
Department of English 

Linguistics Magister Degree 

English Linguistics 

Autumn 2015 

Supervisor: Dr. Beyza Björkman 

Attitudes toward English as 

a Lingua Franca (ELF) and 

its position in contemporary 
English language curricula 

in Sweden 
 

 
Victor Emanuel Chiorean 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 i 

Attitudes toward English as a 

Lingua Franca (ELF) and its 
position in contemporary 
English language curricula in 

Sweden  
 

 

Victor Emanuel Chiorean 

 

  

Abstract 

As a result of various historical, political, economic and sociocultural factors, English today 

witnesses a unique situation as its non-native speakers represent a clear majority in the world. 

This has implications for the ownership of the English language as such, the linguistic rights of 

its speakers and the points of departure for English Language Teaching (ELT) worldwide. The 

study of the use of English as a Lingua Franca (ELF) challenges nativespeakerist norms through 

research in a wide range of linguistic fields such as lexicogrammar, phonology and pragmatics, 

suggesting various pedagogical alterations. Although ELF is now a prolific area of research, 

studies in Swedish upper secondary language education from an ELF perspective, remain a 

scarcity in the literature. The present paper engages in surveying teaching attitudes toward ELF 

in Swedish upper secondary education among Swedish and Anglophone International 

Baccalaureate (IB) teachers and in two contemporary syllabi, namely Swedish (ELT) and IB 

syllabi. The questionnaire given to the two aforementioned groups of teachers suggest that ELF-

friendly teaching descriptions best suit their students even though both groups believe that 

teaching descriptions based on native speaker norms and varieties represent the most appropriate 

approach. The critical discourse analysis of the two syllabi suggests that ELF is approached in 

different ways in the two systems: the Swedish ELT curricula may be perceived as rather ELF-

friendly because native speaker norms, deviations and errors, grammaticality and idiomaticity are 

almost non-existent, whereas the IB revolves around linguistic prescriptivism and native speaker 

norms to a larger extent. The present study argues that English language curricula in Sweden 

should be informed by research on ELF.  
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1. Introduction 

In today’s global society, the English language is the dominant vehicular language in many 

international domains. Various Englishes have indeed become language varieties spoken, in 

one way or the other, by over a billion speakers. In fact, the numbers might be higher 

depending on what is considered as proper English. As a result of various historical, political, 

economic and sociocultural factors, the English language is witnessing a unique linguistic 

demography in which its non-native speakers, NNSE, as early as 1985 represented 

approximately 76 % of all speakers globally (Gunnemark and Kenrick, cited in Crystal 1985: 

8).  A linguistic demography where the NNSEs represent a majority has implications on the 

ownership of the English language as such, linguistic rights and the accommodation of 

different pedagogical needs.  

 

Such questions are addressed by researchers in the field of English as a Lingua Franca (ELF), 

emphasizing the linguistic emancipation of NNSE and encouraging a reconceptualization of 

the English language, where its ownership and norms are revised (Seidlhofer 2011: 64–89). 

Beyond isolated prototypical linguistic ELF studies examining e.g. morphosyntax, phonetic, 

morphemic or idiomatic variations among NNSE, researchers have argued from a broader 

perspective, namely that of a linguistic democratization in the English language demography. 

Despite the academic resistance it encounters (e.g. O’Reagan 2014), ELF raises complex 

academic and pedagogical implications by questioning the orthodox legitimacy of 

nativespeakerist norms, such as NSE accents in language teaching (Deterding 2013: 169). By 

questioning orthodox nativespeakeristnorms in English Language Teaching, ELF may be 

regarded as a paradigm (Seidlhofer 2011).  

 

Implications of ELF research on academic setting in Sweden and its pedagogy have been 

addressed by suggesting an adaption of English for Academic Purposes (Björkman 2011). 

Research in ELF pedagogy discussing earlier ages started with the lingua franca core, a model 

adapted for the pronunciation of NNSE (Jenkins 2000, 2002). The last decade has witnessed 

research addressing intercultural elements in ELF (e.g. Baker 2009), ELF in teaching 

materials (Vettorel 2010; Vettorel and Lopriore 2013), the need for a pedagogical space in 

which ELF and Standard English (SE) can be combined (Kohn et al. 2015), the incorporation 

of ELF in teaching programs (Dewey 2012), raising awareness about the ELF paradigm 

among teachers (Hall et al. 2013), and teaching attitudes toward ELF and nativespeakerist 

norms in pedagogy (Saito 2012; Sifakis and Fay et al. 2011).  

 

Even though studies have offered a greater understanding of teaching attitudes toward ELF 

in Europe and Asia, research addressing teaching attitudes toward ELF among teachers 

working in northern European upper secondary schools represents a scarcity in literature. In 

addition, teaching attitudes may be affected and regulated by normative curricular documents 

and this too represents a silent research area in ELF literature. The present paper aims to 

address this research gap by investigating the ways in which the ELF paradigm is approached 

by two different curricula in Sweden, namely the Swedish ELT curricula and the one of the 

International Baccalaureate, and how teaching attitudes toward ELF vary among NNSE 

Swedish and NSE IB teachers. 
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The objective of the present paper is to explore ELF from a Swedish language education 

perspective by addressing two different ELT systems in Sweden, namely ELT based on 

the Swedish Curricula, EESWEC, on the one hand, and ELT based on the International 

Baccalaureate Organization’s Curricula, EEIBOC, on the other. The following research 

questions are to be answered:  

 

 RQ1.  In what ways do EESWEC and EEIBOC approach the ELF paradigm? 

 

 RQ2. In what ways do the teaching attitudes of EESWEC and EEIBOC teachers perceive 

the ELF paradigm? 

 

 

2. Background 

2.1. The ELF paradigm as a theoretical background  

One of the most quoted researchers in ELF literature refers to ELF as a paradigm as this 

research field in general challenges the norm of Standard English in ELT and thereby 

raising questions about the ownership of the English language (Seidlhofer 2011). 

Traditional assumptions and presumptions (Seidlhofer 2011: 28) refer to the English 

language as “a property” and an “established preserve” of its native speakers, giving the 

NNSE a linguistic monopoly (Seidlhofer 2011: 33, 39). It is argued that established 

linguists restrict SE to British and/or American varieties and thereby excluding the 

NNSE, which are reduced to continuous learners rather than users that might not need or 

wish to conform to SE (Seidlhofer 2011: 46). Consequently, these orthodox assumptions 

and presumptions are referred to as nativespeakerist norms, i.e. institutionalized attitudes 

among NSE and NNSE perceiving non-native variations as faulty whilst native varieties 

as legitimate (Seidlhofer 2011: 53). Rather than adopting prescriptive native varieties, a 

wider acceptance and understanding of ELF is suggested, proceeding from a de facto 

linguistic descriptivism of English as utilized by NNSE (Seidlhofer 2011: 59).   

     

As ELF raises questions about the balance of power within the English language, 

academic criticism toward ELF is a common phenomenon. In a recent article, immanent 

critique is applied in order to state that ELF is a “viral hypostatized movement”  and a 

research field that builds upon “a false consciousness” ascribing importance to something 

unnecessary in order to legitimize own projects:   

At the same time, the ELF movement’s fetishism of the ELF concept as a thing-in-itself, at least 

in classical Marxist terms, has had the effect of projecting ‘ELF’ as a necessary ‘false 

consciousnesses’ for the purposes of legitimizing its project. (O’Reagan 2014: 16) 

This criticism requires some attention. As part of critical theory, immanent critique could 

be simplified as a method that may be seen as criticism proceeding only from existing 

arguments applied in a text rather than a moral condemnation based on alien arguments 

imported from elsewhere (see Stahl 2013: 2). Based on this, the immanent critique 

methodology in the aforementioned article must be questioned because the article, 
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precisely as the author himself puts it, “does not specifically take issue with the linguistic 

data offered by ELF researchers” (O’Reagan 2014: 16). Failing to proceed from  criticism 

of concrete ELF research is a violation of one of the most fundamental criteria of   

immanent critique methodology. Instead, O’Reagan engages in a quasi- moral 

condemnations through formulations such as “viral hypostatization” (2014: 16) or   

“poverty of ELF philosophy” (2014: 12) rather than refuting ELF results with discourse   

analysis beyond the text level. Furthermore, ELF has incorrectly been referred to as being 

a variety in itself and having a clandestine elitist agenda (O’Reagan 2014), for being 

culture-free (Baker et al. 2015), for not being concerned with accuracy (Harding 2013; 

Sifakis and Fay et al. 2011) and that ELF gives legitimacy to incompetence by indorsing 

impoverished versions of English (Deterding 2013: 168).  

