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ABSTRACT

Title: EFL Teachers’ Orientations Towards Pronunciation at the upper secondary level in

Norway

Author: Simen Alexander Westbg Mo
Year: 2022

Pages: Asd

During the past few decades, pronunciation research has seen a stronger shift away from
native speaker norms in language teaching (Council of Europe, 2018; Levis, 2020).
Pronunciation is crucial for successful communication (Rindal & lannuzzi, 2020), but
previous research in Norway suggest that teachers hold conflicting views about pronunciation
(Bghn, 2016; Hansen, 2011; Johannessen, 2019; Tveisme, 2021). This thesis explores
teachers’ orientations towards pronunciation and oral assessment at the upper secondary level
in Norway. The research method is quantitative, but some elements have been analyzed
qualitatively. To gather the data material, an online questionnaire was distributed to upper
secondary schools in Norway which resulted in a total of 107 responses.

The empirical research findings in this thesis suggest that the teachers understand
pronunciation as important to achieve a high grade in oral assessment situations, but that there
is variation in whether they assess pupils against native-speaker pronunciation. Furthermore,
the findings suggest that most of the teachers assess the competence aim relating to pupils’
ability to use “pronunciation patterns in communication” in oral assessment situations, but
that they do not find the meaning of the competence aim to be clear in the curriculum. The
empirical research findings also suggest that most of the teachers in the study held positive
views on common assessment criteria on a national level being a possible aid for teachers
during oral assessment situations, and that common assessment criteria may also help ensure

fairer and more reliable assessment of pupils.



NORSK SAMMENDRAG

Tittel: Engelsklareres holdninger til uttale i videregdende opplering i Norge
Forfatter: Simen Alexander Westbg Mo

Ar: 2022

Pages: asd

| lgpet av de siste tidrene har det innenfor uttaleforskning veert en dreining bort ifra
morsmalsnormer innenfor spraklaring (Council of Europe, 2018; Levis, 2020). Tidligere
forskning i Norge peker i retning mot at engelsklerere har ulike holdninger til uttale (Bghn,
2016; Hansen, 2011; Johannessen, 2019; Tveisme, 2021). Denne oppgaven undersgker derfor
engelskleereres holdninger til uttale og muntlig vurdering i videregaende oppleering. Metoden
som har blitt brukt er kvantitativ, men noen elementer har blitt analysert kvalitativt.
Datamaterialet har blitt innhentet ved a sende ut en elektronisk undersgkelse til videregaende

skoler i Norge som resulterte i 107 besvarelser.

De empiriske forskningsfunnene i denne oppgaven peker mot at majoriteten av laererne
vurderer uttale og at de forstar uttale som viktig for & oppna hgy karakter i muntlige
vurderingssituasjoner, men at de har ulik forstaelse for om hvorvidt uttalen bgr vurderes opp
mot morsmalsbrukeruttale eller ikke. Videre peker funnene i oppgaven i retning av at de fleste
lererne enten i noen eller stor grad anser kompetansemalet i leereplanen om at «eleven skal
kunne bruke mgnstre for uttale i kommunikasjon» som en viktig del av elevenes muntlige
kompetanse. Samtidig i forhold til dette peker ogsa funnene i oppgaven mot at mange av
leererne ikke forstar leereplanen som tydelig i sin beskrivelse av hva det vil si & kunne bruke
mgnstre for uttale i kommunikasjon. De empiriske funnene i oppgaven peker ogsa i retning av
at de fleste laererne har positive holdninger til at felles vurderingskriterier pa nasjonalt niva for
muntlige ferdigheter kan vaere et mulig bidrag til mer rettferdig vurderingspraksis, og at felles

vurderingskriterier vil kunne veere til hjelp for den enkelte laerer.



1 INTRODUCTION

This thesis discusses EFL teachers’ orientations towards pronunciation in English at the upper
secondary level in Norway. Communication is a fundamental part of the English subject
curriculum (Ministry of Education and Research, 2020), and pronunciation is highly
important for successful communication (Afhsari & Ketabi, 2017, p. 84; Flognfeldt & Lund,
2016, p. 200; Rindal & lannuzzi, 2020, p. 117). Studies suggest that EFL teachers in Norway
might have conflicting views when it comes to pronunciation (Bghn, 2016, p. 62; Hansen,
2011, p. 41-42; Johannessen, 2019, p. 69; Tveisme, 2021, p 63-65). For instance, there does
not seem to be a shared understanding of what constitutes adequate, good, and excellent
pronunciation (Bghn, 2016, p. 62, Johannessen, 2018, p. 79-80). The Norwegian educational
system has, along with other Nordic countries, been argued to allow for relatively high
teacher autonomy (Mausethagen & Mglstad, 2015, p. 31). As an example, oral exams are
prepared and graded locally at the upper secondary level in Norway (Ministry of Education
and Research, 2020). Although language tests internationally often seem to be accompanied
by a common rating scale (Bghn, 2016, p. 8), this is not the case for oral English assessment
at the upper secondary level in Norway. Since admittance to institutions of higher education is
dependent on the grades pupils receive in upper secondary education, and as such high stakes,
the aim of the current study is to explore teachers’ orientations towards pronunciation
considering possible implications for fair and reliable assessment of oral proficiency in the

English subject.

