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Abstract 
This study is conducted to compare the effect of practicing a multilingual approach to a 
monolingual approach in teaching the English article system for students with 
multilingual backgrounds. Through a structured experiment in light of sociolinguistic 
and second language acquisition theories, two different discourses (complexes of signs 
and practices that organize social existence and social reproduction) structuring 
different legitimate languages are implemented in each respective approach. In the 
multilingual approach, all languages in the participants’ language repertoire are 
legitimized and encouraged, while only Standard English is legitimized in the 
monolingual approach. Three groups of informants participated in the experiment. Two 
groups of young informants with low English proficiency, and one group of adult 
informants with intermediate English proficiency participated in the experiment. The 
majority of the participants have more than two languages in their language repertoires. 
The multilingual approach was adopted in one of the young groups and the adult group. 
The study shows that all informants improved in their use of the English article system, 
regardless of the different approaches. The informants with lower English proficiency 
level and with a strongest [-ART] language (language with no articles) improved 40.9% 
in the multilingual approach, which is almost twice as much as the improvement in the 
monolingual approach. However, the young informants in both groups tend to be 
confused about the use of the indefinite article a/an after the exercise. The 
improvements tend to remain in a longer period of time with the multilingual approach 
in both the adult group and the young group. In addition, the participants tend to show 
higher rates of concentration, positive emotional feelings and engagement during and 
after the multilingual approach. The results suggest that it is beneficial to deploy the 
multilingual approach, through intentional structuring of the legitimized languages in 
classroom. 
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1. Introduction 

In this section, the choice of topic for this study is justified, followed by the description of the 
purpose and the research questions of this study.  
 
1.1 Teaching in society of linguistic diversity 

Migration and change characterize life in a globalized world. More than 39 million people 
migrated to another country between 2005 and 2010 (Abel & Sander, 2014). In particular, 
migration to and from Europe is much more diverse than in all other regions in the world 
(Abel & Sander, 2014). In Sweden, for example, the proportion of foreign-born residents has 
reached 18 percent in 2016 (Statistics Sweden, 2017). The large scale of migration brings 
diversity and complexity to different dimensions of society and to human language. As 
Blommaert writes, “the world has not become a village, but rather a tremendously complex 
web of villages, towns, neighbourhoods, settlements connected by material and symbolic ties 
in often unpredictable ways” (Blommaert, 2010, p. 1). People with different language 
backgrounds and language ideologies can use, learn, and interact with different language 
varieties under the same roof. For a language teacher, it means that he/she can no longer be 
sure about the language backgrounds of the students, nor the target language variety. It is no 
longer the case that all students in a Swedish classroom have the same monolingual 
background. The variety of the English taught, as well as the adopted teaching style can also 
be perceived in different ways, which may provoke different emotions that affect the learning 
and use of the language variety. Language ideologies and identity are therefore intertwined as 
prominent factors that influence language acquisition and language use in an increasingly 
diverse and complex society. Finding teaching methods that benefit students’ language 
acquisition with regards to their multilingual background is therefore needed. In this study, a 
multilingual approach of teaching the English articles based on sociolinguistic theories is 
compared with a monolingual approach in order to investigate the effectiveness and impact of 
the multilingual method.   

 

1.1.1 The English articles as the object of teaching 

The English articles: a, an, the and Ø (zero article) are seemingly simple, while in fact 
complex and nearly unattainable for native-like usage (Master, 1994). In a study on spoken 
English of university engineer students in an academic context, different kinds of non-native-
like usages of the articles were identified (Björkman, 2010). This may confirm the assumption 
that the English articles are hard to acquire, even for adults who use English daily in their 
studies and at work. Master (1994) suggests that the lack of awareness of the importance of 
English articles is because they do not hinder oral communication (1994, p. 229). Björkman 
also finds that the non-native-like use of the English articles in speech is not seen as 
disturbing (2010, p. 39). However, Master states that the importance of the English articles 
increases in writing, since they start to affect understanding (1994, p. 230).  

According to the Swedish National Agency for Education (Skolverket), students should be 
given the opportunity to develop all-round communicative skills and more specifically, “to 
develop correctness in their use of language in speech and writing” (Skolverket, 2012). The 
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English articles as the object of teaching are therefore appropriate in the Swedish context. In 
addition, since the English articles seem to be unrelated to the level of proficiency in English 
as implied in Björkman’s (2010) study, learners of English as a second or foreign language on 
different levels may commonly use the English articles in non-standard ways, which enables 
this study to collect relevant data in order to evaluate the effectiveness of the designed 
approaches.  

 

1.2 Purpose and research questions 

According to modern sociolinguistic theories, language learning processes form the learner’s 
language identity and reflect the positioning of the learner in society. Kramsch (2006) 
explains that “as a symbolic system, language creates and shapes who we are as subjects” 
(Kramsch, 2006, P. 100). What students learn in the learning process contains not only 
knowledge of the target language, but also what the legitimate language is, a “right” language 
used by a “right” speaker in a “right” context in a right manner, in the learning situation and 
in the society (Heller, 1996). Learners’ language identity, which is rooted in their language 
ideologies, such as the perceptions of what is the legitimate language can influence the 
learning and using of the target language, as being shown in previous studies (Heller, 1996; 
Norton, 2013). However, whether the influencing factors such as the perception of the 
legitimate language can be altered and designed deliberately in the actual learning process and 
its impacts on students’ attention, emotion, and learning results remain to be studied. 
Therefore, the primary aim of this study is to compare a multilingual approach to teaching 
that legitimizes all language varieties in their language repertoire to a monolingual approach 
that only legitimizes Standard English, in order to examine the effect on students’ learning 
processes and outcomes through a controlled quasi-experimental design. In order to 
understand the correlations between the informants’ learning outcomes and the effects of each 
respective approach, the informants’ language ideologies and previous knowledge of the 
English article system are investigated. The English article system as the teaching object is 
placed as the secondary research object in this study and serves as a “barometer” measuring 
the effects of the two approaches. The research questions are therefore formulated as follows: 

1. What kinds of language ideologies do the informants have, and what do these 
ideologies imply for the informants’ learning experience? 

2. How do the informants’ learning outcomes differ under the two approaches? 
3. How does the informants’ learning experience differ between the two approaches?  

 

2. Theoretical framework and previous research 

To answer the current research questions, concepts such as language ideology, legitimate 
language, language repertoires, identity, and discourse are introduced in this section. 
Previous studies on these sociolinguistic concepts and on acquisition of the English articles 
are also discussed to provide a theoretical background for this study. 
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2.1 Language ideology, legitimate language, and language use  

Language ideology is an essential concept for this study. The term language ideology in this 
study refers to language ideology as a phenomenon in general, and a language ideology that 
dominates in a general social context; while the term language ideologies, in the plural, refers 
to the diverse ideologies of different aspects of languages. According to Blommaert and 
Verschueren, ideology is a set of fundamental or collectively agreed normative ideas and 
attitudes that are related to aspects of what is perceived as truth in society (1998, p. 25). 
Ideology is therefore subjective and perceptional for an individual, and also rooted in a 
person’s social surroundings. Silverstein defines linguistic ideologies, the original term to 
language ideology, as “sets of beliefs about language articulated by users as a rationalization 
or justification of perceived language structure and use” (1979, p. 193).  Weber and Horner 
explain further that language ideology is a system of ideas, emotions, norms and values that 
informs how people think about languages (2013, p. 16). In addition, language ideologies also 
reflect the speakers’ social experiences. Blommaert describes language as embodying and 
articulating the experience of social struggle, transition and contest (2006, p. 511). Language 
ideology is thus also “a powerful, multi-scalar phenomenon that links social and linguistic 
structures” (Rosa & Burdick, 2016; Kroskrity, 2004). Language ideology hence contains two 
aspects: language ideologies of an individual and language ideologies formed collectively in 
social surroundings. In other words, language ideology is a summation of a person’s thoughts 
and feelings about different language varieties including his/her own, which also reflects 
his/her previous social experiences. 

Language ideology and language use are deeply interconnected. Bourdieu and Thompson 
(1991) argue that implicit collective language ideologies reflect the symbolic capitals and 
status of different language varieties in society, and give rise to individuals’ own language 
ideologies which are embodied and produced in terms of habitus. A person’s current language 
ideologies thus dictate his or her language use in different social contexts with different 
legitimate languages preconditioned by the discourse.   

Legitimate language is the term used to discuss the perceptual “proper” or “correct” language 
used in a certain context and situation, in order to analyze language users’ positioning in 
relation to the context and the situation. Bourdieu defines legitimate language as language 
produced by a legitimate speaker in a legitimate situation and addressed to the legitimate 
receivers with the legitimate phonological and syntactic forms (1977, p. 650). Heller develops 
Bourdieu’s definition of legitimate language from being restricted to phonological and 
syntactic forms to including language choice and language use (1996, p. 2). Legitimate 
language is therefore defined as a language chosen and used by a right speaker in a right 
context with a right manner addressed to the legitimate receivers.   

Which language is seen as the legitimate language; who are the legitimate speakers; and in 
what context the language is applicable, are factors that are dependent on the language 
ideologies of the individual participants in the context and also the merging language 
ideology of all participants as a group through implicit or explicit negotiation during the 
process. The stabilized group ideology affects thereafter the language ideologies of the 
individuals and forms the language use in the group. For example, Heller (1996) argues, in 
her study about legitimate language in a multilingual school, that Somalis were allowed to 
speak Somali, but a francophone was not allowed to speak French during the English as a 
second language class, because of the language ideology, according to which French and 
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English were seen as rivals, which hindered the learning of the other language (1996, p. 148). 
A Somali girl questioned the teacher’s double standard and a francophone protested that he 
should also be allowed to speak his mother tongue, which reflects the negotiation between the 
teacher’s language ideology imposed in the context and the language ideologies of the 
individual participants. Camilleri Grima (2003), in her study about legitimate language in 
bilingual Malta, argues that Maltese find it difficult to accept their bilingualism reality and 
limit their language use to solely code-switching, as a result of constant balancing of their 
own ideology of being either “a Maltese purist” or “a snobbish English speaker” under the 
influence of the language separation ideology, that using English and Maltese as a mixture is 
disgraceful, imposed to the society by politicians (2003, p. 57). Bourdieu and Thompson 
explain this limitation of the language use as an expression of the embodied language 
ideologies in forms of habitus which is a disposition that guides agents to act and react (1991, 
p. 12). Camilleri Grima’s (2003) study suggests further that language use is a result of 
negotiation between the individuals’ language ideologies and the legitimate language 
preconditioned by the language ideology dominating in the context, the group, or the society.  