 

What is the definition of ELF?  For more than a decade, ELF has emerged as a new school 

of thought possibly from the Global English paradigm. As the ELF-paradigm is still in its 

young years, it must be understandable that a few, sometimes conflicting, definitions 

coexist. There are at least two contrasting definitions of ELF that often appear in 

literature. The first is presented in the VOICE corpus1 and does not specifically exclude 

NSE, whilst Firth’s second definition, which is adopted in the present paper, relates ELF 

only to NNSE, eliminating the NSE as they cannot be perceived as foreign language 

speakers of English: 

An additionally acquired language system which serves as a common means of communication 

for speakers of different first languages. (VOICE, 2009) 

A contact language between persons who share neither a common native tongue nor a common 

(national) culture and for whom English is the chosen foreign language of communication. 

(Firth 1996, cited in Jenkins et al. 2011: 284) 

2.2. Research on lexicogrammar, pronunciation and pragmatics  

It can be claimed that ELF research has been conducted within a wide range of linguistic 

fields offering significant results especially in lexicogrammar, pronunciation and 

pragmatics (Jenkins et al. 2011: 286). Characteristic for ELF research in general is that it 

regards code switching as a resource and non-native variations as languages in their own 

right rather than errors and in comparison to World Englishes, ELF regards Englishes as 

“fluid, flexible, contingent, hybrid and deeply intercultural” rather than bound varieties 

(Jenkins et al. 2011: 284).  Firstly, interesting form patterns in EFL interactions have been 

identified, many times through ELF corpora such as VOICE and ELFA as well as other 

corpora (Björkman 2008, 2013; Breiteneder 2005; Ranta 2006; Seidlhofer 2004). These 

illuminate lexicogrammar variants and salient features among NNSE such as omission of 

articles, third person present tense without 3rd person –s, abundance of explicitness and 

of verbs with high semantic generality (e.g. do, have, make), invariable tags, redundant 

                                                      

1 VOICE, the Vienna-Oxford International Corpus of English, is a structured collection of language data, the first 

computer-readable corpus capturing spoken ELF interactions of this kind. For more information please visit the 

website.  



 

 4 

prepositions etcetera, formulations traditionally categorized as fossilizations in ELT 

(Jenkins et al. 2011: 290–291).   

 

With regard to idiomatic language, it is suggested that idiomaticity varies in ELF 

interactions as opposed to SE because NNSE tend to experience difficulties with 

idiomatic language, a problem solved with a ‘remetaphorization‘ of formulaic language 

that does not impede nor improve its function (Jenkins et al. 2011: 292). Idiomaticity is 

important in such contexts because it is difficult to acquire and is also accompanied by 

sociolinguistics aspects of acculturation and membership.  Given that L2 speakers might 

not strive for membership in Anglophone communities, the expectations for NNSE 

should therefore be adapted to them in order to guarantee ‘non-conformity’ (Seidlhofer 

2011: 132–134). Thus, if idiomaticity is to achieve its cooperative and territorial function, 

a ‘multilateral idiomaticity’ is required in ELF contexts, where speakers may alter, 

rephrase or coin formulaic language, without being “imposed” nativespeakerist 

expectations (Seidlhofer 2011: 134–135).  

 

Secondly, ELF research has provided significant results in the field of phonology with 

emphasis on intelligibility issues and accommodation strategies. Research has shown that 

NNSE accommodate their pronunciation toward SE in situations that are significant to 

them, but not in situations where intelligibility is considered as unimportant (Jenkins et 

al. 2011: 287). Consequently, ELF based teaching intends to move away from 

“pronunciation norms based on native-speaker accents” (Deterding 2013: 169). 

 

ELF pragmatics has also been a prolific research field proceeding from various settings 

such as business meetings and face-to-face interactions illuminating cooperation, 

pragmatic competence and misunderstanding/ nonunderstanding (Jenkins et al. 2011: 

293). Research in ELF pragmatics has not only indicated that misunderstanding among 

NNSE does not occur often, but indicates also that when it occurs, NNSE creatively 

engage in pragmatic strategies such as self-repair, clarification or repetition (e.g. 

Mauranen 2006) or various forms of paraphrasing and other communicative strategies 

(e.g. Björkman 2014; Kaur 2009).  

 

2.3. Previous research on ELF pedagogy 

The section below addresses a few main findings in ELF pedagogy. The second part of 

this section attempts to address some relevant ELF research that has examined the 

attitudes of teachers toward ELF and other studies relevant for this paper.  

     

Research on ELF pedagogy has become a prolific research field, especially in academic 

settings (e.g. Björkman 2011). Early research on ELF pedagogy addressed NNSE 

pronunciation and suggested a lingua franca core, a model adapted for the pronunciation 

of NNSE specifically (Jenkins 2000, 2002).  Significant research has been conducted with 

regard to pedagogical implications of ELF (e.g. Sifakis 2009), intercultural elements of 

English as a lingua franca (Baker 2009) and ELF in teaching materials, e.g. course books 

(Vettorel 2010; Vettorel and Lopriore 2013). Lately, research has been conducted vis-á-

vis teaching attitudes toward ELF and SE as a norm in ELT (Saito 2012; Sifakis and Fay 

2011), the need for a pedagogical space in which ELF and SE can be combined (Kohn et 
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al. 2015), the incorporation of ELF perspectives and research in teacher education and 

programs (Dewey 2012) and raising awareness among teachers about ELF (Hall et al. 

2013). Even though studies do not provide a consensus on the exact implications of ELF 

in ELT (Bayyurt and Akcan et al. 2015: 1), some pedagogical adaptations are implied. 

Some examples consist of the “plurilithic nature of ELF communications, the need to 

adopt individually and locally appropriate learning objectives and the importance of 

developing and sharing ELF-related teaching strategies with one another” (Bayyurt and 

Akcan et al. 2015: 2–3). 

  

As mentioned in Section 1, the awareness of and attitudes towards ELF amongst English 

teachers are of direct relevance for the present paper. In a survey study, several teachers 

are asked to answer questions about their perception of ELF and its incorporation in ELT. 

The results indicate that experienced teachers demonstrate a good understanding of the 

notion of ELF (Dewey 2012: 150). However, what differs between teachers is their 

attitudes towards ELF and if such findings are to be included in ELT. It is concluded that 

when testing teachers’ inclination to correct utterances deviating from the SE norm, 

teachers that define themselves as open-minded and receptive toward ELF, actually 

adhere to the SE norm (Dewey 2012: 158–159). Conversely, teachers that consider ELF 

as ‘deviant’ and ‘blurry’ ignore such deviations and thereby indirectly adopting a more 

ELF-friendly approach (Dewey 2012: 158–159). Finally, Dewey discusses a rethinking 

concerning ELT and suggests that ELF has to be included in ELT curriculum “in order to 

better encapsulate the diversity and plurality of communication” (Dewey 2012: 163). 

 

Furthermore, Sifakis and Fay (2011) also investigate teaching attitudes by researching 

how Greek English teachers of Teaching English to Speakers of Other Languages 

(TESOL) approach ELF. The survey asks its participants to explain which teaching 

description best represents their teaching, which represents the most appropriate and 

which is the most suitable for their context. Out of four teaching descriptions, two are 

related to ELF or World Englishes and two to English as a Foreign Language, EFL, as 

well as a SE approach (Sifakis and Fay et al. 2011: 287–288). It is suggested that EFL/SE 

descriptions still dominate Greek ELT whilst ELF-friendly teaching descriptions receive 

increased attention and appreciation (Sifakis and Fay et al. 2011: 289). The authors 

suggest that ELF should be included in teacher education programs, in order to raise 

awareness about the changing role of English as a language of international and 

multicultural communication both inside and outside the country (Sifakis and Fay et al. 

2011: 294). Research regarding the attitudes of teachers toward ELF has occurred in many 

countries. However, with the exception of consistent ELF research in Swedish 

universities and academic contexts conducted by Björkman (e.g. 2008, 2011), research 

addressing teaching attitudes toward the ELF paradigm in Swedish upper secondary ELT 

education represents a scarcity. 

 

The importance of including ELF in ELT curricula and raising teachers’ awareness about 

ELF by transcending nativespeakerist norms in order to encourage students to develop 

“their own” English is stressed by Kohn (2015). A two-dimensional pedagogical space, a 

reconciling solution, for ELF is proposed proceeding from the individual’s ELF specific 

creativity on the one hand and a general SE orientation on the other (2015: 1). Kohn raises 
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the problem of an ongoing conflict related to the role of SE in ELT, where ELF and EFL 

have different points of departure (Kohn 2015: 54). A change in the ELT mindset is 

needed where teachers must accept deviations from Standard English and to question 

nativespeakerist norms (Kohn 2015: 58–60).  

