very long time in Sweden, but the subject has never
been mandatory for all students. As from the 1960s, there were
two levels of courses: one ‘general’ and one ‘special’*?, where
the general course was intended to offer a less demanding alter-
native. These ‘alternative courses’ were first introduced for
English and Mathematics and later also for French and German
(Malmberg, 2000). Both courses granted access to upper second-
ary school (Giota & Emanuelsson, 2015). The existence of the
alternative SFL courses became fairly short, and they were abol-
ished in 1980. The two courses for English and Mathematics
were kept but were increasingly criticised, not least for

13 Swe: Allmdin kurs and sdrskild kurs.
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contributing to students’ tactical choices and for increasing
segregation based on class and gender (Giota & Emanuelsson,
2015; Lindblad & Eriksson, 1987). The courses were abolished
when the 1994 curricula were launched (Malmberg, 2000;
Marklund, 1985).

As mentioned in the beginning of the current chapter, con-
siderable structural changes regarding Modern languages were
introduced in the 1994 national curricula, with the ambition
to strengthen students’ motivation to learn more languages.
Periodically, the issue of a mandatory SFL for all students has been
debated in the general media and also in teachers’ journals, often
with strong opinions expressed both for keeping the optional sta-
tus and for introducing obligatory SFL. However, political discus-
sions have not been very loud, and it seems clear that opinions
about this issue are often divided, also within political parties.
The National Agency for Education has approached the Ministry
for Education on several occasions since the early 2000s, most
recently in 2018 (Skolverket, 2018), suggesting reforms to make
more students study a second foreign language, not least by abol-
ishing the option to choose additional Swedish or English, but so
far no changes have been made.

Methodology

The methodology of the study will be described from three points
of view, namely the development of the questionnaire; the col-
lection of data, including the achieved teacher sample, and the
analytical approach.

The development of the TAL teacher questionnaire

The development of the TAL teacher questionnaire (hence-
forward, the TTQ) was preceded by a number of discussions
within the project group and with different educational research-
ers and experienced teachers, in particular regarding recipient
related issues, ranging from sampling to delivery mode and for-
mat. Furthermore, conceptual and empirical considerations and
analyses had an essential role in the actual development of the
instrument.
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Conceptual considerations

The overarching purpose of the TTQ was to focus on a broad
spectrum of issues related to teachers’ experiences and percep-
tions of their profession and to offer possibilities to view these
aspects from different angles. Consequently, a broad conceptual
basis was needed for the development of the TTQ, but also for
the analyses and interpretations. In this study, research on teacher
cognition (Borg, 2003; van Driel & Berry, 2012) was essential,
as were theories — general and subject specific — on Pedagogical
content knowledge, PCK (Shulman, 1986; Watzke, 2007). A con-
ceptual basis in theories about teacher cognition proved highly
relevant in the analyses of all three issues focused upon in this
chapter. PCK, together with the Common European Framework
of Reference for Languages, CEFR (Council of Europe, 2001),
on language learning, teaching and assessment, were indispensa-
ble in approaching and analysing the whole language educational
area focused upon in the questionnaire, in particular the question
of teachers’ target language use. Theories about communicative
competence and its role in action oriented language learning,
teaching and assessment (Hymes, 1972; Canale & Swain, 1980;
Larsen-Freeman, 2000) were of obvious importance, separately
within different domains, but also as expressed and operational-
ised, for example, in the CEFR and its accompanying Companion
Volume (Council of Europe, 2020), and in the Swedish national
curriculum and language syllabuses (Skolverket, 2011), the latter
affecting, in an obvious way, language teachers’ daily practices.

Furthermore, to better capture aspects of systemic, school and
collegial environment, Frame factor theory was relevant, that is,
theories focusing on external factors affecting the lives of schools
and teachers (Dahllof, 1967; Lundgren, 1999), as well as work on
Practice architectures (Kemmis et al., 2014), including so called
sayings and doings (Schatzki, 2010), which further strengthen the
social aspects by adding relations between different agents to
the landscape of factors forming conditions and practices at
schools. Frame factor theory — both regarding material and rela-
tional aspects (Lundgren, 1999 and Kemmis et al., 2014) — proved
very useful in interpreting and analysing professional satisfaction
as well as the curricular status of Modern languages.
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Empirical considerations

Three empirical paths were followed to optimise the development
of the questionnaire. One of these was to form a reference group,
including people with different competences related to language
teaching, learning and assessment, most of them also teachers of
languages. A number of the members had substantial experience
of language test development at the national level, which meant
that they were well acquainted with the national curricula and
syllabuses and that they worked with teacher questionnaires on a
regular basis. In the group, some of the members also had experi-
ences from different research projects related to language educa-
tion at large to bring into the work. This group met throughout
the development process and provided valuable comments and
advice to the project group on the different steps undertaken
and on the questionnaire as a whole.

A second way to develop the TTQ was to study previous exam-
ples of national and international questionnaires for language
teachers. Nationally, this meant examples from National evalua-
tion rounds of English (1989-2003) and a research project focus-
ing on language teachers’ role in assessment (Skolverket/Oscarson
& Apelgren, 2005; Oscarson & Apelgren, 2o11). In addition, the
previously mentioned survey targeting the subject Modern lan-
guages in Swedish schools, labelled ‘Languages — so much more
than English’™ served as a useful source (Lararnas Riksforbund,
2016). Internationally, questionnaires from two European sur-
veys were studied: “The Assessment of pupils’ skills in English in
eight European Countries’ (Bonnet, 2004, ed.) and “The European
Survey on Language Competences’ (European Commission,
2012¢). Although most of these questionnaires focus on assess-
ment, they all contain a substantial number of relevant questions
related to language education in a broad sense.

Finally, in the empirical phase of developing the TTQ, different
rounds of questions and sets of questions were piloted, analyzed
and discussed in the reference and project groups. Preliminary
versions of the full questionnaire were pretested in three different
rounds with language teachers from different parts of the country

14 Swe: Sprdk — sd mycket mer dn engelska.
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and adjustments were made based on their comments. All in all,
this meant that approximately 40 people were in touch with the
TTQ during its developmental stage and were able to actively
influence its final design.

With these actions undertaken in the development of the TTQ,
we feel confident that the content and item formats have been
firmly grounded in a combination of conceptual considerations,
current practice and previous research.

The questionnaire

A digital questionnaire was considered most feasible for respond-
ents as well as researchers, and the aspiration was also to, thereby,
optimise the response rate. As for format, it was deemed impor-
tant to combine selected response and open-ended questions, thus
creating possibilities for initial overviews and comparisons of the
data as well as deeper understanding of the responses. The final
questionnaire (Appendix 1)* that was answered anonymously
online comprises 50 questions, divided into four thematic sec-
tions focusing on Respondent background information (Q 1-13);
Learning and teaching (Q 14-24), and Assessment and grading
(Q 25-34) [cf., for example, Council of Europe (2001); Shulman
(1986)]; Frame factors and attitudes (Q 3 5—50), [cf. Borg (2003);
Kemmis et al. (2014); Lundgren (1999)]. In particular, the sec-
tions focusing on learning, teaching and assessment were related
to the current national syllabus for Modern languages, but a num-
ber of questions also focused on issues beyond the scope of the
national regulatory documents, for example concerning teaching
methods and practices (cf. Watzke, 2007), which in accordance
with the national curriculum are to be decided locally, by individ-
ual teachers and schools. The questions were of different length
and complexity, with eight of multiple-choice (MC) type only, 11
requiring open responses only and 31 using a mix of closed and
open formats, with MC items or Likert scales plus space where
respondents were prompted to comment on the issue in focus.
The last two questions differed from the others in asking teachers

15 In the appended questionnaire, the 23 questions (46% of all questions)
actively used in the analyses are italicized.
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to express themselves freely on the contribution of Modern lan-
guages to students’ general education and development, and the
respondents’ teaching practices regarding SFL oral competence
(see Erickson et al., 2018 for an overview of the general results).