In a society with diverse cultures and immigrants, the language ideologies of individuals can 
also be highly heterogeneous, which gives rise to diversity in language use and language 
learning strategy. Hertzog and Ross (2017) claim that language ideologies are complex 
representatives of individuals, their relations, and backgrounds. Such complexity suggests that 
language ideologies are not fossilized or inherited ideas that drive people to act and react in a 
fixed way, but fluid continuities formed in relation to new experiences and relations 
establishing over time.  

Song (2010) studied Korean families in the US, and found out that the Korean families chose 
different language education strategies for their children, in accordance with their language 
ideologies (2010). In the children’s perspective, their language ideologies, language learning 
and language use are also shaped and influenced by their families. The diversity of language 
ideologies in different families implies a diversity of language ideologies in classrooms with 
multilingual and cultural backgrounds. In classrooms those diverse ideologies encounter and 
respond to the language ideology preconditioned by the teacher and the school, as 
demonstrated in Heller’s study (1996).  

Ahlgren (2014) studied second language speakers of Swedish with various language and 
cultural backgrounds, and found that the informants developed and adjusted their 
communication strategies and language use in different ways over a time span of six years 
depending on their alterations of language ideologies and identity (2014). This not only 
confirms that diversity in languages and culture brings diversity and complexity in language 
ideologies in society, but also indicates the possibility of altering a person’s language use by 
transforming his or her language ideologies. In Ahlgren’s (2014) study, the informants 
adopted strategies such as avoiding, planning and simplifying the use of the target language in 
order to avoid making mistakes or being seen as a “childish” speaker, which indicates that the 
perfect native variety of the target language was deified, hence unattainable, and the 
informants’ multilingual competences are invalidated and omitted in their language ideologies 
(2014). This study seeks thus to investigate the possibility of structuring multilingual students’ 
language ideologies and language use by intentionally providing an inclusive discourse that 
validates their multilingual competences and their expanding language repertoires in the 
multilingual approach mentioned in the research questions. 
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2.2 Language repertoire, translanguaging, and a post-structural 
perspective 

Language repertoire is a concept that recognizes all language varieties of a language speaker 
as a whole entity. The concept used initially by Gumperz (1964) views all languages and 
dialects as a behavioral whole, in which the freedom of selection is subjected to grammatical 
and social restraints (1964). The concept is later expanded with the rise of the notion of super-
diversity addressing the globally expanding mobility (Busch, 2012, p. 505). Language 
repertoire is seen as comprising “conventionalized constellations of semiotic resources for 
taking action” in line with the engaged practices of the individual (Pennycook, 2018, p. 5). 
Language repertoire is therefore not bounded to any specific language varieties, rather to an 
individual’s life (Blommaert, 2009). Busch marks this as “a shift away from structure, system, 
and regularity toward approaches that acknowledge fluidity and creativity in linguistic 
practices” (2012, p. 506). Blommeart and Rampton (2012) see this shift as a transition of 
paradigm in sociolinguistics towards an increasing focus on language in a world of super-
diversity.  

Concepts such as code-switching and transfer are positioned in the traditional paradigm, 
where languages are seen as clearly separated entities rooted in their grammatical structures 
(Busch, 2012; Blommeart, 2010). For example, Williams and Hammarberg observed that high 
proficiency in a second language (L2) plays a greater role as supplier of grammar and 
vocabulary knowledge than the first language (L1) and other L2s with lower proficiency of 
the informant (1998). Odlin and Jarvis (2004) studied Finnish-L1 and Swedish-L2 speakers’ 
production of English, and they found that Finnish as L1 and Swedish as L2 transfer on 
different levels, depending on three factors: psycho-typology, language proficiency, and 
overgeneralization (2004). Bardel and Falk (2007) suggest that syntactic structures of an L2 
are more easily transferred to L3 than L1, in the initial state of L3 acquisition (2007). The 
informants selected in these studies are nonetheless relatively homogenous with similar 
language and cultural background. The utilization of informants’ background languages can 
be highly complicated when more language varieties and language ideologies are involved. 

Translanguaging as a concept situated in the new paradigm of super-diversity underlines the 
significance of the way people employ their communicative resources to create meaning and 
the implication of the heteroglossic practice, the practice of utilizing diverse resources in 
different language varieties as a whole, to speakers (Rampton, 2011). Language repertoire is 
seen as the space for translanguaging (Wei, 2011). Creese and Blackledge (2010) suggest, in 
addition, that translanguaging is needed in pedagogy to help identity performance, lesson 
accomplishment, and participant confidence, by including additional resources and values 
across language boundaries (2010). Translanguaging is therefore adopted as one of the 
important components of the multilingual approach.  

The shift of the paradigm, nevertheless, does not imply that the traditional paradigm and 
concepts such as transfer are invalid. Transfer can still contribute to the understanding of the 
functions of background languages in language acquisition, while translanguaging has a 
stronger focus on learners’ identity forming in language acquisition that surpasses the 
language typological boundaries. The traditional social linguistic paradigm hence exists in 
constant negotiation with the fluctuating reality of structure. The shift of paradigm in 
sociolinguistics signals a shift of perspective from structuralism to post-structuralism. The 
multilingual approach is also rooted in a post-structural perspective that sees the possibility 
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of changing the sociolinguistic structure to favor the expanding of multilingual speakers’ 
language repertoires. In contrary, the monolingual approach only recognizes the dominating 
status of the native-like Standard English in the current linguistic structure.  

A post-structural perspective enables a subject perspective that involves a historical and 
biographical time dimension, in which the subject is considered as constituted in and through 
previously established language and discourse (Busch, 2012, p. 510). Discourse, in light of 
post-structuralism, also departs from the traditional definition as a language unit larger than 
the sentence, rather a complex of signs and practices that organize social existence and social 
reproduction — the reproduction of social structure (Norton, 2000). A post-structural 
perspective that recognizes the possibility of change of structure in the reality of super-
diversity, despite the maintaining influence of the traditional structure uttered in terms of the 
traditional definitions in sociolinguistics, is therefore adopted in this study. Blommeart (2010) 
states in line with the post-structural perspective that although the spatial distance between 
different countries and their language varieties becomes less significant for individuals’ 
choice and use of different language varieties in the world of super-diversity, this state of 
affairs does not imply that boundaries between countries and language varieties no longer 
exist. Rather the world of super-diversity implies an increasing personal possibility of 
choosing and using language varieties in his or her changing language repertoires (Blommeart, 
2010, p. 8). Under the constraints of the existing structure, individuals acquire and reproduce 
various language varieties, encompassed by their language ideologies, which in turn leads to 
continuously accustomed language repertoires that can possibly give rise to a new 
sociolinguistic structure.  

 
2.3 Identity, discourse, and language acquisition  

Identity and language acquisition are closely connected. Identity is defined as the way people 
understand his or her relationship to the world, in light of post-structrualist theory (Norton, 
2013, p. 4). Creese and Blackledge (2010) in their analysis of multilingual classroom 
interaction highlight the complexity in learners’ identities that comprise narrations and 
ideological constructs of home and nation that reflect their experience of past times and 
present times in local and global social contexts (2010, p. 224). Norton explains that there is 
also an imagined identity and an imagined community that language learners aspire to in the 
language learning processes (Norton, 2013, p. 8). In order to achieve the imagined identity, 
language learners invest their language learning in different ways, which result in different 
learning outcomes (Norton, 2013, p. 44-51). Investment is the term Norton introduced to 
substitute the traditional concept, motivation (Norton, 2013, p. 50). In contrast to motivation, 
investment connotes rewards and benefits in the future (Norton, 2013). According to Norton 
(2013), language learners’ investment in the target language can be complicated. An example 
can be found in McKay and Wong (1996), who studied Chinese adult immigrant students in 
the USA. They observed that investment in listening comprehension, speaking, reading and 
writing can be very selective, and different skills can entail different values to learners’ 
identities (Norton, 2013, p. 51; McKay & Wong, 1996). Angelil-Carter, in her study on 
development of academic English at South African universities, argues further that investment 
in literacy, writing forms and speaking forms that are restructured through time and space, can 
have either a supportive or obstructive role in acquisition of a new discourse (Norton, 2013, p. 
51; Angelil-Carter, 1997). Investment, under the guidance of language ideologies embedded 
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in learners’ identities, is thus an important factor for learners’ language choice, language use 
and learning outcomes in language acquisition, from the learners’ perspective.  

From a structural perspective, learners’ language practices are, on the other hand, constrained 
by the discourses constructed in the context. Norton states that “The discourses of the family, 
the school, the church, the corporation are constituted in and by language and other sign 
systems” (2000, p. 14). Under their authority, discourses restrict the range of possible 
language practices and organize the way that practices are realized (Norton, 2000). Discourse 
is, therefore, a practical way of organizing meaning-making practices (Norton, 2000). In 
classrooms, where language teaching takes place, the teacher plays a significant role of 
implicitly or explicitly installing the discourse underpinned by his or her language ideologies 
on language varieties and language acquisition. Schools that adopt double-monolingualism or 
multi-monolingualism as a practice for bilingualism and multilingualism tend to ignore 
learners’ intra-lingual and multilingual competence, and instead view translanguaging as an 
inferior sign for semilingualism (Stroud, 2004). Double-monolingualism represents the idea 
that a person should acquire both languages as good as the varieties of the respective 
monolingual native speakers’, in order to achieve bilingualism. Kramsch (2012) claims 
further that taking the perfect native monolingual variety of a language as the target language 
is problematic for language acquisition, since the monolingual perfection is unattainable and 
irrelevant for learners’ identities. Stroud (2004) argues that if the school and majority 
discourse regard language as an open, imperfect polysystem instead of a perfect homogenous 
monosystem, “migrants’ languages as well as their polylectal varieties, their mixtures and 
creations with and in between languages would not anymore be ignored or denunciated as 
semilingualism” (Stroud, 2004, p. 84).  