 

As seen above, although many studies have examined teaching attitudes toward ELF in 

various countries, northern European educational settings in general remain rather under-

researched. Some studies have emphasized the need for pedagogical and curricular 

changes in ELT in order to raise awareness about ELF (Dewey 2012). Other suggest a 

two-dimensional pedagogical space where ELF and SE can coexist (Kohn 2015), whilst 

others, e.g. the lingua franca core, exclude SE to a larger extent (Jenkins 2000, 2002). No 

research has been conducted to the author’s knowledge with regard to the ways in which 

the Swedish curriculum approaches the ELF paradigm, nor how Swedish teachers’ 

attitudes consider ELF and the same be said about the International Baccalaureate, its 

teachers and curricula. The present paper aims to address this gap by exploring the 

differences between self-reported teaching attitudes and curricular instructions vis-á-vis 

the ELF paradigm in Sweden. Thus it is of relevance to examine self-reported teaching 

attitudes among teachers in Sweden but also the curricular documents they follow. 

Swedish students can select a conventional private or public upper secondary school 

where ELT is regulated by Gy112, or they can enroll in the IB Diploma Program where 

ELT is regulated by a separate curriculum often taught by NSE. 

 

 

3. Setting, data and methodology  

3.1. Setting  

Addressing two different ELT systems is not an unproblematic task as these courses and 

curricula, EESWEC and EEIBOC, are governed by different visions. However, the 

present paper does not aim to provide a strict comparison of the two different documents 

but rather aims to address the ways in which they approach the ELF-paradigm. For upper 

secondary English education, the Swedish system offers three courses: English 5, 6 and 

7, E7. Eligibility to E7 is obtained by finishing E6. Students attend one course each year 

in a three year cycle, part of any of the programs offered by private and public schools. 

Teachers have the mandate to construct and offer different tests graded locally. E7 is 

followed by one national exam, which is indicative rather than binding.  

 

Swedish students may also select the International Baccalaureate Diploma Program, 

IBDP, instead of a conventional Swedish upper secondary school program. Founded in 

1968, the International Baccalaureate Organization, IBO, is a non-profit educational 

foundation offering immersion language education worldwide. IB programs are 

continuously monitored by the IBO3  and Swedish private and public schools offering 

                                                      
2 Gy2011 is an official umbrella term referring to curricular documents regulating contemporary upper secondary 

school education in Sweden as a result of the educational reform initiated by the Reinfeldt government.  
3 See International Baccalaureate Organization http://www.ibo.org/about-the-ib/ 
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IBDP are in their turn monitored by the Swedish School Inspectorate.  IB teachers prepare 

their students for final, externally assessed, examinations in year 12 that represent 

approximately 75 % of the students’ final grade. The IBDP may be seen as a counterpart 

of the Swedish upper secondary school and offers two different courses for L2 speakers 

of English, namely English A2 Standard Level and English A2 Higher Level, EA2HL. 

Both A2 courses are aimed at learners willing to engage in a different language than their 

L1 or at students attending other subjects in the target language (IBO syllabus 2002: 6). 

The main difference between these two IB courses is that EA2HL is intended for fluent 

language users “who intend to study the language at this level for a future career or to 

meet a Diploma Programme” (IBO syllabus 2002: 6). Consequently, two courses are 

selected for this paper, EESWEC and EEIBOC. The reasoning behind this is that both are 

the most advanced courses in two different ELT systems for upper secondary cycle in 

Sweden and both prepare students of the same age for academic studies.  

 

3. 2.  Data and Methodology 

Teaching attitudes toward ELF do not suffice when examining the approach to ELF in 

Sweden because a study of attitudes alone may not necessarily offer an understanding of 

the curricular regulations and instructions. It is therefore critical to investigate the syllabi 

governing the courses taught by these teachers. The syllabi for EA2HL and E7 are public 

documents and constitute the main material in RQ1. Focus is to be placed on the goals of 

each course rather than on the syllabus as a whole. Both public documents can be accessed 

online via www.ibo.org and www.skolverket.se.  

 

The syllabi EESWEC and EEIBOC are addressed through Critical Discourse Analysis 

(CDA). As the ELF paradigm addresses language, power and nativespeakerist norms, the 

application of CDA is appropriate when intending to address and transcend discursive 

power structures and regulations governing official documents whose language 

establishes and reinforces different norms. Ideally, CDA is conventionally approached in 

a three-dimensional manner by addressing linguistic characteristics in texts, discursive 

practices, e.g. production and consumption of texts and its social practice (Fairclough 

1992, cited in Björkman 2015). Based on time and space limitations, the present paper 

utilizes a simpler version of CDA by addressing the discourse’s i) construction of 

discourse e.g. main themes, discursive components, perspectives conveyed and ii) 

language use, based on Törnqvist (2009) and Jorgensen and Phillips (2002: 81-87). As 

this CDA does not address the syllabi’s discursive practice e.g. intertextual chains, the 

CDA becomes simpler as the analysis is reduced to linguistic features and the discourse’s 

social practice.  

 

Based on the syllabi’s sections in which the goals are discussed, two corpora are 

compiled.4 Each corpus is introduced in a word count tool program5 and the density of 

the most frequent one hundred words is selected in the program. All items occurring at 

least three times are found in Table 1 and 2 (see Section 4). 

                                                      
4 For the IB please see page 9, 13, 14 and 15 in Language A2 Curricula (terminating at Texts) and for English 7 please 

visit page 1, 2 and 11-13 (terminating at Knowledge Requirements). The corpora are attached in Appendix B and C. 

5 The website http://wordcounttools.com/has been utilized.  
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Proceeding from the quantifications in Table 1 and 2, the CDA is operationalized through 

following steps. Firstly, reoccurring nouns, verbs and adjectives are interpreted 

holistically and are used for the identification of a few major themes. Secondly, main 

discursive components are identified based on the layout and design of the corpora, e.g. 

main headings, main sections or other explicit textual components found. The third step 

addresses the perspectives conveyed in the corpus, which are identified not least with the 

help of existing major themes. The following step considers the language used to describe 

the syllabi’s main actors by proceeding from the quantifications. Ultimately, it is 

attempted to acknowledge one major phenomena legitimized through consensus, i.e. a 

meta-interpretation of the corpora’s, or a clear red thread that is present and reoccurring.  

 

Furthermore, the selection of teachers in RQ2 is intended to explore teaching attitudes 

present in two different educational systems. As a result, the main criteria for the 

participants is that the teachers must never have been taught in another educational system 

and that they currently withhold a teaching position either for EESWEC or EEIBOC, but 

not both. This implies that teachers who have initiated their career in the Swedish system 

and have subsequently become IB teachers, or vice versa, are excluded.  This demarcation 

is significant because teachers’ attitudes are likely to be influenced by the institutional 

practices of the organizations they serve and this may affect their attitudes toward ELF.  

 

76 requests have been sent by email to various teachers teaching at randomly selected 

upper secondary schools in various Swedish cities. Due to the ethical code of conduct 

recommended by Stockholm University, the participants’ confidentiality is to be 

protected.  21 teachers that qualified to the above-mentioned criteria participated in this 

study, 11 native speaking IB teachers and 10 non-native speaker working in the Swedish 

system. As one IB teacher withdrew his contribution, a total of 20 English teachers 

participated in this survey. After signing a consent form6, the participants were asked to 

complete an online questionnaire about their teaching attitudes vis-á-vis ELF.  

 

The questionnaire used here is a shorter replication of the survey found in Sifakis and Fay 

(et al. 2011) (see 1.3), measuring teaching attitudes toward ELF in Greece. This survey7 

has been deemed appropriate for the present study because it addresses teaching attitudes 

toward ELF from a three-dimensional viewpoint by formulating qualified descriptions 

about what teachers perceive as the most suitable for their students, what they believe is 

the most appropriate and what represents a true picture of their teaching situation. By 

doing so, ELF may be addressed by exploring which teaching styles should, must and do 

occur, from teachers’ perspectives. The surveys represent the main material for RQ2.  

 

Originally, the survey consisted of 10 questions, 4 of which have been used in the present 

study. As a result, 6 questions are eliminated as they have no direct relevance. The first 

eliminated question aims to check if a teacher works in a private or a state school. As the 

                                                      
6 See Appendix D  

7 Attached in Appendix A 
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present study is interested in two different ELT systems rather than the private or public 

ownership of the school, this question has been excluded. The second question addresses 

the level on which the teachers teach, and as this study engages in upper secondary 

schools only, such a question has not been considered relevant. In addition, questions 3 

and 4 have been deemed irrelevant as the participant’s prior teaching experience is not of 

concern for the present study as they must have taught in one system only. Ultimately, 

questions 5 and 6 address the extent and contexts in which the teachers use English 

outside their working place, and this may not be of great relevance for attitudes toward 

ELF. Consequently, the participants are asked to provide their L1, which of the four 

teaching descriptions provided best suit their current or most recent teaching situation, 

which of these are the most appropriate in their context and which description represents 

a true picture of their teaching (Sifakis and Fay et al. 2011: 288).  