Data collection and achieved teacher sample

To ensure a representative sample of schools, and also to enable
possible analyses between the different studies within the TAL
project, it was decided to distribute the TTQ to the 416 schools
initially sampled for the project by Statistics Sweden. As already
mentioned, the 416 schools were extracted using a stratified ran-
dom method to ensure a representative group of schools across
the country regarding socio-economic as well as geographical
inclusion parameters (for further information, see Granfeldt et al.,
2019). All in all, 315 responses were received, representing 186
schools, which gives a response rate at the school level of c. 45%.
This may seem very low, but according to communication with
Statistics Sweden'®, this is a slightly higher number than is usually
expected in surveys of the current kind. The underlying reasons
are obviously multifaceted, but what may be seen as an essential
aspect of the relative reluctance to respond, for example, to ques-
tionnaires, is the rapidly growing interest in educational research
that has brought about a large number of studies requiring active
collaboration between teachers/head teachers and researchers.
Fortunately, however, the responses received can be compared to
population data for teachers of Modern languages, provided by
the National Agency for Education'’, which gives useful informa-
tion regarding the representativity of the data.

Table 1 gives an overview of some relevant background statistics
of the 315 participating teachers, as reported in the questionnaire.

16 Statistics Sweden/SCB is a Swedish government administrative authority,
which reports to the Ministry of Finance and is responsible for official
statistics and other government statistics. Statistics Sweden shall, on behalf
of the “Riksdag” (Parliament), provide customers with good quality
statistics.

17 https://www.skolverket.se/skolutveckling/statistik/sok-statistik-om
-forskola-skola-och-vuxenutbildning?sok=SokB&omr=Personal&run=1


https://www.skolverket.se/skolutveckling/statistik/sok-statistik-om-forskola-skola-och-vuxenutbildning?sok=SokB&omr=Personal&run=1
https://www.skolverket.se/skolutveckling/statistik/sok-statistik-om-forskola-skola-och-vuxenutbildning?sok=SokB&omr=Personal&run=1
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As shown in the table, the teachers responding were fairly
evenly distributed across the three target languages in focus,
French, German and Spanish. As compared to national sta-
tistics of Modern languages for school year 2017/2018, i.e.,
the year when the questionnaire was administered, this indi-
cates a certain overrepresentation of teachers of French and
German, and a corresponding underrepresentation of teachers
of Spanish. However, differences are quite small.”> Regarding
number of female and male teachers, the proportions in the
TTQ group were similar to national statistics for the year in
focus, 2017/18.%°

85% of the respondents were teaching at a municipal school,
which is similar to national statistics for school year 2017/2018.%*
As for formal qualifications, however, the group of respond-
ents in the TTQ study reported a considerably higher degree of
national teacher certification and teacher education including
the target language than the whole group of Modern language
teachers, with 65% in the whole group (TTQ: 84%), and 70, 73
and 58% for French, German and Spanish, respectively (TTQ: 89,
85,78%).>

Analyses of the responses to the questionnaire, based on the
different selection criteria used by Statistics Sweden, show rea-
sonable representativity of schools in relation to the 416 schools
contacted initially. This means that the TTQ schools do not differ
in any systematic way from the full sample regarding geographic,
demographic and socio-economic variables. However, it is impor-

19 https://www.skolverket.se/skolutveckling/statistik/sok-statistik-om
-forskola-skola-och-vuxenutbildning?sok=SokC8&omrade=Personal&lasar
=2017%2F18&run=1;Table 5.A

20 https://www.skolverket.se/skolutveckling/statistik/sok-statistik-om
-forskola-skola-och-vuxenutbildning?sok=SokC&omrade=Personal&lasar
=2017%2F18

21 https://www.ekonomifakta.se/fakta/valfarden-i-privat-regi/skolan-i-privat
-regi/elever-i-friskola/

22 https://siris.skolverket.se/reports/rwservlet?cmdkey=common&geo
=1&report=personal_amne2&p_flik=G&p_verksform=11&p_hman
=&p_niva=S&p_amne=&P_VERKSAMHETSAR=2017&P_KOMMUNKOD
=&P_LANKOD=&p_skolkod=&p_hmankod=


https://www.skolverket.se/skolutveckling/statistik/sok-statistik-om-forskola-skola-och-vuxenutbildning?sok=SokC&omrade=Personal&lasar=2017%2F18&run=1;Table 5.A
https://www.skolverket.se/skolutveckling/statistik/sok-statistik-om-forskola-skola-och-vuxenutbildning?sok=SokC&omrade=Personal&lasar=2017%2F18&run=1;Table 5.A
https://www.skolverket.se/skolutveckling/statistik/sok-statistik-om-forskola-skola-och-vuxenutbildning?sok=SokC&omrade=Personal&lasar=2017%2F18&run=1;Table 5.A
https://www.skolverket.se/skolutveckling/statistik/sok-statistik-om-forskola-skola-och-vuxenutbildning?sok=SokC&omrade=Personal&lasar=2017%2F18
https://www.skolverket.se/skolutveckling/statistik/sok-statistik-om-forskola-skola-och-vuxenutbildning?sok=SokC&omrade=Personal&lasar=2017%2F18
https://www.skolverket.se/skolutveckling/statistik/sok-statistik-om-forskola-skola-och-vuxenutbildning?sok=SokC&omrade=Personal&lasar=2017%2F18
https://www.ekonomifakta.se/fakta/valfarden-i-privat-regi/skolan-i-privat-regi/elever-i-friskola/
https://www.ekonomifakta.se/fakta/valfarden-i-privat-regi/skolan-i-privat-regi/elever-i-friskola/
https://siris.skolverket.se/reports/rwservlet?cmdkey=common&geo=1&report=personal_amne2&p_flik=G&p_verksform=11&p_hman=&p_niva=S&p_amne=&P_VERKSAMHETSAR=2017&P_KOMMUNKOD=&P_LANKOD=&p_skolkod=&p_hmankod=
https://siris.skolverket.se/reports/rwservlet?cmdkey=common&geo=1&report=personal_amne2&p_flik=G&p_verksform=11&p_hman=&p_niva=S&p_amne=&P_VERKSAMHETSAR=2017&P_KOMMUNKOD=&P_LANKOD=&p_skolkod=&p_hmankod=
https://siris.skolverket.se/reports/rwservlet?cmdkey=common&geo=1&report=personal_amne2&p_flik=G&p_verksform=11&p_hman=&p_niva=S&p_amne=&P_VERKSAMHETSAR=2017&P_KOMMUNKOD=&P_LANKOD=&p_skolkod=&p_hmankod=
https://siris.skolverket.se/reports/rwservlet?cmdkey=common&geo=1&report=personal_amne2&p_flik=G&p_verksform=11&p_hman=&p_niva=S&p_amne=&P_VERKSAMHETSAR=2017&P_KOMMUNKOD=&P_LANKOD=&p_skolkod=&p_hmankod=
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tant to bear in mind, that this does not mean that the individual
teachers are necessarily representative, for example in terms of
education or opinions. Taking part in the survey was optional,
and it is highly likely that those who chose to do so were inter-
ested in the topic and thus reflected a certain degree of positive
selection, which needs to be taken into account when interpreting
the responses.

Analytical approach

In this study we present a selection of primary analyses of the
TTQ data. The variables described were chosen to illuminate
the three issues focused upon in the current chapter: teachers’
professional satisfaction, teachers’ target language use, and the
curricular status of second foreign languages. Thus, this is not a
complete account and analysis of the entire survey.

We have chosen to present only standard descriptive statistics,
such as frequencies distributions on key questions, and com-
parisons of means on selected Likert-scale questions. However,
our discussion of these response patterns is also supported by
analyses of relations between variables expressing perceptions
or attitudes and background variables using correlations and
p-values.

Selected open responses have been subject to iterative
reading by the researchers, targeting explicitly and implicitly
expressed perceptions regarding the three issues in focus. These
perceptions have also been categorised and validated through
independent coding by three researchers, discussed and subse-
quently agreed upon. In the text, these categories are used in
relation to the perceptions expressed on the scales of the atti-
tude items.