This study hence attempts to apply a multilingual approach that intentionally provides an 
open discourse, juxtapose a monolingual approach that only regards the standard monolingual 
English as the legitimate language in the discourse, in order to investigate informants’ 
learning outcomes and emotional experiences in practicing the English article system. 

 
2.4 Second Language Acquisition and the English article system  

In the first half of the 20th century, behavioral theory was developed to describe learning 
processes in general, including language acquisition. Language as a sum of established 
behaviors was seen as a result of reinforcement of stimulus and response. Languages can thus 
be acquired through repetitive imitation, exercise, and feedback (Abrahamsson, 2009). In 
behaviorism, transfer as a phenomenon in Second Language Acquisition was seen as either 
positive or negative, depending on whether it causes more language mistakes to the new 
language. A person should hence try his/her best to eliminate the negative behaviors by 
reinforcement. The more languages a person acquires, the higher the possibility that transfer 
influence the target language (Abrahamsson, 2009).  

However, in the 1960s, Chomsky criticized behaviorism and claimed that behaviorism 
underestimated the complicity of language acquisition. Chomsky questioned the assumption 
that mistakes in Second Language Acquisition are always related to previously established 
behavior.  

Depending on the object of which this is predicated, the present state of motivation of the listener, 
etc., the behavior may vary from rage to pleasure, from fixing the object to throwing it out, from 
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simply not using it to trying to use it in the normal way (e.g., to see if it is really out of order), and so 
on. To speak of ‘conditioning’ or ‘bringing previously available behavior under control of a new 
stimulus’ in such a case is just a kind of play-acting at science. (Chomsky, 2008, p. 13).  

Chomsky sees language learning as an innate ability of humans and suggested, in 1980s, the 
existence of a pre-programmed universal grammar (UG) that guides humans to utilize their 
innate parameters and principles in language learning (Cook, 2013). Theories focusing on 
learning models and stages in first and Second Language Acquisition have gained popularity 
since then. First language acquisition and Second Language Acquisition are believed to have 
different processes and stages, if the second language is not learned together with the first 
language (Yule 2016). In first language acquisition, the language learning process follows the 
stages pre-programmed by UG. However, the access to UG can be modified or eroded during 
the learning process, which brings a different precondition to Second Language Acquisition 
(Abrahamsson, 2009). With regard to Second Language Acquisition, Krashen (1982) suggests 
the monitor model that describes Second Language Acquisition and learning on a cognitive 
level. Pienemann presents the processability theory, according to which the learners’ capacity 
determines what can or cannot be learned in different stages, which is probably seen as one of 
the most promising cognitive oriented development models to date (Pienemann, 1998; 
Abrahamsson, 2009). Theories in Second Language Acquisition have therefore changed from 
their focus from behavioral to the cognitive. In summary, researchers have indicated that 
Second Language Acquisition can be influenced by the following factors: first language 
influence, learning stages, age, language teaching, language environment, motivation, and 
social-cultural factors (Abrahamsson, 2009; Cook, 2013). Those factors guide 
correspondingly the selection of the variables in this study. 

 

2.4.1 Acquisition of the English article system 

The learning and acquisition process of the English article system seems to be predominantly 
related to first language influence and language teaching (Master, 1994, 1997; Thomas, 1989). 
Master (1994) states that there are prominent differences in the use and acquisition of the 
English article system between speakers of languages with articles [+ART] and languages 
without articles [-ART]. The individual articles can be acquired at different stages and each 
can have different levels of difficulties (Master, 1994, p. 232). For example, Swan and Smith 
suggest that Scandinavian language [+ART] users tend to make errors in article use in English, 
such as redundant definite article use with uncountable and plural nouns used in a general 
sense: “*Some people blame the society for everything” and “*The horses were introduced to 
America by Spanish Soldiers”; zero article use before non-specific singular reference: “*He 
works as teacher”; and article drop in some idiomatic cases: “*drive car”, and “*a man with 
hat” (2001). Robertson (2000) claims that Chinese [-ART] learners of English use the English 
article system unsystematically due to the lack of a correct mapping from the surface features 
of referentiality and definiteness to the abstract features of determiner phrases (DP) (2000). 
Similar results are also found among Japanese [-ART] speakers and their conceptual 
knowledge in the English article system is indicated as the main factor that determines the 
correct use of the system (Butler, 2002; Mizuno, 1999).  

Master claims that systematical language instruction is beneficial to the acquisition of the 
article system (1994). Butler suggests that various exercises focused on countability can favor 
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Japanese speakers’ use of the English article system (2002). With regard to Pienemann’s 
processability theory, the learning process of the English article system can be complicated, 
since it involves the learner’s changing hypothesis of the use of the English article system and 
their first language (Ekiert, 2005). The learning of the English article system can therefore be 
strongly correlated with learners’ language backgrounds and the received teaching methods. 
The informants’ language backgrounds are therefore collected during the experiment, not only 
to aid the investigation of their language ideologies, but also the discussion of the learning 
outcomes under the two approaches. 

 
3. Methodology 

The method of this study is inspired by Master’s (1994) study in which he examined the effect 
of systematic instruction on learning the English article system with “a quasi-experimental”, 
pretest/posttest, control group design” (1994, p. 232). A quasi-experiment means that, the 
informants in the experiment are not randomly assigned into groups, which is also the case in 
this study. The informants in this study belong to three classes from two different schools. 
Pre-test and post-tests are designed to measure the informants’ improvement and their use of 
the articles with the monolingual approach and the multilingual approach. In addition to the 
quasi-experiment, face-to-face survey and observations are also used to collect the informants’ 
language and education background, as well as their reflections about the experiment. Face-
to-face survey means that the surveys are distributed face-to-face to the informants, which can 
generally increase the response rate (Denscombe, 2014). Observation and field notes, an 
effective method in ethnographical fieldwork, are applied to gather extra data on the 
informants’ behavior and utterance for further discussion (Blommaert & Jie, 2010).   

 
3.1 The informants  

As mentioned above, the informants have not been randomly selected and assigned into 
groups. In the early state of the study, teachers known to teach students with multilingual 
background were contacted. Two of the teachers replied and agreed to let their classes to 
participate in this study.  

One of the teachers, Eva (not her real name), from a senior high school in a town in 
Stockholm Province, had two classes with more than 10 students in each class. All students 
arrived in Sweden in the past two years. Most of them were asylum seekers. Some of them 
were granted resident permit in Sweden while others were still waiting for a decision. Both of 
the classes were receiving English instruction at beginner’s level in preparation for the 
ordinary senior high school curriculum according to Eva.  

Another teacher, John (not his real name), from an adult senior high school, had one class 
consisting of around 20 adult students who were studying English at intermediate level 
equivalent to the English taught at the first year of senior high school in the Swedish 
curriculum (English 5). Except that all the participants in the course were adults, their general 
background information was unknown prior to the experiment. 

Eventually, nine students in each of Eva’s two classes and eleven students from John’s class 
agreed to participate in the experiment. Most of those who did not participate in the 
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experiment were absent from the class on day of experiment. Only one of the students from 
one of Eva’s class chose not to join the experiment. Eva explained that some of the students 
have received enough grades to begin their study in senior high school, which caused the low 
attendance rate. John also indicated that the adult students’ attendance rate varies, due to their 
different life situations.  

One of Eva’s classes received the monolingual approach (the young monolingual approach 
group) and the other the multilingual approach (the young multilingual approach group), in 
order to examine the effect of the different approaches. John’s class received the multilingual 
approach (the adult multilingual approach group) with the aim of finding out the influence of 
the informants’ English proficiency on the experiment results, in comparison with the young 
multilingual approach group.  

 
3.2 The procedure  

I went to the schools where Eva and John work, and they allowed me to carry out the 
experiment in their classrooms. As mentioned in 3.1, three groups of students constituted the 
informants of this study and they received the multilingual and the monolingual approaches of 
teaching the English article respectively. Although the experiment was not carried out 
simultaneously in the respective groups, the procedure of the approaches was exactly the 
same, aiming to eliminate the influence from the order of the planned activities. The 
following sequence depicts the general procedure of the experiment: 

1. Introduction, consent form and survey 1 on language background 
2. Pre-test  
3. Presentation of the rules of using the English articles with examples.  
4. Group discussion with handouts.  
5. Classroom discussion. 
6. Post-test 1 
7. Surveys 2 and 3 on informants’ detailed language backgrounds and reflections on the 

experiment. 
8. Post-test 2 after a week 

Informants in all groups were firstly informed about the purpose of the study and the content 
of the consent form (see Appendix A). However, the details of the study such as the two 
approaches were intentionally omitted, so that the informants were not aware of the variables 
being controlled for the experiment. The informants were only informed that they were about 
to participate in an experiment of examining an efficient way of teaching and learning the 
English article system. The English teacher of the class, and those who decided not to 
participate were allowed to stay in the classroom and observe the experiment, since their 
presence could bring a sense of security.  

When the informants signed the consent form and filled in survey 1 about their basic 
background information (see Appendix A), the pre-test was given to them (see Appendix B). 
The pre-test was not presented as a test, but an exercise, and it was explained explicitly that 
the results of the exercise would not influence their grades.  