 

Moreover, two of the four teaching descriptions may be perceived as ELF-friendly, whilst 

two can be interpreted by the participants as related to a Standard English/English Foreign 

Language, EFL, approach (Sifakis and Fay et al. 2011: 287–288). The first teaching 

description, ‘international-intercultural’, is a teaching description with characteristics 

from native and non-native varieties proceeding from local features for students in 

multicultural contexts, whilst the second, ‘intranational-multicultural’, proceeds from 

communication between NNSE in which English medium international interactions are 

valued positively. The third description, ‘EFL’, revolves around the teaching of NS 

varieties with no immediate function in Sweden whilst the fourth description, ‘exam 

oriented’, rotates around the teaching of a specific NS variety preparing students for 

examinations.  

 

4.  Results 

This chapter is divided into two sections and intends to present the results of both research 

questions. Section 4.1 and 4.2 is devoted to RQ1 presenting the results with regard to 

aims and goals in EESWEC followed by EEIBO respectively. Section 4.3 is devoted to 

RQ2 and teaching attitudes toward ELF. 

 

4.1. ELF in EESWEC syllabus  

 

4.1.1. Identification of major themes in EESWEC 

 

4.1.1.1. Language variation and adaptation 

When discussing the goals of the course E7, one of the main themes identified has to do 

with the acquisition of language variation and adaptation. As Table 1 indicates, E7 

encourages teachers and students to work with different types of language in order to 

encourage students to vary and adapt the English language to different contexts and 

situations. This can be deduced through the appearance of the adjective different that 

appears 26 times in the corpus proceeding from the syllabus, accompanied by various 

collocations such as contexts (appearing 8 times), purposes (8 times), kinds (4 times), 
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situations (5 times) and areas (4 times). Together, these items occur 55 times, i.e. 5.9 % 

of the entire corpus, even though other items that collocate with the adjective different 

less than three times or synonyms of this adjective are not encompassed in this 

quantification. The encouraged variation of receptive input, productive output and 

contextual variation remains on a rather general level of abstraction and unspecified 

throughout the entire corpus, allowing teachers to interpret language variation and 

adaptation in his or her own way. The ability to adapt English to different purposes, 

recipients and situations is also one of the five explicit goals of this course. Moreover, the 

same can be said about “English of different kinds” and “parts of the world where English 

is used” (Skolverket 2011: 11–12). The corpus based on the syllabus leaves its users with 

a wide space for interpretation as it does not specifically specify whether emphasis should 

be put on parts of the world where English is used as an L1 or parts of the world where 

non-natives use English.  

 

4.1.1.2. Linguistic strategies 

Language adaptation and variation is encouraged to take place through various linguistic 

and paralinguistic strategies, another main theme that appears six times in form of the 

noun strategies in the corpus. Linguistic strategies as tools for improving communication 

in case of breakdown is emphasized together with their relationship with input, e.g. 

reception of de facto communication, intended content and output, such as production of 

written communication in various media, or various negotiations in real life. Following 

exemplifying sentences referring to different strategies have appeared throughout the 

syllabus: 

Strategies to take in and structure information in larger amounts of text or longer sequences of 

spoken language. (Skolverket 2011: 11–12) 

Strategies for drawing conclusions about the spoken language and text in terms of attitudes, 

perspectives, purposes and values and to understand implied meaning. (Skolverket 2011: 11–

12) 

In addition, students should be given the opportunity to develop their ability to use different 

strategies to support communication and to solve problems when language skills are inadequate.   

(Skolverket 2011: 11–12) 

4.1.1.3. Language awareness and the world 

Table 1 also indicates that the outside world, social issues, living conditions, language 

and culture do not only constitute an explicit goal but also a major theme that permeates 

the entire syllabus, as the noun awareness (appearing 3 times), cultural (5 times) and the 

noun world (6 times) appear frequently. Teachers must encourage students to become 

engaged in such issues originating from “different contexts and parts of the world where 

English is used” (Skolverket 2011: 11–12). Together, these highlighted aspects intend to 

illuminate the culture, history and politics of various societies in which English is spoken 

in order to develop a plurilingualism which may enhance the communication in general. 

The learner is encouraged to develop an awareness and to encounter contemporary 

English speaking communities in their entirety, even though which these communities 
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are, remains unspecified. Following sentences exemplify how this is communicated in 

E7: 

Students should be given the opportunity to develop knowledge of living conditions, social 

issues and cultural features in different contexts and parts of the world where English is used. 

(Skolverket 2011: 11–12) 

Teaching should also help students develop language awareness and knowledge of how a 

language is learned through and outside teaching contexts. (Skolverket 2011: 11–12) 

Societal issues, cultural, historical, political and social conditions and also ethical and existential 

issues in different contexts and parts of the world where English is used.  (Skolverket 2011: 11–

12) 

4.1.2. Identification of discursive components 

The main component of the discourse in EESWEC consists of linguistic reception and 

production/interaction and is also present in two of the five explicit goals. These linguistic 

aspects are conveyed through items such as written, spoken, writing, production, 

interaction, oral and speech, which together occur 29 times, thereby representing 

approximately 3 % of the total corpus. Reception and production/interaction are 

encouraged to be acquired in terms of complexity, often through the adjective complex (3 

times). Reception and production are also vaguely discussed in terms of correctness, 

coherence and power even though they occur one time each and are therefore not 

encompassed by Table 1. The second main component addresses the content of teaching 

i.e. subject areas that may be used in teaching. Both production/interaction and reception 

are encouraged to be used in reasoning, investigation, negotiation, assessment, debating 

and so on. The sentences below illustrate the ways in which reception and 

production/interaction is communicated in the text: 

Through teaching students should also be given the opportunity to develop correctness in their 

use of language in speech and writing, and also the ability to express themselves with variation 

and complexity. (Skolverket 2011: 11–12) 

Oral and written production and interaction in different situations and for different purposes 

where students argue from different perspectives, apply, reason, assess, investigate, negotiate 

and give reasons for their views. (Skolverket 2011: 11–12) 

4.1.3. Perspectives conveyed 

As shown above, the students are encouraged to engage into various linguistic and 

paralinguistic strategies in order to participate in linguistic variation and adaptation in 

different situations and to be ready to use these language awareness skills in parts of the 

world where English is spoken and to also be conscious about the culture and issues 

present in these societies. It is conveyed that linguistic strategies are significant, not least 

as tools in communication breakdown and that linguistic variation must occur at any 

price. As these skills are emphasized, linguistic prescriptivism, nativeness, errors and 

grammar are excluded in E7. 
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4.1.4. Language describing main actors in EESWEC 

 

4.1.4.1. The students and the teaching of English 

Two main actors are identified in this discourse, i.e. the teaching of English and the 

students. As Table 1 indicates, the teaching of English is a repetitive feature (10 times), 

which assumingly replaces the teachers, who are not mentioned.  The teaching of English 

is almost always accompanied by the auxiliary verb should (13 times) and thereby a 

deontic modality indicating how this teaching ought to be e.g. should make use of the 

surrounding world, should give the students the opportunities to develop and so on.  

Furthermore, the second central actor are the students (13 times), a noun always 

accompanied by constructions such as are to be helped, are to be given the opportunity/-

ies and also by verbs such as to encourage and to develop (9 times). 

 

4.1.5. Phenomena conveyed  

The nature and genre of this document transforms it into a rather prescriptive one. The 

phenomena conveyed in E7 are not subject to negotiation, legitimacy, causality or 

explanations. Consequently, the phenomena conveyed consist merely of the main themes, 

main categories, perspectives and actors addressed above rather than explanans and 

explanandum. Yet, the phenomenon systematically legitimized through consensus 

consists of the teaching of reception and production in the English language not based on 

conventional linguistic prescriptivism in accordance to explicit nativespeakerist norms 

even though the NNSE and their pedagogical needs are not directly addressed.  