A separation has been made between the different target
languages, to enable analyses of possible similarities and dif-
ferences between answers from respondents teaching French,
German and Spanish. However, since comparing the three lan-
guages was not the main aim of the study, this will be accounted
for and commented on only in cases where the results show a
noticeable difference relevant to the issue in focus.
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Results

In the following, results from the questionnaire regarding the
three issues focused upon in the current text will be presented,
one at a time, with the numbers of questions actively used in
the analyses given within brackets. Special attention will be
given to instances where certain ambiguities emerge. Finally, the
different results are discussed in the concluding section of
the text.

Professional satisfaction

The fourth thematic section in the TTQ focused on frame fac-
tors and attitudes and comprised 16 questions altogether. Eight
of these questions, together with one from the section on assess-
ment, aimed to capture what may be referred to as professional
satisfaction, which to a considerable, albeit individually varying,
extent can be connected conceptually as well as practically to dif-
ferent conditions in the working environment, with material as
well as relational characteristics (cf. Borg, 2003; Kemmis et al.,
2014; Lundgren, 1999).

The questions chosen to capture levels of professional satisfac-
tion among the respondents focused on three aspects that com-
monly emerge as having an influential role, namely colleagues
and collegial cooperation, in-service education, and perceived
attitudes to the language teaching profession.

Two open-ended questions focused on number of colleagues
(the numbers of the questions in the questionnaire given within
square brackets):

‘How many teachers of Modern languages are there at your
school?’ [38],

and
‘How many teachers teach the target language at your school?’

[39]

The responses to these questions, in particular the first one, high-
lighted a problem regarding terminology, namely the concept of



176 Exploring Language Education

‘Modern languages’, which has been used in national curricula
since the year 2000 (instead of naming the individual languages)
but still causes certain problems of interpretation and use. The
respondents’ definition was sometimes too wide, including both
English and different mother tongues, sometimes too narrow,
presumably referring to the target language only. This made some
answers difficult to interpret and results should be treated with
caution. However, the most common number of Modern language
teachers reported, in order of frequency, were 3 (n=76; 25%),
4 (n=70; 23%) and § teachers of Modern languages (n=51;
17%), followed by 2 (n=35; 12%).

The question about target language, that is, French, German
or Spanish, was apparently easier to interpret, with only very
few answers indicating a possible misunderstanding of the
terminology. As shown in Table 2, the following responses were
given.

Table 2. Number of teachers teaching the target language at the
respondent’s school

Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent

Valid 1 132 41.9 45.2
2 72 22.9 24.7
3 44 14.0 15.1
4 17 5-4 5-8
5 14 4-4 4.8
6 6 1.9 2.1
7 1.0 1.0
8 2 .6 7
9 1 3 3
12 1 3 3
Total 292 92.7 100.0

Missing System 23 7.3

Total 315 100.0
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As can be seen, the largest group of respondents, about 45 %,
report on being the only teacher of the target language at her/his
school, followed by 25% having one colleague teaching the same
language. Comments show that lack, or shortage, of colleagues is
often considered as negative.

A separation of French, German and Spanish shows clear dif-
ferences, with 60% of the teachers of French reporting to be the
only target language teacher at the school, as compared to 52%
for German and 26% for Spanish. Consequently, teachers of
Spanish much more often have colleagues teaching the same
language. This can obviously be related to the higher number
of students/groups for Spanish as compared to the other two
languages, but it may also reflect conditions related to organi-
sation and forms of employment in different municipalities and
schools.

In a subsequent question [40], the respondents were asked
to describe in what ways teachers of Modern languages collab-
orate at their schools. Here, the problem of terminology men-
tioned previously was further emphasized: It was often not pos-
sible to determine how the question had been interpreted, and a
considerable number of teachers apparently used Modern lan-
guages for their own target language. English was mentioned in
four comments out of 281, and Swedish once; other languages
not at all. As for the answers to the question, the responses
were quite scattered, both concerning frequency and content.
It was quite clear, however, that the most common example of
collaboration given concerned assessment and/or grading. This
may be compared to the outcome of question 28, where teach-
ers were asked to indicate on a 5-point scale how often they
cooperated with colleagues on assessment issues, and where the
mean was 3.08, hence in between the alternatives often and
seldom.

Another question in the TTQ [41] focused on language related
in-service education during the past five years. As shown in
Table 3, quite a negative view emerges.

As can be seen, less than a third of the respondents report on
recent in-service education related to the target language, and only
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Table 3. During the past five years, have you taken part in in-service
training related to the target language?

Type of in-service education Yes (percent) | No (percent)
Focusing on language 30.3 69.7
Focusing on language teaching 30.6 69.4
Integrating language and language 19.9 8o.1
teaching

Funded in-service education in a TL 9.9 90.1
speaking country

TL in-service education that I have 18.6 81.4
been able to influence myself

one out of ten on such education in a target language speaking
country. Furthermore, only 19% feel that they have been able to
influence the education themselves. The following two quotations
may serve as illustrations to what is often reported*: ‘Only sim-
ple things in my own town, without/or with very low costs’ and
‘Paid for my own five-week course last autumn. Didn’t receive any
economic support at all and have never had any during my nearly
20 years teaching languages’. However, there are also positive
examples given, for example activities offered by different Swedish
universities (‘language teacher days’), the Swedish language teach-
ers’ union, and language and culture institutes (Institut Francais,
Goethe Institut and Instituto Cervantes). Some local initiatives
are also mentioned: ‘Once every academic year, there is usually an
opportunity to meet the other teachers of X in the municipality,
which is very valuable’. Regarding language in-service education,
the results in the current study coincide to a large extent with sim-
ilar studies, which we will return to in the concluding discussion.

Three questions in the TTQ focused on the respondents’ percep-
tions regarding external views on the value of knowing Modern
languages. Here, the views in society [44], at the respondent’s own
school [45] and among students [46] were asked for in multiple
choice questions with five alternative answers in a Likert scale.
The responses are summarised in Table 4.

23 Quotations translated into English by the researchers.
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Table 4. How do you think the following agents value target
language competence?

Society | Your school | Students
(percent) (percent) (percent)
Valid 1 very low 12.4 4.3 8.9
2 33.2 2I1.0 26.4
3 36.2 40.0 45.5
4 12.4 23.9 15.2
5 very high 5.9 10.8 4.0
Total 307 305 303
Missing 8 10 12
system
Total 315 315 315
Mean 2.66 3.16 2.79

As can be seen, the respondents did not consider TL compe-
tence very highly valued, especially not by society in general or by
students. As shown by the mean value, the attitudes at their own
schools were deemed a bit more positive, but only to some extent,
with a mean value slightly above the ‘neutral’” middle value 3.
Some teacher comments summarize attitudes often expressed by

the teachers:

—  Just the fact that it’s the only subject that students can
choose not to study says all... General indifference,
‘English is enough’, is the general attitude;

—  Students are often encouraged to opt out of Modern
languages when they don’t manage a Pass in the core subjects

(‘core subjects’ are often used when referring to Swedish,
English and Mathematics);

and

—  The subject has low priority but it has become better. Our
school management now think that most students should
study a modern language instead of the Swedish/English
option ....
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What the respondents convey regarding number of colleagues,
in-service education and perceived attitudes to their profession
as teachers of Modern languages is quite negative. Therefore, it
is somewhat surprising, albeit a bit ambiguous, that the answers
to the question “Would you choose to become a teacher of
Modern languages today as well’ [43] is answered with Yes by
84% of the respondents, with [only] 16% saying No. However,
some of the comments following this dichotomous question
shed some light on the complex issues of professional satisfac-
tion. Positive features frequently mentioned were the value of
languages, personally as well as globally; creativity; contact with
young people; learning by teaching and, very frequently, joy from
‘opening doors’ and seeing people grow. Negative comments
were of course also made, albeit not very frequently. Factors
mentioned here included workload, working environment, stress,
and lacking motivation among students. Some also emphasised
that as long as Modern languages is an optional subject, it will
never have the same status as other subjects. We will return to this
structural aspect later in the text, after having had a closer look at
the pedagogical issue of target language use.