When the pretests were collected, PowerPoint slides about rules and examples of the use of 
the English article system were presented to the informants (Appendix C). The rules and 
examples were presented one by one with the help of the animation function in PowerPoint, 
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which was intended to increase the informants’ attention to each of the rules. Informants were 
encouraged to ask questions and discuss with the instructor during the slideshow. At the end 
of the slideshow, informants were asked to discuss two questions in groups. The last questions 
were different between the monolingual approach and in the multilingual approach (see 
Appendix C). The last question in the monolingual approach was: “Does it matter if the noun 
is countable, uncountable, generic or specific, when we use the articles?”, and in the 
multilingual approach the question was: “What are the differences between the use of the 
articles in English and in your other languages? Any examples?”. During the discussion, the 
printed PowerPoint slides were distributed to the informants as handouts to help the 
discussion and to give the informants another instance to learn the rules. The informants were 
then invited to present and share their thoughts in the class.  

After the discussion, the informants were asked to do post-test 1, which was the same as the 
pretest. This was explained to the informants when they took the pre-test, to avoid confusion 
and to increase the informants’ attention when they realized that they were going to be tested 
again. The informants were then asked to fill in more information about their language 
backgrounds in survey 2, for example they are asked to rank their strongest language variety 
in speaking and writing, which is inspired by Blommaert and Backus’s method of mapping 
informants’ productive and receptive language repertoires (2013, s. 23). The reason for 
assigning the survey 2 at the later part of the experiment is to avoid acknowledging the 
informants’ language repertoires prior to the experiment as explained in section 3.4. At the 
same time, survey 3 about their feelings and reflections on the experiment was distributed to 
each of the informants (See Appendix D). The first part of the experiment was then completed.  

After a week, the instructor revisited the groups and presented post-test 2 (see Appendix E), 
with the purpose of checking the attrition of the informants’ memory on the rules of the 
English article system under the influence of the two approaches. The informants were not 
informed that the instructor would revisit them in a week, in order to avoid influences from 
individual factors such as preparation or self-study. The choice of the time span, a week, is 
inspired by Roediger and Karpicke’s (2006) study on memory tests, in which three retention 
intervals were chosen: five minutes, two days and a week. The informants’ performance is 
expected to drop noticeably after a week.   

 
3.3 The grammar rules and the tests  

The grammar rules on the English article system chosen in the PowerPoint slides are taken 
selectively from two English grammar books intended for Swedish speakers (Svartvik  & 
Sager, 1971; Estling Vannestål, 2007 ). Not all rules presented in the books are included in 
the slides, since the overwhelming numbers of rules and examples can be tiring and confusing 
to the informants. A wide range of article usage is represented in the slides, which is also 
reflected in the tests. As mentioned in 3.2, the pretest and post-test 1 are exactly the same. In 
post-test 2, the order of the questions is shuffled and some subjects or objects in the sentences 
are altered, in order to avoid that the informants remembering the same answer they wrote to a 
specific question without knowing the rules applied to it. All three tests contain 18 questions 
and 34 blanks. The informants were asked to fill in the blanks with the articles: a, an, the, or / 
(Ø). For example, “I really like ______ nature. That’s why I go hiking every year”. Two 
sample answers were presented prior to the questions to clarify the instructions. The correct 
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answers in each of the three tests contained five instances of a, two instances of an, 14 
instances of the, and 13 instances of Ø.  

 
3.4 Discourse used in the two approaches 

As described in 1.1 and 2.3 above, the difference between the monolingual approach and the 
multilingual approach resides in the different discourses applied to the two approaches. In the 
monolingual approach, only the Standard English is seen as the legitimate language in the 
classroom. However, in the multilingual approach, all language varieties of the informants are 
legitimized. The different discourses are implemented by means of differentiating three parts 
of the experiment: the instructions, the ways of presenting the grammar rules, and the 
discussion questions. 

During the experiment, survey 1 was distributed at the beginning and survey 2 at the later 
stage of the experiment, although both surveys were about the informants’ language 
background. The reason for this placement was because in survey 2, all language varieties of 
the informants were validated by revealing that their language varieties matter to the 
experiments. This can disfavor the construction of a monolingual discourse in the 
monolingual approach, in which language varieties other than Standard English are depicted 
implicitly as less important. This may in turn cause the results of the study to be less 
prominent.  

The informants in the young monolingual approach group were encouraged to only focus on 
the grammar rules of English. Swedish was used by the instructor only to clarify or explain 
the instructions. Other language varieties were implicitly allowed to support the informants’ 
understanding, but not encouraged during the experiment. This is because if the instructor 
interfered or interrupted the informants’ use of other language varieties, the informants could 
feel intimidated or offended as discussed in Heller’s (1996) study and in turn interrupted the 
experiment. When presenting the grammar rules, only rules on the English article system 
were presented. The last discussion question aiming to help the informants to repeat the rules 
has a strong focus on the rules of the English articles: Does it matter if the noun is countable, 
uncountable, generic or specific, when we use the articles?  

The informants in the multilingual approach groups were encouraged to focus not only on the 
grammar rules of English, but also on other language varieties. The instructor explicitly made 
it clear that the informants were allowed to use all kinds of language varieties to help their 
learning and understanding. When presenting grammar rules, several differences of the rules 
in the article system in English and Swedish were highlighted, for example, the indefinite 
article a or an is used when telling someone’s occupation, political party or religion, but Ø is 
used in Swedish. Translanguaging was also demonstrated by the instructor, for example, the 
instructor said: In Swedish you would say “Jag är lärare”, men inte på Engelska (“… ‘I am 
teacher’, but not in English”). Such comparisons were planned beforehand with the help of 
the notes written on a script. The last discussion question, “What are the differences between 
the use of the articles in English and in your other languages? Any examples?”, was designed 
to help the informants to realize that their existing language varieties in their language 
repertoires can help the development of the target language. Learner’s English and all 
language varieties of the informants were legitimized in the multilingual approach.   
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In other words, the instructor was role playing a teacher who sees Standard English as the 
only proper language to use in the classroom, and all other language varieties are secondary in 
the monolingual approach. In the multilingual approach, the role played was that of a teacher 
that sees all language varieties as useful and proper in the classroom. 
  
3.5 Method discussion and ethical consideration  

All informants and the English teachers of the classes involved were informed that they can 
withdraw from the experiment at any time without consequences, and they were also 
anonymized in this study (see Appendix A). Highlighting that their personal identities were 
not to be revealed could also increase the informants’ sense of security during the experiment 
(Blommaert & Jie, 2010, p. 34). For example, the teachers’ name, Eva and John were 
randomly selected to replace their real name. However, the fact that the informants had a 
choice on whether to participate in the experiment is different from a real classroom situation, 
in which students do not really have a choice. This can cause the informants to behave 
differently than they usually do in ordinary class situations.  

The involvement of me as an instructor and observer can influence the process and the results 
of the study to some extent. For example, the instructor is also a multilingual speaker, which 
may automatically hint a multilingual acceptance to the informants. This can make the 
monolingual approach less prominent to the informants and could affect the result to some 
extent. In addition, the observation can also be biased since the role of the instructor 
overlapped with the observer in this study.  
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4. Results and Discussion 

In this section, results collected from the experiment are categorised and presented. The 
results are presented in the same order as the research questions. Firstly the informants’ 
language background is presented, followed by their language ideologies. Then the results 
from the tests are presented and discussed. Finally the informants’ reflections on the 
experiments are discussed.  
 
4.1 The informants’ language background  

The informants were asked about their mother tongue, age, and gender in survey 1 (see 
Appendix A). They were also asked to rank their strongest language in writing and speaking 
respectively in survey 2, by which their language varieties in their language repertoires were 
also revealed (see Appendix D). The following tables 1, 2, and 3 display the information 
collected from three different groups. The languages presented in the tables are recorded in 
accordance with the description given by the informants.  

Table 1: Language background of the young monolingual approach group 
Name Age Gender Mother 

tongue 
Strongest 
in writing 

Strongest 
in 
speaking 

Numbers 
of 
languages 

Years of 
learning 
English 

Years of 
learning 
Swedish 

Ymono1 19 Male Arabic Arabic Arabic 4 7 2 
Ymono2 17 Male Mongolian Mongolian Mongolian 3 1 1.5 
Ymono3 18 Male Dari Dari Dari 3 1 3 
Ymono4 19 Male Dari Dari Dari 3 3 3 
Ymono5 18 Male Somali Somali Somali 4 7 5 
Ymono6 18 Male Persian  Dari Dari 4 0.5 3 
Ymono7 16 Male Spanish Spanish Spanish 3 1 3 
Ymono8 18 Male Spanish Spanish Spanish 3 4 3 
Ymono9 19 Female Dari Dari Dari 4 2.5 3 
In average 18     3.4 3 2.94 
 
It is worth noticing that 5 out of 9 informants have Dari, a language spoken in Afghanistan, as 
their strongest language in writing and speaking. Dari, a language variety closely related to 
Farsi has no equivalents of definite and indefinite articles in English. Suffixes are added after 
the nouns to indicate definiteness, which brings considerable difficulties for Farsi speakers to 
learn the English article system (Swan & Smith, 2001). Similarly, definiteness is also marked 
by suffixes in Somali (Maniscalco, 2015). In Arabic, there are no indefinite articles and the 
use of the definite article is also very different compared with English. In Mongolian, no 
definite article is used and definiteness is marked by demonstrative pronouns like “this” and 
“that” in English (Guntsetseg, 2009). Only two of the informants in the young monolingual 
approach group speak Spanish [+ART], a language with similar kind of article system as in 
English (Swan & Smith, 2001).  

The following Table 2 shows the language background of the young multilingual approach 
group.  
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Table 2: The language background of the young multilingual approach group 

Name Age Gender Mother 
tongue 

Strongest in 
writing 

Strongest in 
speaking 

Numbers 
of 
languages 

Years of 
learning 
English 

Years of 
learning 
Swedish 

Ymulti1 17 Male Tigrinya Tigrinya Tigrinya 5 1 2 
Ymulti2 19 Male Tigrinya English Tigrinya 3 5 3 
Ymulti3 19 Female Dari Dari Dari 3 3 2.5 
Ymulti4 17 Male Dari Dari Dari 3 1 1.5 
Ymulti5 18 Male Dari Dari Dari 3 2 1 
Ymulti6 19 Female Somali Arabic Arabic 4 4 2 
Ymulti7 17 Female Somali Somali Somali 3 0.25 2 
Ymulti8 18 Male Hausa Swedish Zarma 5 1 1 
Ymulti9 19 Female Urdu English Urdu 6 4 3 
In average 18     4.5 2.4 2.3 
The informants in the young multilingual approach group also speak predominant language 
varieties with article systems that are considerably different than in English, for example, 
Tigrinya, Dari, Somali, and Hausa. Only Urdu, one of the informants’ mother tongues, which 
is an Indo-European language, has an article system similar to in English. It is also worth 
noticing that most of the informants in the young multilingual group declared another 
language as their strongest language in writing or speaking instead of their mother tongues. 