 

Table 1. Frequency of items occurring more than 3 times in EESWEC corpus 

Nouns and 

verbs 

Occurr

ence 

% of 

corpus 

Nouns and 

verbs 

Occur

rence 

% of 

corpus 

Adjectives Occur

rence 

% of 

corpus 

English 21 4.7 writing 4 0.9 different 26 5.8 

language 19 4.2 kinds 4 0.9 social 6 1.3 

should 13 2.9 course 4 0.9 complex 3 0.7 

students 13 2.9 areas 4 0.9 oral 3 0.7 

teaching 10 2.2 communication 4 0.9    

develop 9 2.0 opportunities 3 0.7    

knowledge 8 1.8 life 3 0.7    

contexts 8 1.8 perspectives 3 0.7    

ability 8 1.8 living 3 0.7    

spoken 8 1.8 aim 3 0.7    

purposes 8 1.8 production 3 0.7    

texts 7 1.6 interaction 3 0.7    

used  6 1.6 conditions 3 0.7    

world 6 1.6 features 3 0.7    

opportunity 6 1.6 parts 3 0.7    

strategies 6 1.6 give  3 0.7    

written 6 1.6 experiences 3 0.7    

content          6       1.3 media 3 0.7    
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cultural 5 1.1 information 3 0.7    

subject 5 1.1 sources 3 0.7    

situations 5 1.1 credits 3 0.7    

given 5 1.1 awareness 3 0.7    

issues 5 1.1 chosen 3 0.7    

understanding 4 0.9 specialization 3 0.7    

skills 4 0.9 area  3 0.7    

speech 4 0.9 TOTAL 285 30.1 TOTAL 38 4.1 

 

   

4.2. ELF in EEIBOC syllabus   

 

4.2.1. Identification of major themes in EEIBOC  

 

4.2.1.1. Linguistic prescription 

When discussing the goals of the course EA2HL offered by the IBO, a few major themes 

are recurrent throughout the syllabus. As seen in Table 2, input and output are determined 

by strict instructions enforcing students to engage in language prescription as their 

production and reception is expected to contain fluency (appearing 6 times), clarity (6 

times), accuracy (3 times), grammatical (4 times) and efficiency (3 times) in the English 

language and communication. Throughout the corpus, these five aspects are used to refer 

to the language students must possess even though these aspects are not explicitly defined 

and remain subject to teachers’ interpretation. Compared to E7, these requirements are 

not only more consistent but also more specific and focus to a larger extent on language 

prescriptivism. Following extracts are a few examples illuminating how these five 

phenomena are communicated: 

Communicate clearly, fluently and effectively. (IBO syllabus 2002: 13–15) 

Understand and use accurately the oral and written forms of the language. (IBO syllabus 2002: 

13–15) 

Express ideas with clarity and fluency consistently appropriate to the situation. (IBO syllabus 

2002: 13–15) 

4.2.1.2. Variation  

Another major theme identified with regard to the goals of the course, which is also 

present in E7, is the systematic discussion of linguistic variation and adaptation of both 

input and output. The student is expected to adapt his or her language to a wide range of 

situations and styles through the utilization of various registers and forms. Variation and 

adaptation is communicated through adjectives such as wide (appearing 8 times), different 

(4 times) and nouns such as range (21 times), often collocating with nouns such as 

situations (9 times), idioms (5 times), registers (7 times) and styles (17 times). In other 

words, variation is expected to occur in all areas of language and to affect the process of 

language acquisition holistically. In comparison to E7, EA2HL does not mention the use 
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of strategies in cases where language skills are inadequate and simply expects students to 

master the English language. Following examples show how variation is expressed: 

In a wide range of situations. (IBO syllabus 2002: 13–15) 

Select a register and style that are consistently appropriate to the situation. (IBO syllabus 2002: 

13–15) 

In different forms, styles and registers. (IBO syllabus 2002: 13–15) 

 

4.2.2. Identification of discursive components 

 

4.2.2.1. Reception and production 

Furthermore, reception and production are two discursive components identified in the 

discourse. Receptive skills are trained in order to satisfy different needs and situations 

present in NSE communities. It is the NSE explicitly that are the center of attention from 

which receptive norms are set and conveyed through nouns such as subtleties (appearing 

4 times) accompanied by the formulation “subtleties of technique and style employed by 

speakers of the language” (IBO syllabus 2002), or through the presence of the noun native 

(3 times) utilized in formulations such as “understanding the language spoken at native 

pace” (IBO syllabus 2002). However, there is room for interpretation when the syllabus 

discusses the speakers of English without mentioning whether it is referred to NSE, 

NNSE or both. The syllabus’ receptive skills also proceed from native pace, implying 

associations with NSE English rather than NNSE. In comparison with reception, 

production is less oriented towards nativeness and focuses to a greater extent on structure, 

critical examination and efficiency in both speaking and writing, even though an 

appreciation of the subtleties of technique and style employed by writers and speakers of 

the language still remains central. Idiomaticity is another important aspect in both 

reception and production as the students should understand and use a wide range of idiom. 

Briefly, even though emphasis is put on linguistic variation, receptive and production 

skills do proceed from nativespeakerist norms and expectations. The excerpts below 

illustrate how this is communicated: 

 

Understand the target language spoken at a native pace, in a wide range of situations. (IBO syllabus 

2002: 13–15) 

Communicate clearly, fluently and effectively in a wide range of situation. (IBO syllabus 2002: 13–

15) 

Understand the oral and written forms of the language in a range of styles and situations. (IBO 

syllabus 2002: 13–15) 

Recognize the structural elements of  a spoken text, such as connective devices. (IBO syllabus 2002: 

13–15) 
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Recognize the subtleties of technique and style employed by speakers of the language. (IBO syllabus 

2002: 13–15) 

Understand and use a range of vocabulary and idiom. (IBO syllabus 2002: 13–15) 

Express ideas with clarity and fluency. (IBO syllabus 2002: 13–15) 

Structure arguments and support them with arguments. (IBO syllabus 2002: 13–15)

4.2.2.2. Varieties within a language 

Another main component in this discourse is what the syllabus calls variety. Initially, 

variety is not specified and is referred to in a rather general manner. Yet, in order to 

become more familiar with English and its associated culture(s), students are encouraged 

to explore varieties in Anglophone countries, regional varieties and so on, rather than 

English between NNSE, as exemplified below: 

To gain a greater familiarity with the target language and its associated culture(s), students are 

encouraged to explore some of the varieties within that language. For example, a French A2 

student would study language variation in France and francophone countries. In particular 

regional features of pronunciation, grammar and vocabulary would be considered. The varieties 

of a language studied will depend on the options and types of texts chosen. (IBO syllabus 2002: 

13–15) 

4.2.2.3. Grammar and vocabulary 

A third short, but central, component of the discourse consists of grammar and 

vocabulary. This encourages the teaching and revision of complex grammatical 

structures, idiomatic language and vocabulary adapted and tailored to specific 

terminological contexts and genres as a result of different choices made by the student 

during the course.  

 

4.2.2.4. Teaching materials and classroom environment 

A rather central argument regarding the teaching materials utilized in IB classrooms is 

that they must proceed from nativespeakerist norms. On the one hand, the classroom 

environment is encouraged to promote learning situations that “prepare the students for 

actual use of language” (IBO 2002: 15). On the other hand, teaching materials are 

expected to satisfy the needs and expectations of NSE. The following extracts illustrate 

this: 

Teaching must be provided in the target language, and learning should be placed in contexts 

that prepare for actual use of language. (IBO syllabus 2002: 15) 
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As far as possible authentic materials should be used-, that is, materials that have been produced 

to satisfy the needs and expectations of native speakers of the target language. (IBO syllabus 

2002: 15) 

4.2.3. Perspectives conveyed  

As previously discussed, production and reception is discussed from a prescriptive 

nativespeakerist point of view. The linguistic variation students are expected to receive 

and produce, the teaching materials used by teachers together with the classroom 

environment are encouraged by the EA2HL to utilize grammatical structures, idioms, 

styles, vocabulary and regional varieties that revolve around NSE rather than 

communication between NNSE or both.  As the NNSE and their pedagogical needs are 

excluded and avoided, the perspective conveyed is that the acquisition of English should 

only proceed from nativespeakerist norms and the expectations of NSE.  

 

4.2.4. Language describing main actors in EEIBOC 

Similar to E7, the students (appearing 16 times) represent the main actors in the EA2HL 

syllabus. The former usually collocate with deontic modalities, e.g. should (10 times) or 

may be accompanied by the verb expected (7 times).  However, when instructing about 

how the students are to approach varieties within English, the syllabus selects a less 

normative formulation and states that they are to be “encouraged to explore some of the 

varieties” (IBO syllabus 2002).    

4.2.5. Phenomena conveyed 

Similar to E7, the goals of this syllabus are rather normative and do not provide 

argumentation about negotiation, legitimacy, causality or explanations and therefore the 

explanans and explanandum are not features present in this curricular document. Yet, 

some of the main perspectives conveyed emphasize fluency, clarity, consistency, 

accuracy, idiomaticity and efficiency based on nativespeakerist norms and together with 

the didactic recommendations, this syllabus focuses on the Anglophone world and its 

NSE, legitimizing a consensus where the English language is discussed merely in terms 

of nativespeakerism. 