Teachers’target language use

Oral language proficiency was emphasised in the TAL project,
and consequently the teacher questionnaire comprised a number
of questions about this competence, not least focusing on the fre-
quency and nature of target language use in the classroom, both
regarding teachers and students. In the following, the analyses
presented focus on teachers’ target language use.

A question at the beginning of the questionnaire, targeting the
respondents’ current language confidence, may serve as an inter-
esting, albeit not wholly compatible, baseline for further ques-
tions about target language use. The question was phrased in the
following way: ‘As compared to when you were a novice teacher
of the target language, how confident do you feel in your language
use today?’ [10]. Responses were given both on a five-point Likert
scale ranging from ‘Much more confident’ to ‘Much less confi-
dent’ and in (optional) individual comments. Table § shows the
results that emerged.
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Table 5. Current target language confidence as compared to being a
novice teacher

Valid
Frequency | Percent | Percent
Valid 1 much less conf. - - -
2 9 2.9 2.9
3 71 22.5 23.1
4 90 28.6 29.2
5 much more conf. 138 43.8 44.8
Total 308 97.8 | 100.0
Missing system 7 2.2
Total 315 100.0
Mean 4.16

As can be seen, the large majority of the respondents declared that
they feel more confident to use the target language today as compared
to when they were novice teachers, the largest group — 45% — even
much more confident. It is also worth noticing that nobody chose the
alternative ‘Much less confident’ and only nine individuals the second
lowest alternative. Analyses of the 94 individual comments (30% of
the respondents) show that close to twenty of those commenting char-
acterise the target language as either their first or second language, or a
language used daily in their family. It is also clear that the respondents
emphasise the importance of frequent and authentic contact with their
target language, usually through visits to countries where the language
is spoken or via in-service training in general. However, these options
are not depicted as something common. Interestingly, some teachers
also point out that they are (much) more confident today. However,
this does not necessarily have to do with language but with pedagogy;
they know how to teach. Confidence may obviously also be applicable
to other aspects of using the language in focus, not only regarding oral
competence. Finally, when comparing responses based on the different
target languages, the teachers of Spanish report a somewhat higher
increase of confidence as compared to being new in the profession,
with 80% choosing the two most positive alternatives, as compared
to around 70% for French and German.
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To capture the respondents’ degree of active target language use
in the classroom, one question focused on the average amount of
time for all school years (usually four, but sometimes three).>* The
question was phrased in the following way: ‘During how large
a proportion of your lesson time do you speak in the target lan-
guage? Think of all school years together and estimate an average
percentage.” [14].*5 As shown in Table 6, the question generated
the following responses.

The table shows a distribution of intervals of percentages where
41% of the respondents report an average use of the target lan-
guage of between 26 and 50% of the time, with 31% below and
28% above that range. Following the Likert scale question, the
respondents were asked to comment on the interval chosen. Here
some examples of situations were given, based on pre-testing expe-
riences: ‘Please describe the situation more thoroughly (for exam-
ple, if it varies for school year, content etc.). A large number of
comments were given (253 = 80%), generating a fairly clear pic-
ture of the TLU issue, and of the opposite, namely use of Swedish,
i.e., the national majority language and L1 for most students.

24 At the time of the study, most students started their SFL in school year 6,
but a substantial number (c. 37%) also in year 7. As from the autumn of
2018, starting in year 6 is mandatory.

25 The reason for this general wording was to avoid taking it explicitly for
granted that there were differences, for example between different school years.

Table 6. Average target language use across school years 6/7—9

Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent
Valid 1-10% | 1 17 5.4 5.5
11-25% | 2 78 24.8 25.2
26-50% | 3 127 40.3 41.0
51-75% | 4 69 21.9 22.2
76-100% | § 19 6.0 6.1
Total 310 97.8 100.0
Missing System 5 2.2
Total 315 100.0
Mean 2.98
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By far the most common of these comments concerned differences
between instruction for students at different levels of competence. A
large number of respondents (n = 1105 43 %) described a situation
when the first instruction, in school years 6 and 7, is mostly deliv-
ered in or via Swedish, and that teachers’ use of the target language
then increases gradually up to the end of compulsory school. The
most common explanation given to this situation concerns students’
limited comprehension, often used synonymously with learning,
expressed in this way in one of the comments: ‘It varies between
years. The more [X] they have learnt, the more [X] I speak’. Another
frequent teacher comment (n = 56; 22%) focused on explanations
of grammar, which were commonly delivered in Swedish. Here
as well, Swedish, or rather L1, was described as a prerequisite for
understanding and learning. A third, fairly frequent comment (n =
28; 11%) concerned language teaching methodology and pointed
to procedures including translation, for example of instructions,
between the target language and Swedish, either done by the teacher
him/herself or students. It is worth noticing that none of the 253
responses mentioned students with another L1 than Swedish.
Following the question on the ‘longitudinal’ use of the target lan-
guage, there was one focusing on situational and content related
aspects, the first one being ‘How often do you use the target language
in the following situations?’ [15] The two situations focused upon
were talking to one student or more and talking to the whole group.
As shown in Tables 7 and 8, the following responses were given.

Table 7. Target language use ‘when talking to one or more students’

Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent

Valid 1 very seldom 14 4.4 4.5

2 36 I1.4 II.§

3 124 39-4 39.7

4 96 30.5 30.8

5 very often 42 13.3 13.5

Total 312 99.0 100.0
Missing System 3 1.0
Total 315 100.0
Mean 3.37
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Table 8. Target language use ‘when talking to the whole group’

Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent

Valid 1 very seldom 3 1.0 1.0

2 12 3.8 3.9

3 94 29.8 30.6

4 126 40.0 41.0

5 very often 72 22.9 23.5

Total 307 97.5 100.0
Missing System 8 2.5
Total 315 100.0
Mean 3.82

As can be seen, there is a certain difference in frequency between
the two situations, not very large, however significant and worth
considering. The difference may be easier to detect in an analy-
sis of mean values, which shows 3.37 for TLU with one student
or more and 3.82 for TLU with the whole group. Some possible
explanations to the discrepancy may be found in the comments
following the Likert scales, where the respondents were asked to
describe ‘concrete situations when you most often use the tar-
get language (for example to greet, tell, explain or instruct)’. The
responses here were very similar to those in the preceding question
concerning average TL use over time, and reflect a situation where
the target language is very often used for purposes of classroom
management (greeting, informing, instructing, planning etc.) but
also for social small talk and questions about texts. A number of
teachers also take the opportunity to repeat and emphasise when
the TL is not used: ‘T ALWAYS speak in Swedish when it comes to
pure grammar’.

Albeit not the focal point of teachers’ target language use, a
question focusing on the type of oral proficiency assessed by the
teachers may serve as an indication of an attitude to oral SFL
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language proficiency, where spontaneous language use is not in
focus, at least not when evaluating the relatively low level of
proficiency that is expected at the end of compulsory school
(roughly equivalent to CEFR level A2.1). The question [30],
was three-dimensional in its focus, namely asking about teach-
ers’ practices regarding oral situations assessed, the constella-
tions of students, and the students’ partners/audience. Here, the
four highest ranked options all emanated from prepared top-
ics, which means that spontaneous, unprepared topics were not
used at all as often, in spite of the fact that oral interaction has
a prominent role in the national syllabus for Modern languages.

Finally, it should be mentioned that differences between the
three different languages in focus were quite modest regarding
reported teachers’ target language use, especially concerning
situational use, where only very small differences were seen. In
the question concerning estimated TLU time across years, there
was a slight tendency of a wider distribution of percentages in
German and Spanish, with more low and high values, and a cer-
tain central tendency for French — 52% choosing TLU for 26-50
per cent of the time, as compared to 33 and 39% for German
and Spanish, respectively. With numbers of respondents quite
low, 94 for French, 105 for German and 102 for Spanish, inter-
pretations and possible conclusions obviously need to be handled
with caution.