In table 3, the language background of the adult multilingual approach group is presented. 

Table 3: The language background of the adult multilingual approach group 

Name Age Gender Mother 
tongue 

Strongest 
in writing 

Strongest 
in 
speaking 

Numbers 
of 
languages 

Years of 
learning 
English 

Years of learning 
Swedish 

Amulti1 23 Male Arabic Swedish Arabic 4 4 12 
Amulti2 22 Female Arabic Svenska 

(Swedish) 
Arabic 3 11 7 

Amulti3 28 Female Arabic English English 3 19 12 
Amulti4 41 Female Dari Dari Dari 3 0.25 6 
Amulti5 22 Male Persian Persian Persian 4 1 1 
Amulti6 38 Male Croatian & 

Swedish 
Swedish Swedish 3 6 9 

Amulti7 25 Female Swedish  Swedish Swedish 3 15 12 
Amulti8 45 Female Swedish & 

Finnish 
Swedish Swedish 3 6 12 

Amulti9 19 Male Spanish Spanish Spanish 3 2 1.5 
Amulti10 26 Female Japanese Japanese Japanese 3 10 2 
Amulti11 19 Male /1 / / 5 5 3 
In average 28     3.4 7.2 7 

                                                      
1 The informant Amulti11 chose not to reveal his language background in detail, thus his language sections are left 
blank in table 3. 
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Even though six out of eleven of the informants in the adult multilingual approach group have 
their mother tongues that have a dissimilar article system to the English article system, the 
majority of them have a strongest written language with an article system similar to the 
English article system. Master (1997) suggests that the role of the article system is more 
significant in writing than speaking. If a [+ART] language is a person’s strongest writing 
language, this person may have a higher chance to be exposed to the function of the article 
system. This suggests that the adult multilingual approach group (Table 3 above) might have 
a better precondition to learn the English article system, compared with the other two groups.  

In summary, all informants in the three groups have a multilingual background as expected 
prior to the experiment. When it comes to the distance of the article system of the informants’ 
language varieties in comparison with the English article system, the young multilingual 
approach group and the young monolingual approach group have a similar structure, in which 
most of the informants have a [-ART] language as their strongest language, while the adult 
multilingual approach group have a higher proportion of [+ART] language varieties as their 
strongest language. This suggests that the preconditions of acquiring the English articles are 
similar among the two younger groups. These two groups are therefore comparable under the 
influence of the two different approaches. On the other hand, through comparing the young 
and adult multilingual approach group, the influence of their preconditions can be discovered.  

 

4.2 The informants’ language ideologies under the two approaches  

In this section the informants’ language ideologies are investigated through data collected by 
the observations, the handouts, and the surveys conducted in the experiment. The quantities of 
the data collected varied in the three groups, which can be caused both by the informants’ 
proficiency in English or Swedish that they were encouraged to use, and possibly by the 
different approaches applied in the group. 

 

4.2.1 The language ideologies of the young monolingual approach group 

In the young monolingual approach group, one of the informants, Ymono1, claimed at the 
beginning of the experiment that the English article system is too easy for him, and later 
during the experiment, he also showed a great reluctance to finishing the whole exercise. In 
the handout of the PowerPoint slides, he commented that “this is very easy” beside every slide 
on the handout. From an external aspect, this shows that the practice of the English article 
system was seen as an easy task, thus Ymono1 may have felt reluctant to invest in acquiring 
and improving the knowledge of the English article system. Internally, this incidence can be 
also related to the findings of Ahlgren’s (2014) study, where the language learners showed the 
fear of being seen as a “childish” speaker of the target language. Ymono1 might have reacted 
in response to the fear of being seen as an incompetent learner of English, in front of the 
instructor who legitimized the native-like Standard English. He therefore explicitly distanced 
himself from the image of a low-proficiency English learner that needed to practice on “easy” 
tasks. 

Contrary to Ymono1’s reaction to the experiment, Ymono5 participated in the experiment 
actively. He asked three questions during the PowerPoint slide show, and also helped his 
classmates to understand the rules during the discussions. In survey 3, he also commented the 
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most in the reflection section in English. His active participation could be explained by the 
theory of legitimate language depicted by Heller (1996). Ymono5, with his much longer 
educational background in learning English than other participants (see Table 1), perceived 
that he was the legitimate speaker of the legitimized Standard English acknowledged by the 
instructor and hence responded in an active way.  

Both Ymono1 and Ymono5 have 7 years of education background in learning English, but 
acted in different ways under the influence of the monolingual approach. This suggests that 
the monolingual approach is not necessarily positive for those who have longer education 
background in English. It can be highly dependent on their language ideologies and their 
investments in what they perceived as proper and comfortable in the situation.  

 

4.2.2 The language ideologies of the young multilingual approach group 

In the young multilingual approach group, 4 of the 9 informants presented another language 
variety than their mother tongues as their strongest language in speaking or writing (see Table 
2). This indicates that the notion of mother tongue does not necessarily imply a person’s 
strongest language in the super-diverse society as Blommaert (2010) describes.  

One of the informants, Ymulti5 with 2 years of experience in learning English, asked two 
questions during the slide show in Swedish and showed that he was interested in the exercise. 
The teacher answered in Swedish in response. During the discussion, the participant said that 
the content of the slides was a little bit difficult, but he would try his best. The fact that he had 
the courage to speak Swedish in front of the whole class to ask questions, reflected that 
Swedish as one of their language varieties was legitimized under the influence of the 
multilingual approach. The recognition of Ymulti 5’s multilingual capacity in his language 
repertoire may have encouraged Ymulti5 to invest in learning the English article system and 
expand his language repertoire despite the difficulty.  

The informants Ymulti6 and Ymulti9 were seated together and laughed several times during 
the discussion after the slide show, which suggests a comfortable discourse environment 
provided under the influence of the multilingual approach. In Ymulti9’s survey she stated 
confidently that she had lived in an English speaking country before and speaks fairly good 
English; however she scored relatively low on the pre-test (see Table 5 in 4.3). This may 
indicate that under the influence of the multilingual approach, Ymulti9 developed a sense of 
legitimacy as an English speaker, together with her previous life experience, despite her 
relatively low proficiency in English.  

The observations and records above may have proved that the multilingual approach provided 
a permissive and comfortable discourse to the informants as learners of English, through 
legitimizing the informants’ language repertoires as resources of learning a new language 
variety, as theorized in Norton’s (2000) study on the influence of discourse on language 
acquisition.    
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4.2.3 The language ideologies of the adult multilingual approach group 

The adult multilingual approach group was more active during the discussion section, and 
more data was recorded compared with the other two groups. Amulti9 claimed that he 
stopped speaking English when he started learning Swedish during the discussion. Amulti11 
agreed to Amulti9’s statement and said that he also did the same. Amulti11 also refused to 
write about his five languages. Apart from the possibility that he wanted to protect his true 
identity, it can be speculated that multilingualism for him is associated with negative 
connotations, rather than something he wanted to showcase. This suggests that language 
ideologies, such as the influence of negative transfer of previously acquired language varieties 
as stated in Abrahamsson (2009), steered these two informants’ investments in their language 
use. The choice of not using or revealing their multilingual competence, can be a result of the 
fear of being perceived as a speaker of a semi-language when translanuaging, as described in 
Stroud’s (2004) study about the negative effects of semilingualism.  

One of the informants, Amulti8, claimed that she is not good at grammar rules and can only 
follow her feelings during the discussion. She stated later that grammar is her weakness (in 
survey 3). Her fear of grammar can possibly be explained by the dominating discourse in 
English learning classes, where the grammatically correct Standard English is always 
legitimatized as the ultimate goal. However, she scored almost 100% later in the tests (see 
Table 6 in section 4.3). This indicates that the perfect Standard English variety as the only 
legitimate language brings fear in making grammar mistakes, since their learner English with 
“mistakes” risks being criticized or invalidated in the discourse.  

Two of the informants, Amulti5 and Amulti6, eagerly talked to the instructor during the 
discussion. Amulti6 said that: “I and he speak 4 languages. I never thought about those rules 
in all my languages. I understand much better today; the rules are clear now.” Amulti11 also 
stated in Survey 3 that he never met a teacher who taught like the instructor before. Moreover, 
Amulti6 approached to the instructor at the end of the first experiment and asked about an 
adverbial grammar feature, while the class teacher, John, who has English as one of his native 
language was standing beside the instructor. This may indicates that the multilingual approach 
bridged a closer connection between the informant and the instructor, in addition to the 
permissive and inclusive discourse.  

 
4.3 Results from pre-test, post-test 1 and post-test 2  

In this section, the results of the three groups from pre-test, post-test 1, and post-test 2 are 
presented. As mentioned in 3.3, there are 34 blanks in total, in which 7 blanks are designed 
for a/an, 14 blanks for the, and 13 for Ø, if filled in correctly. Therefore each blank with a 
correct answer is counted as 1 score. The total scores from the respective tests are presented 
first, followed by the detailed scores for different articles. At the end of each table the 
percentages of the achieved correct scores in comparison with the full scores are calculated, in 
order to enable the comparison of the informants’ performance of the different articles in all 
tables by introducing the same denominator. For example, if one informant achieved 7 scores 
in the use of a/an and 7 scores in the use of the, it does not mean that the informant performed 
as well in these two articles. By calculating the percentages of correctness, it is obvious that 
the informant achieved 50% correctness in the use of the, which is lower than 100% in the use 
of a/an. The percentages of correctness are calculated with the following formula:  
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𝑡ℎ𝑒 𝑎𝑎ℎ𝑖𝑒𝑖𝑒𝑖 𝑎𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑒𝑎𝑡 𝑠𝑎𝑐𝑐𝑒𝑠 ÷ 𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓 𝑠𝑎𝑐𝑐𝑒𝑠 × 100%.  