 

Table 2. Frequency of items occurring more than 3 times in EIBOC corpus 

Nouns and 

verbs 

Occur

rence 

% of 

corpus 

Nouns and 

verbs 

Occur

rence 

% of 

corpus 

Adjectives Occur

rence 

% of 

corpus 

language 38 6.0 skills 4 0.6 wide  8 1.3 
range  21 3.3 student  4 0.6 different 4 0.6 
texts  17 2.7 target 4 0.6 suitable  4 0.6 
course 13 2.1 recognize 4 0.6 grammatical 4 0.6 
A2  12 1.9 materials 4 0.6 clearly  3 0.5 
students  12 1.9 lists 4 0.6 fluently  3 0.5 
written 10 1.6 level 4 0.6 effectively  3 0.5 
vocabulary 10 1.6 communicate  4 0.6 accurately  3 0.5 
should 10 1.6 register  3 0.5 appropriate 3 0.5 
situations  9 1.4 situations  3 0.5 relevant 3 0.5 
forms  9 1.4 clarity 3 0.5 critical  3 0.5 
styles 9 1.4 fluency 3 0.5 literary 3 0.5 
style 8 1.3 structure 3 0.5 oral 3 0.5 
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expected 7 1.1 arguments 3 0.5    
understand 7 1.1 support 3 0.5    
types 7 1.1 engage 3 0.5    
end 6 0.9 examination 3 0.5    
spoken  6 0.9 show 3 0.5    
idiom 5 0.8 syllabus 3 0.5    
technique 5 0.8       
employed 5 0.8       
speakers  5 0.8       
study 5 0.8       
text  5 0.8       
communication  5 0.8       
ideas 4 0.6       
examples 4 0.6       
registers 4 0.6       
subtleties 4 0.6       
registers 4 0.6       
writers 4 0.6       
culture 4 0.6       
details 4 0.6 TOTAL    343 29.7 TOTAL 47 4.1 

 

 

4.3. Teaching attitudes toward ELF  

Table 3 indicates that teaching attitudes among NSE IB teachers are interesting to explore. 

When asked which teaching description ‘best’ suits the current or most recent teaching 

situation, 6 of 10 teachers respond that an ‘intranational-multicultural’, drawing from 

NNSE communication and culture, is the ‘best’ suited option for their teaching. However, 

half of the IB teachers consider that the ‘exam oriented’ option, i.e. the teaching of a 

specific NS variety for examinations, represents a ‘true’ picture of their teaching, whilst 

5 report that one of the two ELF-friendly descriptions best describe their teaching. 7 of 

10 report that the exam oriented option is the most ‘appropriate’ for IB classrooms. Table 

3 suggests that most IB teachers agree that an exam oriented teaching is the most 

appropriate in IB settings at the same time as almost as many believe that an intranational 

multicultural teaching is best suited for their clients, whilst the de facto teaching appears 

to be in the middle of these two.  

 

Table 3. Teaching attitudes toward ELF among IB teachers 

Teaching description Best Second closest Most appropriate 

International-

intercultural 

1 2 1 

Intranational-

multicultural 

6 3 2 

EFL 0 0 0 

Exam oriented 3 5 7 

Total  10 10 10 
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Table 4 shows that 9 of 10 Swedish teachers report that ELF friendly teaching 

descriptions best suits their context, 4 for the ‘intranational’ and 5 for the ‘international-

multicultural’, which is based on a multicultural approach with characteristics from both 

NNSE and NSE. As many also report that these options also provide a true picture of their 

classroom situation. However, 5 out of 10 Swedish teachers reported that an exam 

oriented description with a particular NSE variety is the most appropriate for their 

contexts. 

 

Table 4. Teaching attitudes toward ELF among Swedish teachers 

Teaching  

description 

Best Second closest Most appropriate 

International-

intercultural 

5 7 3 

Intranational-

multicultural 

4 2 2 

EFL 0 0 0 

Exam oriented 1 1 5 

Total  10 10 10 

 

   

5. Discussions and conclusion 

The present investigation has addressed ELF from a Swedish ELT perspective in upper 

secondary education. It has explored the ways in which two English language syllabi 

approach ELF and how ELF is perceived by teachers, research areas requiring further 

complementation. 

 

5.1. ELF in EESWEC and EEIBOC  

The present paper has addressed major themes, discursive components, perspectives 

conveyed, the language used to describe actors and legitimized phenomena. Firstly, it can 

be concluded that, compared to EESWEC, the discursive components in EEIBOC revolve 

around NSE to a greater extent. Reception and production represent main discursive 

components in both syllabi, but they differ greatly from each other as they have different 

implications for ELF. On the one hand, reception and production in EEIBOC is clearly 

defined proceeding from Anglophone communities and its native speakers that set the 

standard for fluency, idiomaticity and accuracy in reception and production. Other 

coexisting discursive components such as grammar/vocabulary, varieties within English, 

teaching materials are also expected to proceed from Anglophone countries and “satisfy 

the needs and expectations of NSE” (IBO syllabus 2002). On the other hand, reception 

and production in EESWEC is very much open for interpretation, local accommodation 

and is considered through aspects such as understanding, interpretation, expression and 

adaptation rather than nativespeakerist linguistic descriptivism. 
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A second conclusion is that unlike EESWEC, EEIBOC regulates teaching materials and 

the classroom environment. From an ELF perspective, the IB syllabus creates a didactical 

paradox as it recommends a classroom environment encouraging the actual use of 

language on the one hand, but requires teaching materials that are produced to satisfy 

NSE on the other. Given the contemporary linguistic demography of the English language 

where the NNSE represent a majority, it is positive that actual use of language is 

encouraged in IB classroom environments but negative that the teaching materials are 

required to, as far as possible, satisfy the needs and expectations of the NSE rather than 

the NNSE only or both. 

 

Third, it can be concluded that EEIBOC contains themes that are conflictual with main 

ELF research findings whilst EESWEC may be regarded as more neutral, and in some 

cases in line with ELF research recommendations. The most common theme identified in 

EEIBOC consists of its engagement in linguistic prescription where clarity, accuracy, 

grammaticality, fluency, idiomaticity etc., represent strict requirements. Unlike EEIBOC, 

linguistic prescriptivism in forms of grammaticality, accuracy, fluency, clarity and a wide 

range of idioms in EEWSEC are nearly absent. ELF research indicates that NNSE utilize 

lexicogrammatical forms that deviate from SE (Breiteneder 2005; Ranta 2006; Seidlhofer 

2004), deviations that are traditionally categorized as fossilizations in ELT (Jenkins et al. 

2011: 290–291). EESWEC is ELF-friendly in that it does not penalize lexicogrammatical 

deviations, whilst EEIBOC advocates native pace, grammaticality, accuracy and 

idiomaticity, even though ELF research specifies that unilateral idiomaticity is an 

unrealistic nativespeakerist expectation imposed upon NNSE (Seidlhofer 2011: 132–

135). Idiomaticity as presented in EEIBOC is in fact in direct conflict with the concept of 

‘multilateral idiomaticity’, where ‘non-conformity’ and ‘remetaphorizations’ are 

accepted (Seidlhofer 2011: 134–135), whilst EESWEC does not mention idiomatic 

language at all.  Moreover, another frequent theme in EESWEC and entirely absent 

EEIBOC, is the emphasis on linguistic and paralinguistic strategies that improve 

interaction, e.g. in cases of communication breakdown or in terms of negotiations in real 

life. Even though such strategies are not explicitly defined, they are referred to on a 

general level of abstraction and remain a matter of local interpretation. Assumingly, 

EEIBOC does not perceive such strategies as relevant for L2 speakers. As discussed in 

the end of section 2.2., pragmatic strategies and competences are central for ELF research 

because NNSE often engage in self-repair, clarification, repetition and paraphrasing (e.g. 

Björkman 2014; Kaur 2009; Mauranen 2006). As EESWEC encourages the usage of 

pragmatic strategies, students applying such strategies do not become penalized in 

examinations and assessment, whilst EEIBOC proceeding from nativespeakerist norms 

might consider such strategies as errors.  

 

The fourth conclusion is that both EESWEC and EEIBOC include themes discussing 

linguistic variation even though they consist of different meanings and associations. The 

most common theme identified in EESWEC consists of linguistic variation and 

adaptation to various situations, purposes, contexts, conversations, and so on. In 

EEIBOC, however, variation is expected to occur in all areas of language, input and 

output, revolving around the standards of NSE. On the one hand, EESWEC emphasizes 

language variation and adaptation on a rather general level of abstraction allowing 
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teachers to interpret and adapt these concepts locally. Language variation proceeds from 

recurrent clauses such as “English of different kinds” (Skolverket 2011). Even though 

these can and might refer to the Anglophone world, they do not explicitly emphasize or 

favor NSE. Instead E7 engages in a two dimensional pedagogical space which can satisfy 

the needs between NNSE and NNSE but also NNSE and NSE, a statement in line with 

Kohn’s call for a pedagogical space for ELF (2015: 1). Consequently, broad and 

unspecific formulations about variation enable the syllabus to avoid conflicts with 

definitions of ELF which do not exclude NSE (see VOICE Corpus) and also definitions 

that do exclude NSE (Jenkins et al. 2011: 284). On the other hand, EA2HL does not 

contain similar formulations that may be interpreted from an ELF pedagogical 

perspective and, in fact, when approaching linguistic variety, EA2HL explicitly refers to 

linguistic varieties in Anglophone countries.   