The curricular status of Modern languages

One question at the end of the TTQ focuses on a structural issue
that has been discussed for a long time in Sweden, namely the
curricular status of Modern languages in compulsory school —
whether it should be mandatory or, as today, an elective among
other languages.

The question focusing on the curricular status of Modern
languages in the TTQ was a Yes/No question followed by space
for comments. The question was phrased in the following way:
‘Do you think Modern languages should be a mandatory sub-
ject in compulsory school? [47], with responses summarised in
Table 9.
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Table 9. Do you think SFL should be a mandatory subject in
compulsory school?

Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent
Valid Yes 214 67.9 71.1
No 87 27.6 28.9
Total 301 95.6 100.0
Missing System 14 4.4
Total 315 100.0

As shown, the large majority, 68 %, of the respondents answered
Yes to the question about mandatory SFL, 28 % said No and 4%
chose not to answer. As compared to results from earlier sur-
veys, this is a clear increase of those in favour of a second oblig-
atory foreign language in compulsory school. To find out about
teachers” comments on their answers, an analysis of the 98 open
comments available (31% of the respondents) was undertaken.
Three of the researchers independently categorised all comments
as positive or negative, or both, without knowing whether they
were preceded by a Yes or a No to the main question. Consensus
in this part of the analysis was very high. In the next step, differ-
ent categories of comments within each group were identified,
compared, discussed, and eventually agreed upon.

Four arguments were typically found in the positive comments.
Learning/knowing an additional foreign language was character-
ised as:

— useful, especially seen in an international and a future
perspective

- logical from a curriculum point of view

- beneficial for the individual

— generally positive, often touching and/or elaborating on
some or all of the aspects mentioned above.

In this category, the first and the last group were the largest.
Examples of comments, one per group, are the following:

- If you are going to have even the smallest chance of
competing about jobs in today’s world, you must master
more languages than English.
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— It is very strange that you are allowed to just skip that
subject. In that case, you might as well be allowed to opt
out of physics.

— It is important to know another language, besides
English; it also opens for understanding foreign cultures
and can serve as motivation to learn more languages later.

—  As a teenager you don’t know if you will need a Modern
language. A language is no heavy rucksack to carry and
something you may find very useful in the future.

Aspects identified in the No-answers were the following, often
expressing concerns about the students. An additional foreign lan-
guage was considered negative for

— students with learning difficulties

— newly arrived migrant students

— students lacking motivation

— students struggling with the demands of Pass grades in
Swedish and English (required for entrance to upper
secondary school)

— Single comments also concerned heterogeneity in the SFL
groups, which was seen as a pedagogical problem both
for teachers and students.

Overlaps between the aspects were common, which complicated
the grouping of comments to some extent. However, the largest
group of comments saying No to mandatory SFL was the one
focusing on the demands of Pass grades in English and Swedish,
followed by a mixed category encompassing issues of learning
difficulties coupled with lack of motivation.

Examples of No-comments, one per category, are the following:

— Al students are not suited for studying a third language,
but it should be compulsory to learn a third language for
students who don’t have learning difficulties in any of the
core subjects.

- We have so many newly arrived students today who need
to learn Swedish, English first of all. In addition, these
students also have their mother tongues to work with.
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- Without will and motivation, there are no language results.

—  Not for those students who are fully busy mastering
English and Swedish.

—  Those who are talented and want to achieve something
would not have a chance to improve, as long as we don’t
have general and special courses.

Some types of comments occurred in different contexts, some-
times following both a Yes and a No to the initial question, which
made them difficult to fit into the identified categories. This is also
the reason why a detailed account of numbers for the different
aspects would be neither quite possible to define, nor meaningful
in the interpretation of the results. However, this does not mean
that these comments are less relevant; on the contrary, they are
well worth mentioning to make the picture of the situation clearer
and more complete. In particular four different aspects were men-
tioned, namely individual student features related to maturity
rather than to aptitude or motivation; the need for adaptation
and individualisation of instruction as well as resources for spe-
cial support for individual students (‘as in other subjects’, some
respondents pointed out). In addition, a widening of electives
was mentioned, both regarding languages and other subjects, for
example, both Japanese and more practical subjects, crafts in par-
ticular. One teacher also mentions the issue of students’ different
mother tongues that are sometimes studied and graded as Modern
languages (an option mentioned in the curriculum).

Finally, it needs to be pointed out that the analyses of comments
revealed a certain degree of ambiguity in the Yes responses, namely
that, strictly speaking, about a fifth of them were not totally positive
to mandatory SFLs, but conditional in their message, that is naming
the exceptions that should be made to the obligatory status. These
exceptions often concerned students with learning difficulties, gen-
eral and/or regarding English and Swedish, as well as newly arrived
migrant students. The following comments may serve as examples:

—  To achieve the goals of the EU with two languages
besides one’s mother tongue. An exception, though, for
those students who have a special reason not to be able to
study the language, certain difficulties for example.
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—  Not for those who have only just arrived or have
enormous problems with English.

As for the three language groups, that is the teachers of French,
German and Spanish, there were no large differences in responses.
However, teachers of German were slightly less positive to
mandatory SFL than their colleagues in French and Spanish,
with 75% Yes responses for French, 66% for German, and 73 %
for Spanish.

Discussion

The 315 responses from teachers across the country generate a
rich and diverse picture of practices and perceptions character-
izing second foreign language education, and they also clearly
illustrate the contextuality and complexity of the teaching profes-
sion at different levels (cf. Borg, 2003; Shulman, 1986). As shown
in the analyses, what seems to be certain interesting ambiguities
emerge in the responses to and comments on the three issues
focused upon. In the following, these issues will be briefly dis-
cussed under the headings of the three levels that they represent:
the individual, pedagogical and structural levels.

The individual level

At the individual level, the respondents’ professional satisfaction
was looked into based on questions focusing on three aspects
of well-being and self-esteem in relation to being a SFL teacher:
having colleagues, access to in-service education, and external
appreciation of the value of learning, teaching and knowing a
SFL, indirectly, that is, the professional choice of the respond-
ents. Taken together, the picture conveyed is not a very positive
one, with reported lack, or shortage, of colleagues, especially
those teaching the same target language, weak provision of
in-service education, and what is felt to be a generally lukewarm
interest in SFLs as such (cf. contextual and relational factors
described, for example, by Borg, 2003, Lundgren, 1999, and
Kemmis et al., 2014). In spite of this, however, the large major-
ity of the respondents (84%) answer yes to a question if they
would choose to become teachers again. Whether this reflects
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a profound satisfaction with the profession, or a feeling that
there are not many alternatives for people with an education
in languages is of course not possible to establish. It is note-
worthy, though, that teachers in the open comments to several
questions speak very positively about the teaching profession,
in particular focusing on the aspect of working with young
people in the process of learning and development. Based on
the ambiguity that lies within the discrepancy between the
reported examples of negative experiences of the profession,
and the strong expression of liking of the same profession, we
will now briefly discuss the different ambiguities that emerge in
the data.

It is sometimes claimed that the teaching profession can be
very lonely with lack of regular peer communication and support.
This was one of the reasons to include questions on colleagues in
Modern languages and the specific target language. Furthermore,
adequate professional development as well as the feeling of respect
for languages and language education are essential. It seems clear
that a majority of the respondents were the only teachers of the
specific TL at their schools, which was sometimes mentioned as
a reason for weak or no collaboration between colleagues. Here, a
widening of the concept of ‘colleague’ seems essential, especially
given the fact that all Modern languages in the Swedish school
system (except Chinese) have the same national syllabus and the
English syllabus is almost identical, albeit operating at different
proficiency levels for students of the same age. Also, professional
collaboration with teachers of Swedish Lt and L2, as well as
Mother tongue, would enable the chance of strengthening the
language education context with mutual benefits for the different
teacher groups and, in the long run, also for students. Regarding
the very weak provision of in-service education, the results
from the current study coincide with similar studies, at both
national and international levels (e.g., Bonnet, 2004; Lararnas
Riksforbund, 2016). To interpret this, several aspects have to be
considered, for example the decentralised organisation of school-
ing in Sweden, which makes decisions regarding teachers’ pro-
fessional development quite variable. It is worth noticing, how-
ever, that efforts to facilitate and promote collegial learning are
increasing, with the aim of enhancing professional development
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by combining learning with collegial collaboration (Timperley,
2011). Work of this kind has grown considerably, in Sweden sup-
ported by major national initiatives and investments, for example
the program “Sprakspranget”*¢ (‘the Language leap’) offering
online, in-service materials and modules for Modern languages.