When calculating the informants’ improvement in percentage, the percentage of correctness 
described above is not involved in the calculation. The improvement is also not equivalent to 
the divergence between informants’ later scores and previous scores. When discussing how 
much an informant increased his/her scores, the calculation of the informants’ improvement is 
executed with the formula below: 

(𝑓𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑐 𝑠𝑎𝑐𝑐𝑒𝑠 −  𝑝𝑐𝑒𝑖𝑖𝑐𝑓𝑠 𝑠𝑎𝑐𝑐𝑒𝑠) ÷ 𝑝𝑐𝑒𝑖𝑖𝑐𝑓𝑠 𝑠𝑎𝑐𝑐𝑒𝑠 × 100%. 

 

4.3.1 The test results of the young monolingual approach group 

In the following Table 4, the results of the young monolingual approach group are presented. 
However, 5 of 9 informants in this group were absent at post-test 2 arranged a week after 
post-test 1. Their scores are therefore left blank. The reduced number of the group members 
also prevented the comparison of the average scores in post-test 2 compare to the previous 
two tests. The average scores and the average percentages of correctness are therefore also left 
blank. The same arrangements are also applied to Tables 5 and 6. 

Table 4: The test results of the young monolingual approach group 
Name Pre-test 

total score 

a/an 

 

the 

 

Ø Post-test 1 

total score 

a/an the Ø Post-

test 2 

Total 

score 

a/

an 

t

h

e 

Ø 

Ymono1 20 6 6 8 21 6 4 11 18 4 6 8 
Ymono2 19 7 6 6 20 6 6 8 / / / / 
Ymono3 17 7 9 1 23 7 7 9 19 0 1

0 
9 

Ymono4 19 6 8 5 19 6 5 8 / / / / 
Ymono5 16 7 6 3 24 7 11 4 21 5 1

1 
5 

Ymono6 7 5 2 0 9 6 3 0 / / / / 
Ymono7 15 4 6 5 22 6 10 6 / / / / 
Ymono8 23 5 9 9 28 5 11 11 / / / / 
Ymono9 15 7 8 0 18 5 11 2 18 5 9 4 
Average score   16.8 6 6.7 4.1 

 
20.4 6 7.6 6.6 / / / / 

Percentage of 
correct score  

49% 85.
7% 

47.
9% 

31.
5% 

60% 85.
7% 

54.
3% 

50.
8% 

/ / / / 

 
It is worth noticing that, although, the average scores increased by only 22% in post-test 1, the 
scores for zero article Ø in post-test 1 increased by 61% compared to the pre-test.  
Additionally, although the results of the definite article the, and zero article Ø from the 
individuals who attended the post-test 2 decreased compared to their post-test 1, the results 
were still better than in the pre-test. However, all four informants in post-test 2, decreased in 
the scores of using the indefinite article a/an. It is also worth noticing that Ymono1 who 
reacted negatively to the monolingual approach, received worse scores in post-test 2 than in 
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his previous two tests, while Ymono5 who reacted positively kept his improvement in post-
test 2, particularly in the use of the and Ø. 

 

4.3.2 The test results of the young multilingual approach group 

Table 5 below shows the results of the young multilingual approach group. In post-test 2, 
three of the informants were absent from the experiment. The scores of those who participated 
are therefore compared individually after Table 5.  

Table 5: The results of the young multilingual approach group 
Name Pre-test 

total score 

a/an 

 

the 

 

Ø Post-test 

1 total 

score 

a/an 

2 

the Ø Post-

test 2 

Total 

score 

a/

an 

th

e 

Ø 

Ymulti1 5 1 4 0 6 2 3 1 10 1 9 0 
Ymulti2 6 1 4 1 13 3 8 2 10 3 7 0 
Ymulti3 7 3 4 0 10 5 4 1 / / / / 
Ymulti4 10 4 4 2 15 8 4 3 / / / / 
Ymulti5 15 5 7 3 18 6 8 4 / / / / 
Ymulti6 9 4 5 0 9 3 6 0 9 2 7 0 
Ymulti7 12 6 6 0 17 5 5 7 11 4 4 3 
Ymulti8 6 1 5 0 15 5 8 2 13 1 7 5 
Ymulti9 9 5 4 0 9 4 4 1 6 2 4 0 
Average score   8.8 3.3 4.8 0.7 12.4 4.6 5. 

6 
2.3 / / / / 

Percentage of 
correct score  

25.9% 47.
1% 

34.
3% 

5.4
% 

36.5% 65.
7% 

40
% 

17.
7% 

/ / / / 

 
According to the results in Table 5, the average total scores in post-test 1 increased by 40.9% 
compared to the pre-test. Moreover, the average scores of zero article Ø in post-test 1 had an 
increased by 228.6%, which is more than twice as much as the scores of Ø in pre-test. In 
comparison with the pre-test, the test results of those who participated in post-test 2 declined. 
However, Ymulti8 scored higher on the use of zero article Ø in post-test 2 than in post-test 1 
and the pre-test. In addition, Ymulti1, Ymulti2 and Ymulti6 also performed better in the 
definite article the in post-test 2 than in post-test 1 and in the pre-test. Ymulti6, Ymulti7, and 
Ymulti9, on the other hand, scored lower in a/an in the post-test 2, compared to the previous 
two tests. The average total scores of the participants in post-test 2 are generally still higher 
than their results in the pre-test.  
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4.3.3 The test results of the adult multilingual approach group 

In Table 6 the results of the adult multilingual approach group are presented. Two of the 
informants were absent from the class in post-test 2. Their scores are therefore left blank. 

Table 6: The results of the adult multilingual approach group 
Name Pre-test 

total score 

a/an 

 

the 

 

Ø Post-test 1 

total score 

a/a

n  

the Ø Post-

test 2 

Total 

score 

a/

an 

t

h

e 

Ø 

Amulti1 27 5 12 10 29 6 12 11 29 6 1
2 

1
1 

Amulti2 30 7 11 12 31 7 14 10 32 7 1
4 

1
1 

Amulti3 22 7 8 7 22 7 8 7 21 5 6 1
0 

Amulti4 24 4 10 10 25 4 11 10 24 4 1
0 

1
2 

Amulti5 22 7 8 7 27 6 10 11 24 7 9 8 
Amulti6 28 7 9 12 32 6 14 12 30 6 1

1 
1
3 

Amulti7 31 6 13 12 34 7 14 13 32 7 1
3 

1
2 

Amulti8 33 7 13 13 34 7 14 13 33 7 1
3 

1
3 

Amulti9 28 7 12 9 28 6 12 10 32 6 1
3 

1
3 

Amulti10 30 7 12 11 30 7 11 12 / / / / 
Amulti11 25 6 9 10 25 6 11 8 / / / / 
Average score   27.3 6 10.

6 
10.
3 

28.8 6.
3 

12 10.
6 

/ / / / 

Percentage of 
correct score  

80.3% 85.
7% 

75.
7% 

79.
2% 

84.7% 90
% 

85.
7% 

81.
5% 

/ / / / 

 
The average total scores of the adult multilingual approach group increased by 5.5% in post-
test 1. The average scores for the definite article the increased the most among the other 
articles, by 13.2%. However, the score increase for a/an and Ø was insignificant in post-test 1. 
Almost all of the participants in post-test 2 scored higher than what they did in the pre-test, 
though their scores decreased compared to post-test 1. Amulti3’s scores on a/an and the in 
post-test 2, however, decreased compared to both her post-test 1 and pre-test. Amulti3, 
Amulti4 and Amulti6 scored higher in the use of Ø in post-test 2, in comparison to their post-
test 1 and pre-test. 
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4.3.4 Discussion of the test results of all three groups 

As described in 3.1, the young monolingual approach group and the young multilingual 
approach group are compared in this section, in order to investigate the effect of the 
multilingual approach. The young multilingual approach and the adult multilingual approach 
are compared with the intention of discovering the influence of the English proficiency factor.  

By comparing Table 4 and Table 5, it can be noticed that the average total score of both 
groups increased in post-test 1, regardless the approach applied. This confirms Master’s (1994) 
claim that by teaching the English article system explicitly and systematically, students can 
improve more in their performance of using the English article system than with an implicit 
teaching style. Moreover, both groups scored less in the use of zero article Ø (31.5% in Table 
4 respective 5.4% in Table 5), than the use of a/an (85.7% in Table 4 and 47.1% in Table 5) 
and the (47.9% in Table 4 and 34.3% in Table 5). Ekiert (2005) argues that English learners in 
lower proficiency level and [-ART] language speakers tend to overuse the zero article Ø, in 
order to maximize the accuracy rates (2004, pp. 16-17).  However, the overuse of the zero 
article Ø, cannot bring extra scores in this experiment. The zero article Ø was therefore not 
overused, but used with low accuracy in this experiment, which indicates that the overuse 
does not necessarily mean that the students acquired the use of Ø.  

In addition, both groups seem to be confused with the use of a/an in post-test 2, since the test 
scores of a/an of several informants in the groups declined compared to the previous two tests 
(See Ymono1, Ymono3, Ymono5, Ymono9, Ymulti6, Ymulti7, and Ymulti9’s scores of the 
use of a/an in Table 4 and 5). The improvement of using the, however, persisted in post-test 2. 
This suggests that the accuracy rate distributed in the respective articles can be different in 
different learning stages depending on learner’s changing hypothesis on the use of the articles. 
Ekiert (2005) also found a contradictory order of acquiring the and a/an, compared with other 
studies on the initial stage of acquiring the article system, which also reinforced this 
suggestion. 