 

Ultimately, regardless of the interpretation of these syllabi, it is worth mentioning that no 

explicit references have been found with regard to the pedagogical needs of the NNSE or 

ELF as a research field, even though both courses are offered for students that speak 

English as a second language. These results are significant because the absence of ELF 

from curricular documents transmits decisive messages to tertiary institutions and actors 

on the labor market implying that the acquisition of English equates with the acquisition 

of English as spoken by its natives. Moreover, as these two syllabi approach ELF through 

different premises for assessment, it can be implied that Swedish students following the 

EESWEC syllabus witness an advantage compared to students following the EEIBOC 

that are penalized for formulations deviating from nativespeakerist norms or the absence 

of such. From a legislative perspective these differences are not unproblematic because 

the Swedish educational law (2010: 800 §9) states that all school forms offered in Sweden 

must be equivalent. As the presence of nativespeakerist norms in EEIBOC results with 

the penalization of students using non-native lexicogrammatical deviations whilst 

EESWEC does not classify these as errors, the equivalence of these English courses may 

be questioned. The conclusion regarding penalization can be drawn because assessment 

criteria should always proceed and be based upon explicit goals and aims communicated 

earlier in a curricular document.  It is therefore no exaggeration to argue that assessment 

criteria, i.e. what is penalized or not, are logical continuations of what is stated as 

significant, meaning that if X is promoted, the same syllabus cannot and should not 

penalize X but it may penalize the absence of such.  Consequently, these conclusions can 

be applied in the revision of language curricular documents and their incorporation in 

teachers’ guidance material. 

 

5.2. Teaching attitudes toward ELF  

It has been concluded above that the goals of two different university preparatory ELT 

courses and syllabi aimed for NNSE in Sweden approach ELF in rather different manners.  

The second investigation has aimed to address how teaching attitudes of NSE IB teachers 

and NNSE Swedish teachers differ with regard to the ELF-paradigm in order to examine 

whether these resemble the nature of the syllabi and if any differences can be found. 

 

Firstly, it may be concluded that there is a clear difference between descriptions of 

teaching as reported by teachers as suitable, appropriate vis-á-vis the syllabus and as a 
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reflection of their actual ongoing teaching. 7 of 10 NSE IB teachers believe ELF-friendly 

teaching descriptions suit their students the best, especially ‘intranational-multicultural’, 

i.e. the teaching of English varieties with characteristics mainly drawn from its usage in 

communications between non-native speakers to students in Sweden for whom English-

medium international interactions are seen as valued possibilities. The most ‘appropriate’ 

description seems to be the exam oriented option. Similar to the IB teachers, almost all 

Swedish teachers reported that an ELF-friendly description best suits their students, 

especially the ‘international-intercultural’ option drawing upon a multiculturalism based 

both NSE and NNSE varieties, at the same time as half report that an exam oriented 

description is the most appropriate. Interestingly, half of all IB teachers reported that the 

ELF-friendly descriptions best mirror their ongoing teaching whilst 9 of 10 Swedish 

teachers did the same, meaning that they are likely to follow their professional expertise 

even when the syllabus encourages a more nativespeakerist teaching. 

 

The responses also indicate that both groups of teachers, regardless of their L1, tend to 

believe that ELF-friendly descriptions are better suited for Swedish students and many 

teachers also teach accordingly. From this point of view, these teachers differ from their 

Greek colleagues that tended to do the opposite (Sifakis and Fay et al. 2011: 288–290). 

Differences in what is regarded as appropriate teaching styles might be explained with 

differences in the syllabi as discussed in RQ1 where nativeness, idiomaticity and the NSE 

represent the norm in EA2HL. However, even though Swedish teachers follow an ELF-

friendlier syllabus where the ‘international-intercultural’ option is reported as the most 

suitable, half of the Swedish participants reported that an exam oriented option based on 

a native speaker variety is the most appropriate approach in their classrooms, results that 

resemble a previous study where teachers supporting ELF-friendly teaching descriptions 

actually adhere to SE norms (Dewey 2012: 158–159). These results highlight the 

discrepancies between what is, what should and what must be taught, from self-reported 

teachers’ perspective, implying that there exists an uncertainty among teachers with 

regard to the role of nativespeakerist norms in ELT. These discrepancies imply that 

teaching attitudes vis-á-vis nativespeakerist norms are not unproblematic and can be 

applied in various modules that can be used to raise awareness about ELF among teachers.  

 

Ultimately, it is relevant to discuss some of the limitations in this paper. It should be 

remembered that the amount of teachers participating in this survey is rather small in 

comparison to the total amount of upper secondary school English teachers in Sweden.  

Further studies can increase the amount of participants in order to gain a more 

representative and more reliable understanding of how Swedish teachers approach and 

perceive ELF. This paper has not been able to control the gender and age of the 

participants, even though such factors might affect attitudes toward ELF. Further studies 

may also address classroom observations and assessment processes in order to monitor 

what is actually taught and graded from ELF pedagogical perspectives.  
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Appendix A.  Questionnaire about teaching 

attitudes toward ELF

1. Please write which school you work for, IB 

or Swedish school: 

 

2. Mother tongue: 

 

3. Which of the following descriptions best suits 

your current (or most recent) teaching 

situation? Please read carefully and tick only 

ONE box:  

 

Description 1: The teaching of English, with 

characteristics based on native-speaker (such as 

British or American English) and non-native 

speaker varieties, which also draws heavily on 

locally-emerging characteristics, to students in 

Sweden whose school and societal experiences 

can be characterized as increasingly 

multicultural. 

 

Description 2: The teaching of English varieties 

with characteristics mainly drawn from its usage 

in communications between non-native speakers 

to students in Sweden for whom English-medium 

international interactions are seen as valued 

possibilities. 

 

Description 3: The teaching of a particular native-

speaker variety of English (e.g. British or 

American English) to be used as a foreign 

language by Swedish speakers for whom English 

has no immediate function within Swedish 

society. There is NO direct link in my teaching 

with students’ preparation for the participation in 

a specific examination (such as Cambridge ESOL 

exams, etc). 

 

Description 4: The teaching of a particular native-

speaker variety of English (e.g. British or 

American English) with an express orientation 

toward preparing students for participation in a 

particular examination (such as Cambridge ESOL 

exams, etc). 

 

4. Look at the other three options (those you did 

NOT select in question 3). How close do you 

consider them to be in presenting a true 

picture of your teaching situation?   

 

The second closest description is Description 

No. _____.  

 

5. Now consider ALL FOUR descriptions of 

question 3. Notwithstanding your previous 

answers, which ONE of them do you think is 

the MOST APPROPRIATE for your 

context? 

 

Based on Sifakis, N. & Fay, R. (Eds.). (2011).   Integrating and ELF pedagogy in a   changing world: The case of 

Greek   state schooling. Newcastle upon   Tyne. 

 

 

Thank you for the participation, 

Victor Emanuel Chiorean 

Victor.chiorean@centerpartiet.se    

 

 

 

mailto:Victor.chiorean@centerpartiet.se
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Appendix B. Corpus of EESWEC 

The corpus below originates directly from the syllabus for English 7 page 1, 2 and 11-13 section English 7 

(Terminating at “knowledge requirements”). 

 

The English language surrounds us in our daily lives and is used in such diverse areas as politics, education 

and economics. Knowledge of English increases the individual's opportunities to participate in different 

social and cultural contexts, as well as in global studies and working life. Knowledge of English can also 

provide new perspectives on the surrounding world, enhanced opportunities to create contacts, and greater 

understanding of different ways of living. Aim of the subject Teaching of English should aim at helping 

students to develop knowledge of language and the surrounding world so that they have the ability, desire 

and confidence to use English in different situations and for different purposes. Students should be given 

the opportunity, through the use of language in functional and meaningful contexts, to develop all-round 

communicative skills. These skills cover both reception, which means understanding spoken language and 

texts, and production and interaction, which means expressing oneself and interacting with others in speech 

and writing, as well as adapting their language to different situations, purposes and recipients. Through 

teaching students should also be given the opportunity to develop correctness in their use of language in 

speech and writing, and also the ability to express themselves with variation and complexity. In addition, 

students should be given the opportunity to develop their ability to use different strategies to support 

communication and to solve problems when language skills are inadequate. Students should be given the 

opportunity to develop knowledge of living conditions, social issues and cultural features in different 

contexts and parts of the world where English is used. Teaching should encourage students' curiosity in 

language and culture, and give them the opportunity to develop plurilingualism where skills in different 

languages interact and support each other. Teaching should also help students develop language awareness 

and knowledge of how a language is learned through and outside teaching contexts. Teaching should as far 

as possible be conducted in English. In teaching students should meet written and spoken English of 

different kinds, and relate the content to their own experiences and knowledge. Students should be given 

the opportunity to interact in speech and writing, and to produce spoken language and texts of different 

kinds, both on their own and together with others, using different aids and media. Teaching should make 

use of the surrounding world as a resource for contacts, information and learning, and help students develop 

an understanding of how to search for, evaluate, select and assimilate content from multiple sources of 

information, knowledge and experiences. Teaching in the subject of English should give students the 

opportunities to develop the following: 

 

1) Understanding of spoken and written English, and also the ability to interpret content. 