The pedagogical level

At the pedagogical level, the responses to the questions focusing
on teachers’ target language use is another example of potential
ambiguity, most of all with the discrepancy between teachers’
reported increase of confidence in their target language proficiency
and their not too frequent use of the language in the classroom.
The tradition of teaching a foreign language through, or with the
consistent support of, the L1, or rather the majority language of
the country, goes back in history, with its roots in the teaching of
classical languages (Littlewood & Yu, 2011), and is sometimes
characterised as teaching about the target language rather than
in the language. What seems to be very firm beliefs regarding
this practice is expressed in the TTQ responses, especially con-
cerning the importance of adapting the amount of input to the
age and proficiency level of the students, that is speaking much
more Swedish in the early years, and, even more clearly, to adapt
one’s SFL use to content, especially regarding grammar, which is
reported to be taught through Swedish almost exclusively. Certain
priorities made in the assessment of students’ oral language com-
petence also strengthen the impression that the functional and
action-oriented approach to language proficiency (cf. Council of
Europe, 2001; Skolverket, 201 1) may not be altogether embraced.

TLU is an issue that has been, and is, being focused upon in
research as well as in public debates about language teaching,
with strong opinions on both sides. According to Thue Vold and
Brkan (2020), the current status in research is one of “judicious
use of L1” (Shin et al., 2019), with contextual adaptations needed,
however with maximised exposure to the TL “because it is essen-
tial for the development of communicative language abilities”

26 https://www.skolverket.se/skolutveckling/kurser-och-utbildningar
/sprakspranget---kompetensutveckling-for--larare-i-moderna-sprak


https://www.skolverket.se/skolutveckling/kurser-och-utbildningar/sprakspranget---kompetensutveckling-for--larare-i-moderna-sprak
https://www.skolverket.se/skolutveckling/kurser-och-utbildningar/sprakspranget---kompetensutveckling-for--larare-i-moderna-sprak
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(p. 2), especially in FL and SFL contexts, where out-of-school
exposure to the language is limited.

Two reflections can be made in relation to the questionnaire
responses to the issue of Target language use, the first being that
Swedish is most often seen as a necessary means to understand both
in general and, in particular, regarding formal aspects of the language.
None of the 253 responses to the TLU question include any reference
to the fact that well above 20 percent of the students in Swedish com-
pulsory school do not have Swedish as their L1*7 (Skolverket, 2020b;
no data available on the proportion in SFL groups). Consequently,
it cannot be taken for granted that these students are helped by
references to Swedish. If references to individual students’ L1s are
considered necessary, it requires that teachers have a solid ‘multi-
contrastive’ knowledge and awareness as pointed out by Ohlander
(1988; see also Erickson, 1990, and Tornberg, 2020); otherwise some
students are favoured in a way that may be considered problematic
in an inclusive ‘school for all’; a concept introduced in connection
with the launching of a national curriculum for Swedish compulsory
school in 1980, Lgr 80** (Skoloverstyrelsen, 1980).

Secondly, the attitudes expressed regarding TLU often reflect a
traditional view of language learning and teaching that can prob-
ably, at least to some extent, be related to the poor provision of
in-service education. Consequently, there seems to be plenty of
room for improvement, both regarding more theoretical and con-
ceptual aspects of language and language education, and practical
examples of teaching, implementing an action-oriented approach
and promoting communicative language competence. In this, colle-
gial collaboration seems to be one of the positive and constructive
ways to move forward. Returning to the issue of professional sat-
isfaction and the widening of the concept of colleagues discussed,
collaboration between (S)FL teachers and teachers of Swedish as a
second language may be an interesting path to explore, for exam-
ple regarding the use of the target language. With groups that are
usually very linguistically mixed, teachers of Swedish as a second
language normally have to stick to the target language as the only

27 https://siris.skolverket.se/reports/rwservlet?’cmdkey=common&geo
=1&report=gr_elever&p_sub=1&p_ar=2019&p_lankod=&p_kommunkod
=&p_skolkod=&p_hmantyp=&p_hmankod=&p_flik=G

28 Lgr = “Laroplan for grundskolan™ (Curriculum for compulsory school)


https://siris.skolverket.se/reports/rwservlet?cmdkey=common&geo=1&report=gr_elever&p_sub=1&p_ar=2019&p_lankod=&p_kommunkod=&p_skolkod=&p_hmantyp=&p_hmankod=&p_flik=G
https://siris.skolverket.se/reports/rwservlet?cmdkey=common&geo=1&report=gr_elever&p_sub=1&p_ar=2019&p_lankod=&p_kommunkod=&p_skolkod=&p_hmantyp=&p_hmankod=&p_flik=G
https://siris.skolverket.se/reports/rwservlet?cmdkey=common&geo=1&report=gr_elever&p_sub=1&p_ar=2019&p_lankod=&p_kommunkod=&p_skolkod=&p_hmantyp=&p_hmankod=&p_flik=G
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common denominator, and this may be of interest to discuss in
relation also to other language subjects.

The structural level

One question, in particular, focused on the structural level, namely
national regulations regarding the curricular status of second for-
eign languages (Dahllof, 1967; Tholin & Lindqvist, 2009). Here,
a gradual change of attitudes has taken place over time, from a
firm SFL teachers’ No at the end of the last century to the inclu-
sion of a SFL in the group of mandatory subjects in compulsory
school (Skoloverstyrelsen, 1991), to a clear Yes expressed in the
TTQ. However, analyses of the comments to the question reveal
a certain degree of ambiguity in this case as well, showing that
in around a fifth of the responses saying Yes to mandatory SFL,
there were exceptions defined, often using the same arguments
and expressing the same concerns that were put forward by those
negative to a change: newly arrived migrant students were men-
tioned as were learners struggling with Swedish and English,
and those with ‘different difficulties’. Adjusting the numbers for
these conditional Yes responses only changes the outcome of the
question marginally, but the ambiguity as such seems of inter-
est, since it reflects a view of certain subjects, in this case SFLs,
being less possible to master for all students, whereas others, for
example Physics, Geography and Arts, are not questioned, at least
not explicitly. Putting it differently, the question could be asked,
whether a second foreign language is seen as a subject for all or
just for some of the students in the Swedish, distinctly inclusive
compulsory school. A considerable number of respondents also
highlight this aspect in their comments and problematise the mes-
sage given by the fact that Modern languages are optional, won-
dering whether this contributes to the perceived low status of the
subject in society, at their schools and among students.

Another aspect of clear interest is that the respondents were not
equally eager to comment on their answers regarding the curricu-
lar status of Modern languages; 51 % of the comments submitted
were made by respondents having chosen the No alternative to
mandatory SFL, although this group represented less than a third
of the total number of respondents. There may be several reasons
for this, maybe one being that this group felt the need to explain a
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negative answer, and perhaps an opinion perceived as less in line
with contemporary discussions regarding inclusion and ‘a school
for all’ (Skoloverstyrelsen, 1980).

An aspect not commented on in the responses is the fact that
Modern languages are part of the ‘Language choice’ in the curric-
ulum. This means that choosing one of the options in this group
is mandatory but that none of the alternative subjects are indi-
vidually compulsory. This is a question that has been discussed
for a long time (see Second foreign languages in Sweden at the
beginning of the chapter) and where different modifications have
been suggested, the most frequent one being to abolish additional
English and Swedish. However, what is seldom talked about, even
less discussed, is the fact that Mother tongue tuition is included
in this group. This means that a large number of students with
another L1 than Swedish may have to choose between a SFL and
their first language. This is an unfortunate situation that will need
serious discussions at the structural level.