By comparing the average total scores of Table 4 and Table 5, the young multilingual 
approach group improved 40.9% in post-test 1, which is higher than the young monolingual 
approach group’s 22%. It can be argued that the divergences of the average total score 
between post-test 1 and pre-test in both groups are almost the same, but the improvement by 
percentage is almost twice higher in the multilingual approach group’s post-test 2. Moreover, 
the average score of the the zero article Ø in post-test 1 improved dramatically by 228% (in 
Table 5), which is much higher than 61% in the young monolingual approach group (in Table 
4). Three of six (50%) informants scored higher in the use of the in the post-test 2 than the 
previous two tests (see Table 5). Only one of four (25%) informants, Ymono3, showed such 
improvement in the post-test 2 (see Table 4).  
These result indicate that, under the multilingual approach, the young multilingual group 
improved by a higher accuracy percentagewise in the use of the English article system, 
particularly in the use of the and Ø. 

By comparing Table 5 (the young multilingual approach group) and Table 6 (the adult 
multilingual approach group), it is obvious that the improvement by percentage, 5.5%, in 
post-test 1 in Table 6 is much less than 40.9% in Table 5. The use of zero article Ø improved 
the least in post-test 1 by merely 2.9% in Table 6, in contrast to 228% in Table 5. However, in 
post-test 2 in Table 6, 3 of the 9 (33.3%) informants scored higher on the use of Ø than their 
previous two tests. However, in post-test 2 in Table 5, only one of the six informants (16.7%) 
scored higher in the use of Ø than his previous two tests.  
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This indicates that the percentage of improvement is lower when the informants have a higher 
level of proficiency in English, under the influence of the multilingual approach. However, 
the improvement in the use of Ø tends to remain in the long term when the informants have a 
higher English proficiency level. This suggests that the multilingual approach can also benefit 
students with higher English proficiency level. 

 
4.4 The reflections of the informants  

In this section, comments and reflections collected by survey 3 (Appendix D) are presented 
and discussed, complemented by notes from the observations. 

Table 7 below describes the reflections of the young monolingual approach group from 
survey 3, in which the informants were asked if they could concentrate during the experiment 
and whether they felt happy with the classroom experience. Since only one informant of all 
three groups commented that she was tired during the experiment, the data about the 
informants’ tiredness in survey 3 is thus not presented in Tables 7, 8, and 9. The answer DK 
stands for “Do not know”. The comments in the column heading refer to whether the 
informants commented on the last two questions or not. If yes, the comment left by the 
informant is presented. Table 8 and Table 9 follow the same design. 

Table 7: Reflections of the young monolingual approach group  
Name Co

nce
ntr
atio
n 

Happ
y 

Comments 

Ymono1 DK Yes No 
Ymono2 No No No 
Ymono3 DK Yes No 
Ymono4 DK DK No 

Ymono5 No Yes 

Yes: The most difficult part of the lesson is grammar and writing. 
Have a good teacher can help me to understanding how to write 
perfect grammar and speaking very well. *A teacher speak English 
with me every lessons is what I want.  

Ymono6 Yes Yes No 
Ymono7 DK DK No 
Ymono8 DK DK No 
Ymono9 Yes Yes Yes: *Use articles, this wasn’t easy. I want to review more words. 
Percenta
ges of 
Yes 

22.
2% 

55.6
% 

22.2% 

 
According to survey 3, only two of the nine informants (22.2%) in the young monolingual 
approach group claimed that they could concentrate during the experiment. Although more 
than half of the informants stated that they were happy, the possibility that the informants 
wanted to please the instructor cannot be excluded. As described in 4.2.1, Ymono1 was 
unmotivated by the exercise and he also did not comment on anything in survey 3, in contrast 
to Ymono5 who commented a lot. Ymono5’s comments also confirm that he embraced the 
monolingual approach, where Standard English is the only language encouraged in the 
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classroom. The comments that Ymono5 and Ymono9 left conveyed that they needed more 
exercise and review in a general sense, but they did not comment specifically on the 
experiment. Furthermore, Ymono2 who stated that he did not concentrate, started to watch a 
TV-series on his mobile phone during the exercise. Ymono1 also started to text on his mobile 
phone in the later part of the experiment. These incidents suggest that the majority of the 
informants were unmotivated and unhappy with the monolingual approach. The monolingual 
approach seems to favour only those who regard themselves speaking Standard English at a 
higher level than other participants.  

In Table 8 presented below, the experiment reflections of the young multilingual approach are 
described.  

Table 8: Reflections of the young multilingual approach group 
Name Concentra

tion 
Hap
py 

Comments 

Ymulti1 No Yes Yes: It is difficult, because I don’t speak English 
Ymulti2 No Yes Yes: I cannot remember. 
Ymulti3 Yes DK No 
Ymulti4 Yes Yes No 
Ymulti5 Yes Yes No 
Ymulti6 DK DK No 

Ymulti7 No DK 
Yes: *Det var svårt for mig alltid på engelska, jag behöver 
träna på mycket grammatik  

Ymulti8 Yes yes Yes: Om man förklarar bra i lektionen kommer det bli bättre. 
Ymulti9 Yes Yes Yes: Speaking English is harder for me than reading 
Percentages 
of Yes 

55.6% 66.7
% 

55.6% 

 
In Table 8, it can be noticed that more than half of the informants in the young multilingual 
approach group stated that they could concentrate and felt pleased during the multilingual 
approach. The comment rate, 55.6%, is also relatively high. It is worth noticing that, two of 
the informants commented in Swedish. This indicates that under the influence of the 
permissive multilingual approach, they felt comfortable to use Swedish when their English 
was insufficient, contrary to in the monolingual approach. Moreover, Ymulti9 reflected on her 
different aspects of language proficiency, indicating her awareness of the productive and 
receptive parts of her language repertoire. It was also observed that Ymulti9 actively 
conferred with Ymulti3 during the discussion about the use of the article in their other 
language varieties. Ymulti1, Ymulti2 and Ymulti6, however, were not very interested in the 
experiment. They started chatting to each other from the beginning of the experiment to the 
end, which could have affected their test results and reflections. Their disinterest in the 
experiment was perhaps due to the fact that the experiment is not a part of their ordinary 
lesson, thus seen by them as less important. 

The following Table 9 depicts the reflections of the adult multilingual approach group’s 
reflections on the experiment.  
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Table 9: Reflections of the adult multilingual approach group 
Name Conc

entra
tion 

Ha
ppy 

Comments 

Amulti1 Yes Yes 
Yes: It was difficult to remember all information. Berätta mer om 
grundregler så att man förstår varför man skriver som man gör 

Amulti2 Yes Yes Yes: Inget var svårt allt gick bra 
Amulti3 Yes Yes NO 
Amulti4 DK DK Yes: I could not concentrate  
Amulti5 Yes Yes Yes: It was good, maybe more examples  

Amulti6 Yes DK 
Yes: The grammar part was difficult. To make sure that everybody 
understands  

Amulti7 Yes DK Yes: to describe what we talked about was difficult 

Amulti8 DK DK 
Yes: Grammar is always my weakness, As I have more of a language ear. 
The lesson was good. The teacher was warm, friendly and approachable. 

Amulti9 DK Yes NO 

Amulti10 Yes DK 

Yes: “The” and “/” part are difficult, because my mother language 
Japanese doesn’t have the system. It is always hard to understand 100 % 
for all nouns. I didn’t know about that we can use “the” to take “the 
subway” because it’s everyone should know. I haven't cared about that 
recently and had forgotten, so it was nice to study again.  

Amulti11 DK DK 
Yes: Something that was good, I haven’t had any teacher before who 
could teach us English The/a/an with a lot of rules. 

Percenta
ges of 
Yes 

54.5
% 

45.
5% 

81.8% 

 
It is apparent that the adult multilingual approach group have a high comment rate, 81.8%, 
which indicates the activeness of their participation. The informants also commented both in 
English and Swedish, which can be a result of the legitimizing of their whole language 
repertoires in the multilingual approach. Amulti1 commented first in English, and then in 
Swedish, which can be considered as a demonstration of translanguaging that was encouraged 
by the multilingual approach. Amulti1, Amulti5 and Amulti6 provided constructive comments 
on improving the lesson. Amulti10 commented even with a meta-language that describes her 
reflections on the article system in a thorough way, indicating that the multilingual approach 
triggered her cognitive reflection. Amulti8 stated further that the instructor was perceived as 
approachable, which reinforced the speculation in 4.2.3 that the multilingual approach may 
have bridged a closer connection between the instructor and the informants.  

In summary, by comparing Tables 7, 8 and 9, it can be concluded that under the impact of the 
multilingual approach, the informants tend to have a higher rate of concentration and 
engagement, and their other language varieties tend to be used more actively, compared to the 
monolingual approach. In addition, the multilingual approach seems to have a positive effect 
on the relation between the instructor and the informants.  
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5. Conclusions 

In this section, the conclusions of the study are presented in accordance with the order of 
the research questions. In addition, the pedagogical implications of the study and 
suggestions for further research are also discussed in the final part of this section. 

 

5.1 The effect of the multilingual approach 

As discussed in 4.1, many of the informants in the young monolingual approach group and 
the young multilingual approach group have a higher proportion of [-ART] language (which 
is not the case in the adult multilingual approach group) as their strongest language, indicating 
a higher comparability between the two younger groups due to their similar language 
background. The informants’ language ideologies in all three groups replicate the language 
ideologies situated in the traditional paradigm of social linguistics depicted by Blommeart and 
Rampton (2010), such as the fear of negative transfer from other language varieties, the fear 
of being seen as an illegitimate speaker of the target language, and the frustration of learning 
the defied but unattainable native or Standard English. The monolingual approach seems to 
favor only the participants that regard themselves using a higher level of the legitimated 
Standard English. In contrast, the multilingual approach provided a permissive and open 
discourse that encouraged the informants’ use of their other language varieties in their 
language repertoires and also increased the awareness of different aspects of their language 
repertoires. 