2) The ability to express oneself and communicate in English in speech and writing. 

3) The ability to use different language strategies in different contexts. 

4) The ability to adapt language to different purposes, recipients and situations. 

5) The ability to discuss and reflect on living conditions, social issues and cultural features in different 

contexts and parts of the world where English is used. Courses in the subject 
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owledge from the compulsory school or equivalent. 

 

 

 

English 7  

The course English 7 covers points 1–5 under the heading Aim of the subject.  

 

Core content  

 

Teaching in the course should cover the following core content:  

 

Content of communication  

chosen specialisation area, societal issues and working life ; thoughts, opinions, ideas, experiences and 

feelings; cultural expressions in modern times and historically, such as literary periods.  

cal and existential issues 

in different contexts and parts of the world where English is used. Reception  

texts which relate, discuss, argue, report

spoken language and conversations of different kinds, such as debates, in-depth reports and lectures.  

ma.  

texts.  

language.  

awing conclusions about the spoken language and texts in terms of attitudes, 

perspectives, purposes and values, and to understand implied meaning.  

devices are used for different purposes and how language is used as an instrument to exercise power. 

Production and interaction  

students argue from different perspectives, apply, reason, assess, investigate, negotiate and give reasons for 

their views.  

 

-critical awareness and established ways of 

citing sources within the chosen specialisation area and in other areas. 

 

communications in various media, such as in work processes and negotiation situations related to social 

and working life.  

 

contexts, and to create adaptation to genre, style and purpose. 
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Appendix C. Corpus of EEIBOC 

The corpus below originates directly from the IB syllabus for English A2 please see page 9, 13, 

14 and 15. 

 

At the end of the language A2 course higher level candidates are expected to: 

 

! communicate clearly, fluently and effectively in a wide range of situations  

! understand and use accurately the oral and written forms of the language, in a range of styles and situations 

! understand and use an extensive range of vocabulary and idiom  

! select a register and style that are consistently appropriate to the situation  

! express ideas with clarity and fluency  

! structure arguments in a focused, coherent and persuasive way, and support them with relevant examples 

! assimilate and make use of complex written and spoken texts ! 

 engage in detailed, critical examination of a wide range of texts in different forms, styles and registers  

! appreciate the subtleties of technique and style employed by writers and speakers of the language  

! show sensitivity to the culture(s) related to the language studied. 

 

The language A2 syllabus consists of the study of language, texts and culture, which is made possible 

through the framework of cultural and literary options. Syllabus details are provided below. Language Skills 

In the language A2 course students will have the opportunity to develop and refine the four primary 

language skills. The following list of skills is intended to provide guidance on what is expected of the 

language A2 student at the end of the course. For details concerning linguistic expectations at higher level 

and standard level, see the course objectives and assessment criteria.  

Listening  

At the end of the language A2 course, students are expected to:  

! understand the target language spoken at native pace, in a wide range of situations  

! understand the oral forms of the language in a range of styles and situations  

! understand a range of vocabulary and idiom  

! recognize the structural elements of a spoken text, such as connective devices  

! recognize the subtleties of technique and style employed by speakers of the language.  

Speaking  

At the end of the language A2 course, students are expected to:  

! communicate clearly, fluently and effectively in a wide range of situations  

! use accurately the oral forms of the language in a range of styles and situations  

! use a range of vocabulary and idiom  

! use a register and style appropriate to the situation  

! express ideas with clarity and fluency  

! structure arguments and support them with relevant examples  

! engage in critical examination of a wide range of texts in different forms, styles and registers  

! show an appreciation of the subtleties of technique and style employed by writers and speakers of the 

language. 
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 Reading  

At the end of the language A2 course, students are expected to:  

! understand the written forms of the language in a range of styles and situations  

! understand a range of vocabulary and idiom  

! recognize the structural elements of a written text, such as connective devices  

! recognize the subtleties of technique and style employed by writers of the language.  

Writing  

At the end of the language A2 course, students are expected to:  

! communicate clearly, fluently and effectively in a wide range of situations  

! use accurately the written forms of the language in a range of styles and situations  

! use a range of vocabulary and idiom  

! use a register and style appropriate to the situation  

! express ideas with clarity and fluency  

! structure arguments and support them with relevant examples  

! engage in critical examination of a wide range of texts in different forms, styles and registers  

! show an appreciation of the technique and style employed by writers and speakers of the language.  

 

Vocabulary and Grammar  

A suitable range of vocabulary, idiomatic expressions and complex grammatical structures should be 

integrated into the teaching of the course. Due to the variety of language abilities often present in the 

language A2 classroom, teachers may consider reviewing certain grammatical items or introducing specific 

vocabulary when necessary. The study of each cultural or literary option implies a specific set of vocabulary 

and grammatical structures with which students should be familiar. For example, a student studying the 

media and culture option should be able to use terms such as mass communication, headline, editor, tabloid 

newspaper, bias. Similarly, a student studying a literary option should be able to explain how the verb tense 

in a prose text (for instance, the present simple) shapes the reader’s perspective. The study of such lexical 

and grammatical items should be placed in the context of the material used during the course, and should 

aim to enable students to discuss issues and ideas in an informed manner.  

 

Varieties Within a Language  

To gain a greater familiarity with the target language and its associated culture(s), students are encouraged 

to explore some of the varieties within that language. For example, a French A2 student would study 

language variation in France and francophone countries. In particular regional features of pronunciation, 

grammar and vocabulary would be considered. The varieties of a language studied will depend on the 

options and types of texts chosen.  

 

Classroom Environment  

Teaching must be provided in the target language, and learning should be placed in contexts that prepare 

the students for actual use of language. As far as possible authentic materials should be used—that is, 

materials that have been produced to satisfy the needs and expectations of native speakers of the target 

language. These materials may be spoken or written, printed or electronic. Throughout the course, students 

should be exposed to a wide range of types of texts. (In this document the word “text” may be taken to 

mean any piece of spoken or written language, for example, a play or a documentary. A “text” may consist 
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of just a few words or it may be of considerable length.) By examining the forms, styles and registers of 

different types of texts students improve their linguistic and analytical skills. The following lists provide 

examples of types of texts that may help teachers and students establish the range required in a language 

A2 course. The study of all of the listed types is not compulsory, but the lists are indicative of the kind of 

variety expected. The lists include both spoken and written texts. Comparative commentary texts and 

written tasks will be taken from these lists. Not all types of texts are suitable for both of these assessment 

components. Texts that are not suitable for the comparative commentary and written tasks are listed in the 

assessment details. Types of texts have been divided into three areas of communication based on the 

communicative purposes of texts rather than their features, as the features may differ from language to 

language. These three areas are poetic communication, mass communication and professional 

communication. This division should not be considered rigid or exclusive. It is an aid to choosing a suitable 

range of texts when constructing a language A2 course. 

 

 

Appendix D. Consent form 

This document intends to guarantee the participants’ anonymity in its entirety. No information about the 

participants is to be shared with anyone. Participation in this study is voluntary and may be withdrawn at 

any time.  

 

The objective of this paper is to explore the ELF paradigm from a Swedish language education perspective 

in order to address Swedish teachers’ teaching attitudes toward ELF and the ways in which contemporary 

English language curricula in Sweden approach the ELF paradigm and thereby the linguistic rights of 

NNSE. 

 

The main goal of this paper is, proceeding from the same objective, to compare two different English 

Language Teaching systems with each other, namely the English Education based on the Swedish Curricula 

(EESWEC) on the one hand, and the English Education based on the International Baccalaureate 

Organization’s Curricula (EEIBOC) on the other.  

 

This paper is supervised by Dr. Beyza Björkman English Department at Stockholm University. 

 

You hereby agree to participate in this study by answering a questionnaire about your teaching attitudes 

toward ELF.  

 

Kind regards, 

 

Victor Emanuel Chiorean 

Victor.chiorean@centerpartiet.se 
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