Concluding remarks

In conclusion, the responses to the TAL teacher questionnaire
generated a large amount of interesting information, including a
number of ambiguities that may serve as food for thought and
inspiration for continued discussion and development of (second)
foreign language education and teacher training. The material has
obviously only been partially possible to report on and discuss
in the current chapter. However, a few very general points can be
made at this stage, first that the study is an example of successful
teacher-researcher collaboration, both regarding the development
of the questionnaire and in teachers taking time to respond in
ways that often go far beyond expectation regarding willingness
to share experiences and reflections. Perhaps the most essential
comment to make, though, is that, in spite of a number of prob-
lems made clear regarding different aspects of SFL education at
the individual, pedagogical and structural levels, the responses
convey genuine commitment among the respondents regarding
their profession and, not least, the learning and development
of their students. This may be illustrated by the following
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quotation from one of the teachers in the study in response to
the question why s/he chose to become a teacher of SFL:

‘Because language is such a fantastic tool, unlocking communi-
cation and relations between people. If I can belp a single student
to meet a new situation, person, or a new context thanks to her/
his language, then I have succeeded!”*
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ITALICIZED QUESTIONS = QUESTIONS USED IN THE TEXT
(2,4,6,7,8,9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 28, 30, 38, 39, 40, 41,
43, 445 45> 46, 47)
Teacher survey on learning, teaching and assessment of Modern
Languages

A Background information. Here are some questions about your
school and your educational background.

1. The name of the school where you teach, and the municipality:
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2. Which of the following languages are you teaching at
present?

[] French
[] Spanish
[ ] German

We would like you to respond to this questionnaire based on the
language that you are most experienced in teaching. In the follow-
ing, it will be referred to as the “target language”. Please, fill in the
language that you choose:

3. Do you teach Modern languages in more than one
school?

L] Yes
L] No

If yes in question 3, please answer according to the school where
you do your main teaching.

4.  Fill in the kind of school where you work:
[] Municipal

[ ] Independent

[ ] Other

If other, please note which:

5. Which years/ school forms are there at your school? (Several
marks may be needed.)

Preschool-Year 5

Year 6

Years 7—9

Upper secondary preparatory class
Special school

Do you bave a national teacher certification?
Yes
No

L0 = Ooodn
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If yes, please note the combination of school subjects and type of
school /years:

7. Describe your educational background. Mark the alternative
that is most applicable:

Teaching degree including Modern languages

Teacher, but lack studies in Modern languages.

Ongoing teacher education

Studies in Modern languages but without a teaching degree.
No formal teaching degree, nor studies of Modern
languages.

Hooon

Type of teaching degree (also foreign teaching degree) and year of
graduation:

Please fill in the combination of school subjects and type of school/
years part of your teaching degree:

If ongoing teaching education, describe how far you have come:

Indicate the combination of school subjects and the type of school
years you aim for:

Have you completed your degree with studies in an additional
language? (e.g., the target language or another modern language)?

[] Yes
[[] No
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Note which language, number of credits (new or old credits):

Indicate the total number of credits that you have obtained in the
target language and if it refers to new or old credits.

Are you planning to study in order to acquire certification in the
target language?

[ ] Yes

[ ] No

How are you planning to complete your education (indicate
school form and how many credits you are going to study/have
left to study):

Are you planning to acquire teacher certification through supple-
mentary teacher training (KPU)?

[] Yes
[ ] No

Indicate school form you are planning for, and when you have
planned to study:

Other educational background, please indicate below:

8. Have you spent a longer period of time in the area where the
target language is spoken?

[] Yes
[ ] No
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If yes, indicate how long (in months):

9. Is the target language your first language?

[] Yes
[[] No

10. As compared to when you were a novice teacher of the
target language, how confident do you feel in your language use
today?

Much more Much less
confident confident
5 4 3 2 1
[] [] [] [] []
Comments:

11. How long have you been teaching the target language?

0—3 years
4—6 years
7—10 years
I1-14 years
>1§ years

Hoodn

12. Year of birth:

13. Gender:

[[] Female

[] Male

[ ] Other gender id
[ ] Don’t want to say
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B Learning and teaching

Here are some questions regarding learning and teaching in the
target language.

14. During how large a proportion of your lesson time do you
speak in the target language? Think of all school years together
and estimate an average percentage.

0%-10%

11%-25%

26%—-50%

51%=75%

76%—-100%

Hooon

Give a more detailed description of the situation (e.g., if it varies
with school year, content or something else)

15. How often do you use the target language in the following
situations? (Mark one of the boxes in a scale from “Very often” to
“Very seldom™. Proceed in the same way with the questions with
similar scales).

Very often Very seldom

5 4 3 2 I
When talking to one ] ] OO ]

or more students

When talking to the ] ] OO ]

whole group

Indicate specific situations when you mostly use the target lan-
guage (e.g., to greet, tell, explain or give instructions):
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16. How often do the students do the following in the target lang-
uage (working methods)?

Very Very
often seldom

5 4 3 2

OO
OO
OO
OO
OO
OO

Work in self-chosen pairs or
groups

Work in pairs or groups that you
have created

Work individually

Talk with others using digital
media

Speak in pairs/ groups in front
of the whole group

O o o o o
I 1 1 I A 0 O

Speak individually in front of
the whole group

17. How often do your students use the target language in the
following situations?

Very Very
often seldom

5 4 3 2

OO
OO

When they work in pairs or []
groups
When they speak/ interact with []
others using digital media
When they speak in pairs/ groups [ ] [ ] [ ] []
in front of the whole group
[
[

When they speak individually in
front of the whole group

OO
OO

O o o o o-

When they speak with you
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18. Is the national syllabus for Modern languages a living

document to you in your teaching?
5 Yes, absolutely

4

3
2

1 No, absolutely not

Hoood

19. How often do you use the syllabus for the following?

To plan your teaching

For assessment and grading

To develop or choose teaching
materials

In communication with colleagues
In communication with parents

In communication with teacher

Jooo ooo-

L]
[]
L]
In communication with students [ ]
L]
L]
L]

students
Comment:

Very
seldom

Jood god-
Jood gode
Jood gog -

20. Is the Common European Framework
Languages (CEFR) a living document to you?

5 Yes, absolutely

4

3
2

1 No, absolutely not

oo

of Reference for
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21. How often do you and your students use the following resour-
ces (please note that there are some overlaps)?

Very Very
often seldom

Computers, smartphones
Audio-visual material (audio,
audiobooks, DVD, video, YouTube
clips or others)

Newspapers and journals

Dictionaries, encyclopedias

Special digital software for
languages

Text books (with manuals and
workbooks)

Dictionary

Grammar book
Books in the target language, e.g.,
fiction or non-fiction

Cartoons in the target language
Lyrics in the target language

Teaching material from the
Swedish educational radio (UR)
European materials, e.g., from

the Council of Europe’s Centre

for modern languages in Graz.
(ECML)

Teaching material that you or your
colleagues have designed

O 000 odggd gooo O«
O O0dd ogg d gooo odo-
O 0dd odg d gooo Oode-
O odyg odg d oo doe
O O0dd odggd goo oo~

[]
0 0
0 0
O
0 0

Other (indicate in comments [_]
below)
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Comments about the above resources or else (e.g., paper or digital
versions of the resources mentioned above):

22. How easy do you consider it to find materials which
work well for development of the following in the target
language?

Very
hard

W
o
=

Listening comprehension

L0
L0
L0
L0
L0
L0
L0

Reading comprehension
Oral production

Oral interaction
Written production
Written interaction

Strategies to understand and make
oneself understood

Adaptation to purpose, recipient
and context

L0

Intercultural competence

L0
L0
L0
L0

Vocabulary and phraseology

Pronunciation and intonation

0000 O Oooooog- 8%
0000 O 0000000 -
J000 O 0000000

Grammatical security

Comments:
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23. How easy do you think it is for your students to develop the

following in the target language?