Under the multilingual approach, the young multilingual approach group achieved a greater 
improvement than the monolingual approach group. However, it is also proved that the higher 
initial proficiency level of English implies lower improvement, which may have exaggerated 
the effect of the multilingual approach in the young multilingual approach group with lower 
initial proficiency in the English article system. Although it is not possible to generalize that 
the multilingual approach can always bring a greater improvement, this study suggests that 
improvement tends to withstand with the multilingual approach. The informants’ English 
proficiency level can also affect their acquisition of each of the articles. For the informants 
with a lower proficiency level, the improvement in the use of the tends to endure in the long 
term, although the informants can become confused with the use of a/an. For the informants 
with higher proficiency level, the improvement in the use of the zero article Ø tends to remain, 
under the influence of the multilingual approach. 

The multilingual approach seems also to have a positive effect on the informants’ emotional 
reflections to the experiment. The informants who received the multilingual approach tended 
to claim a higher rate of concentration, positive feeling and engagement. Additionally, their 
awareness of their language repertoires and the instances of translanguaging tended to 
increase, under the effect of the multilingual approach. 

 

5.2 Pedagogical implications 

The results of this study suggest that the multilingual approach brings positive effects to 
learners’ emotional experience and their use of their language repertoires. The improvement 
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to the use of the English article system also tends to remain with the effect of the multilingual 
approach. The monolingual approach seems to be destructive to the engagement and 
performance of those who regard themselves as not speaking the legitimate language in the 
classroom. The multilingual approach is therefore beneficial to a broader range of learners 
with various language backgrounds and ideologies in a multilingual classroom.  

Another implication of the study is that a follow-up exercise on the use of a/an is needed after 
the exercise on all usages of the English article system when instructing students with lower 
proficiency level of English and a [-ART] language as their strongest language variety in their 
language repertoires. For students with a higher proficiency level of English, exercises 
targeted specifically on the use of the and Ø should be introduced, in order to strengthen their 
accurate use of the English article system.  
 
5.3 Suggestions for further research  

There were several factors that disfavoured the results of this study, for example, the 
inconsistent attendance rate, the limited numbers of informants, and the limitation of time and 
energy of the instructor. In order to strengthen the conclusions of this study, further research 
with lager numbers of informants and with a longer period of time is needed. In addition, 
applying the monolingual approach and the multilingual approach on teaching other grammar 
features is also desirable to further investigate the effectiveness of the multilingual approach.  
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Appendix A: Consent form and Survey 1 

Consent form 

Information: 
Den här studien utförs av Zhiyin Zhang under handledning av Elisabeth Gustawsson från 
engelska institutionen på Stockholms universitet, och är ett självständigt arbete inom ämnet 
engelska. Studien handlar om att undervisa engelska artiklar. 

Som deltagare kommer du behöva svara på frågorna som ställs i aktiviteten muntligt och 
skriftligt. Du behöver inte förbereda något inför aktiviteten. Vid slutet av aktiviteten behöver 
du fylla i en enkät som handlar om din språkbakgrund och din upplevelse under aktiviteten.  
      Alla insamlade data kommer att användas endast för denna studie och kommer att 
anonymiseras.  
 
This study is conducted by Zhiyin Zhang to fulfill the requirements of the degree project in 
English, under the supervision of Elisabeth Gustawsson, Department of English at Stockholm 
University. The study is about teaching the English articles. 
     As a participant you are asked to answer questions stated during the activity in oral and 
written forms. You do not need to prepare anything before the activity. At the end of the 
activity you are to answer a questionnaire about your language background and your 
experience during the activity. 
    All data collected will be used only for this study and will be anonymized. 
 
Medgivande/ Consent 
Jag har läst och tagit del av informationen kring studien och vill delta i studien med förståelse 
i att jag har rätt att lämna studien när som helst utan förklaringar och konsekvenser.  
 
I have read the information sheet, and I agree to participate in the research, on the 
understanding that I can withdraw from the research, at any time, and without consequence. 
 
Namnteckningar/Signature  
 
 
Ort & Datum/ Place & Date  
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Background information 

1. How old are you? I am __________ years old  

2. What is your gender? I am _____________ (male/ female/ other) 

3. What is your mother tongue? I speak __________. 

4. How long have you been learning English? __________________  

5. How long have you been learning Swedish? ___________________ 

6. How long have you lived in Sweden? _________ 

7. Have you lived in an English-speaking country before? ________  

8. Do you speak or text English with friends? __________ 

9. How often do you speak and write English? ___________________ 
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Appendix B: Pre-test and Post-test 1 

Article Exercises 

Fill in the blank with the appropriate article, a, an, or the, or “/” if no article is needed.  More 

than one answer may be correct. 

Example: 

0. How lovely! The  weather is so nice today! I will just walk to / school. 

1. Can you borrow me _____ pencil, please? I forgot mine at home. 

2. Where is ______ book? It is on_______ table in the living room.  

3. I really like ______ nature. That’s why I go hiking every year. 

4. One of the most important stars for humans is _____ sun. It gives us warmth and light. 

5. I would really love to visit____ Paris in France, because I want to see ____ Eiffel Tower.  

6. She went to visit her grandmother and got _____ apple from____ garden. 

7. Betty’s dog is ___ best on earth. 

8. My mom made me _____ sandwich for breakfast. _____sandwich was made with _____ 

butter and _____ jam. 

9. Ali is learning to play____ piano.  

10. We have no homework this week, because _____ school decided to let us do more sport 

after ____ school 

11. Mary is ____ nice girl. She always helps me when I have ____ problems. 

12. My grandmother is always trying to help ____ poor, even though she is not rich. 

13. I live in ___ Stockholm. Stockholm is ____ capital of___ Sweden 

14. Johan is ____ old man, but he is ____ young at ____ heart.  

15. _____ Johanssons have two sons and a daughter.  

16. I love ____cats. I really want to have___ cat for myself. Eva’s ___ cat is just ____ kind of 

cat I like. 

17. My mother is ____ doctor. She works late almost every day. 

18. I think _____ police are doing the best they can to fight _____ organized crime.  
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Appendix C: The PowerPoint slides as handout 
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Appendix D: Survey 2 and Survey 3 

More questions about your language background 

Fler frågor om din språkbakgrund 

1. Vad är ditt modersmål? What is your mother tongue?  
_________________________________________ 
 

2. Pratar du några andra språk? Do you speak some other languages? 
Ja, jag pratar (Yes, I speak)_________________________________________ 
 

3. Hur länge har du lärt dig engelska? How long have you been learning English? 
Jag har lärt mig engelska i ________ år  
 

4. Skulle du kunna rangordna dina språk beroende på hur bra du är i dessa språk i skrift 
och tal? Du placerar ditt starkaste språk först.  
Could you please rank your languages depending on how good you are in those 
languages in writing and speaking? You may place your strongest language first. 
 
Exempel: 
  
Mina språk 
(skriftlig) 

Mina språk 
(muntlig) 

1. Japanska 1. Arabiska 
2. Arabiska  2. Japanska 
3. Engelska 3. Svenska 
4. Svenska 5. Engelska 
 

Mina språk 
(Skriftlig) 
1. 

2. 

3. 

4 

5. 

6. 

Mina språk 
(muntlig) 
1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 
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Questions about the lesson 

Frågor om lektionen 
 

1. Har du haft någon liknande lektion förut? Did you have any similar lessons before? 
_________________ 
A. Ja, jag har haft lektionen om artiklar i engelska förut. Yes, I had some lessons on 

the English articles before. 
B. Nej, jag har inte haft någon lektion om artiklar i engelska förut. No, I did not have 

any lessons on the English articles before. 
C. Jag kom inte ihåg/ I do not remember. 
 

2. Hur känns det under lektionen? (Du kan välja ett eller flera alternativ.) / How did 
you feel during the lesson? (You can choose more than one 
alternative)________________________ 
A. Jag känner mig trött. / I feel tired.  
B. Jag känner mig inte trött/ I do not feel tired. 
C. Jag var glad under lektionen/ I was happy during the lesson.  
D. Jag var inte glad under lektionen/ I was not happy during the lesson. 
E. Jag kunde inte koncentrera mig/ I could not concentrate.  
F. Jag kunde koncentrera mig/ I could concentrate. 
G. Jag kom inte ihåg/ I could not remember. 
H. Jag vet inte/ I don’t know. 
I. ___________________________ (Du kan skriva något annat själv här om du vill./ 

You can write something else here if you want to.) 
 

3. Vad var det som var svåraste under lektionen? / What was the most difficult part 
of the lesson?  

 
4. Vad kan förbättras på lektionen? What should be improved in the lesson?  
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Appendix E: Post-test 2 after a week 

Article Exercises 

Fill in the blank with the appropriate article, a, an, or the, or “/” if no article is needed.  More 

than one answer may be correct. 

Example: 

0. How lovely! The  weather is so nice today! I will just walk to / school. 

1. Betty’s cat is ___ best on earth. 

2. I really like ______ nature. That’s why I go hiking every year. 

3. Sam is ____ old man, but he is ____ young at ____ heart.  

4. Ali is learning to play____ piano.  

5. Where is ______ newspaper? It is on_______ table in the living room.  

6. My sister is ____ doctor. She works late almost every day. 

7. One of the most important stars for humans is _____ sun. It gives us warmth and light. 

8. I would really love to visit____ Paris in France, because I want to see ____ Eiffel Tower.  

9. Eva lives in ___ Helsinki. Helsinki is ____ capital of___ Finland. 

10. Jerry is ____ nice boy. He always helps me when I have ____ problems. 

11. We have no homework this week, because _____ school decided to let us do more sport 

after ____ school 

12. I think _____ police are doing the best they can to fight _____ organized crime.  

13. Can you borrow me _____ rubber, please? I forgot mine at home. 

14. _____ Larssons have two sons and a daughter.  

15. She went to visit her grandmother and got _____ orange from____ garden. 

16. My mom made me _____ sandwich for breakfast. _____sandwich was made with _____ 

butter and _____ jam. 

17. My grandfather is always trying to help ____ poor, even though he is not rich. 

18. I love ____dogs. I really want to have___ dog for myself. Eva’s ___ dog is just ____ kind 

of dog I like. 
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