Listening comprehension
Reading comprehension
Oral production

Oral interaction

Written production
Written interaction

Strategies to understand and make
oneself understood

Adaptation to purpose, recipient
and context

Intercultural competence
Vocabulary and phraseology
Pronunciation and intonation
Grammar

Comments:

o000 0O oogooods-
Jooo o oogoood-
Oooo o0 ogogoood-
ooy O oogooote
Oooo 0o oogoood -

Very
hard

24. How often do you focus on the following in your target lang-
uage teaching? Take all school years into consideration.

Listening comprehension

Reading comprehension

Very
often

5

Very
seldom

4 3 2 1
OO0
OO0
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Oral production
Oral interaction
Weritten production
Written interaction

Strategies to understand and make
oneself understood

Adaptation to purpose, recipient
and context

Intercultural competence
Vocabulary and phraseology
Pronunciation and intonation

Grammar

Oooo o ggogd
ooy o ggoggd
Joon o ggogd
Oooo o ggogd
Oooo o ggogd

Indicate if other:

C Assessment

Here are some questions about assessment and grading in the tar-
get language.

25. How do you find assessment in the target language?

5 Uncomplicated

4

3
2

Hoood

1 Very complicated

Comments:
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26. How do you find grading in the target language?
5 Uncomplicated

4

3
2

Hooon

1 Very complicated

Comments:

27. What degree of support do you feel that you have of the fol-
lowing when assessing and grading students’ knowledge in the
target language?

To a very To a very
high extent low extent

W
Y

The syllabus incl. perfor-
mance standards

The commentary materials
from the NAE

The NAE national assess-
ment materials

Assessment tasks/ ready-
made tests in text books

Common tasks at your
school

Common tests at your school

Tasks/ tests that you have
developed yourself

I 1 1 e 1 R B O A I I e
O oo o g o -
O oo o dog o -

Tasks/ tests that you have
developed together with
your students

N e e N A B e U
b o o g otd o

Students’ portfolios

[]
[]
[]
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Literature on assessment

Conversations with

[] []
[] []
students
Conversations with (] L]0 []
colleagues
Other (please indicate in
the allocated field) ] I L]

28. How often do you collaborate with colleagues in assessing in
the target language?

[] 5 Very often
L] 4
L] 3
] =2
[] 1 Veryseldom

Examples of and comments on collaboration:

29. How often do you use the following for assessment in the
target language?

Very often Never

w

Students’ self-assessment
Peer assessment
Continuous assessment
Portfolios

Written tests on
homework

Oral tests on homework
Assessment tasks/ Tests
from text books

00 gdoood

00 guood-
00 guoog-
00 gooode
00 guoog -
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Common tests at your ] L1 00 L]

school

Tasks/ tests that you have ] C1 00O ]
developed yourself

Tasks/ tests that you have ] 101 ]

developed together with
your students

Tasks/ tests developed by (] L1 ] []

the students

Other (please indicate in L] L1 O[O ]
the allocated field)

30. How often do you base your assessment of students’ oral
skills in the target language on the following situations?

Very often Never
5 4 3 2 1

The students speak individ- ] 1 OO0 O

ually on prepared topics in
front of whole the group

The students speak individu- ] OO0 O

ally on prepared topics in a
small group

The students speak individu- ] OO0 O

ally on prepared topics with

you

The students talk individu- [] L] )] [
ally without preparation in

front of the whole group

The students talk individu- L] 1 OO0 O

ally without preparation in a
small group
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OO

The students talk individually
without preparation with you

The students speak about
prepared topics in pairs

OO
OO
OO

The students speak about
prepared topics in groups

0 0O O o
0 0O O o

The students speak “freely”
about unprepared topics in
pairs

The students speak “freely”
about unprepared topics in
groups

Other situations? Please exem- ] (1000 [
plify in the allocated field.

[]

OO

[]

Comments on situations, content, recordings etc.:

31. How easy do you think it is for your students in school year 9
to achieve the course requirements for oral proficiency regarding
the following?

Very easy Very hard
4 3 2
Formulate instructions and CI]
messages
Present |:\ |:\ |:\
Describe L1000
Tell 1]

0

.
L]

Ask different types of questions

Express an opinion

Clarify communication using
phrases and formulaic language

O oudgdn b«
O oodgoono o-

Understand and address others’
utterances and questions in a
conversation

0
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Use strategies to keep an inter- [ | [ J[ ][] [ ]

action going

Use pronunciation and basic [ ] [ ][ ][] []

syntactic structures in a com-
prehensible way

Other, indicate what:

32. How often do you give feedback on the following aspects of
the students’ language skills?

Very often Very seldom

2

00
00
00
00
IO
00
00

~
SN

Listening comprehension
Reading comprehension
Oral production

Oral interaction

Written production

Written interaction

Strategies to understand and
make oneself understood

Adaptation to purpose,
recipient and context

00

Intercultural competence

00
00
00

Vocabulary and phraseology

Pronunciation and
intonation

Grammatical security

IO
I

Other (indicate in the
allocated field below)

00 odo O gobogogoo -
00 godo o googogoo -
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33. How important do you consider the following when you
award final grades in the target language in year 9?

Very Less
important important
5 4 3 2

00
00
00
00
00

00
00

Listening comprehension
Reading comprehension
Oral production

Oral interaction

Written production

Written interaction

Strategies to understand and
make oneself understood

Adaptation to purpose,
recipient and context

00

00
00
00
00
00

00

Intercultural competence
Vocabulary and phraseology
Pronunciation and intonation

Grammatical security

Other (indicate in the
allocated field below)

Indicate if other:

0 oudoo g gdoooood-

0 goodo o oddgooood

34. Do you use the support materials for assessment (tests) from
the National Agency of Education (NAE) when awarding grades
in year 9?

[] Yes
[ ] No
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Comment:

Any other comments on assessment and grading in the target lan-
guage, or in general:

D Frame factors

Finally, here are some questions on the conditions for teaching the
target language.
35. Approximately, how many students are there normally in

a teaching group in the target language? As a minimum? As a
maximum?

Is there any difference between the school years or the modern
languages regarding the number of students in the teaching
groups?

36. Are there mixed groups regarding school year in the teaching
of Modern languages?

[] Yes
[ ] No

Comment:
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37. Is the school where you teach a so-called 11 school (meaning
that every student has a laptop, computer or tablet)?

[ ] Yes
[ ] No

Comment:

38. How many teachers of Modern languages are there at your
school?

39. How many teachers teach the target language at your
school?

40. In what way do the teachers of Modern languages collabo-
rate at your school?

41. During the past five years, have you taken part in in-service
training related to the target language?

Yes No
Focusing on the language
Focusing on language teaching
Integrating language and language teaching

Funded in-service education in a TL country

TL in service education that I have been able to
influence myself

Jodgg
Ooddd
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If yes, describe in detail (content of the education and country
where the course was held):

42. Why did you choose to become a teacher of Modern
languages?

43. Would you choose to become a TL teacher today as well?
Please give your reasons.

[] Yes
[[] No

Motive(s):

44. How do you think society values TL competence?
5 Very highly
4

3
2

Hoodn

1 Very low

Comments:

45. How do you think your school values TL competence??

[ ] 5 Very highly
L] 4
L] 3



222 Exploring Language Education

] 2
[ ] 1 Verylow

Comments:

46. How do you think your pupils value TL competence?
5 Very highly
4

3
2

Hoood

1 Very low

Comments:

47. Do you think Modern languages should be a mandatory sub-
ject in compulsory school?

[] Yes
[ ] No

Comments:

48. In what ways do you think that Modern languages contribute
to students’ general education and development?

49. We would be very grateful if you could describe and further
comment on how you work with oral proficiency in the target
language, e.g., when it comes to planning, materials, work inside and
outside the classroom, assessment etc. By answering, you will
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contribute importantly to an area that still lacks systemized
knowledge.

50. Please give your opinion on the content and design of the
questionnaire:

Many thanks for your participation!
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