1.1 RESEARCH AIM AND PURPOSE

In the past few decades, pronunciation assessment can be argued to have been relatively
under-researched both nationally and internationally in language pedagogy by scholars
working in second/foreign language education (Bghn, 2016, p. 33; Council of Europe, 2018,
p. 6; Derwing & Munro, 2015, p. 109). Although Derwing and Munro (2015) highlight the
need for more research, they also state that “the testing of pronunciation is now on assessors’
radar” (p. 170). Furthermore, Isaacs and Trofimovich (2017) highlight the past decade as a
period in which attention towards pronunciation assessment seems to have had an upswing
among researchers and within education (p. 3-5). In the same period, during the past two
decades, there has been a stronger shift away from idealizing a native-speaker pronunciation

as a reference point when assessing the competence of a second/foreign language user/learner



of English (Council of Europe, 2018, p. 45; Levis, 2020, p. 1). According to Derwing and
Munro (2015), “when new ideas are presented or old ideas are revisited, it is inevitable that
some misinterpretations and conceptual confusions will arise.” (p. 8). This emphasizes the
need to carry out the current study, as it seeks to explore teachers’ orientations towards

pronunciation considering possible implications for fair and reliable assessment of pupils.

Due to the scope of the project, this thesis will primarily focus on exploring three aspects that
| argue are relevant for the overarching aim. The first aim is to explore teachers’ beliefs about
native-speaker pronunciation, seeing as how previous studies conducted in Norway suggest
that teachers may have conflicting views about this. The rationale behind focusing on this
aspect is the combination of findings from previous studies, a new and recently introduced
English subject curriculum (2020) and a stronger shift away from idealizing a native-speaker

pronunciation in the past two decades.

According to § 3.3 in the Regulations to the Education Act (2020), pupils should be assessed
against the competence aims of the subject curriculums. For upper secondary school, whether
it be general or vocational studies, the pupil is expected to be able to ‘use pronunciation
patterns in communication’ (Ministry of Education and Research, 2020). This is the only
competence aim that specifically mentions ‘pronunciation’ in the English subject curriculum
for upper secondary school and the aim will thus be given attention in this thesis. It is worth
noting that a relatively similar competence aim, at least the first part of it, can be found in the
2013 version of the LKO06 English subject curriculum: “use patterns for pronunciation,
intonation, word inflection and various types of sentences in communication” (Ministry of
Education and Research, 2013). As Torgersen (2018) points out, what is meant by “patterns
for pronunciation” may be open to a variety of interpretations (p. 217-219). The current study
therefore seeks to explore teachers’ beliefs about the competence aim relating to
“pronunciation patterns” in the LK20 English subject curriculum, as this is one of several

competence aims that pupils should be assessed against.

Thirdly, the current thesis will explore teachers’ beliefs about common assessment criteria. |
first became interested in the topic of pronunciation and assessment when reading about oral
exams in Munden & Sandhaug’s Engelsk for secondary school (2017, p. 138-139), where
they referred to Behn’s doctoral thesis (2016) suggesting that the participating teachers in his
study held conflicting views when it came to pronunciation. Additionally, I found it surprising
that according to Munden and Sandhaug (2017), there were no central guidelines for English

oral exams in upper secondary school (p. 139). In Behn’s concluding remarks in his doctoral



thesis (2016) he states that “there is clear evidence of rater variability, and I therefore suggest
that the educational authorities consider introducing common rating scale guidelines on the
national level” (p. 71). Interestingly, after the recent introduction of the LK20 subject
curriculum, there are no central guidelines for English oral exams at the upper secondary level
in Norway, and the exams are prepared and graded locally (Ministry of Education and
Research, 2020). To my knowledge, there is no recent research available on upper secondary
teachers’ orientations towards common assessment criteria for oral assessment. Thus,
exploring teachers’ beliefs about this topic may be argued to be relevant considering the topic
of pronunciation assessment specifically, but also for oral assessment in general. Additionally,
this exploration can also be seen as a response to the suggestion laid out by Bghn, as | hope
that the current thesis may provide relevant data for a possible consideration of introducing

common assessment criteria on a national level.

The following research questions will serve to guide this thesis:

What are EFL teachers’ orientations towards pronunciation at the upper secondary

level in Norway?

- What are teachers’ beliefs about English native-speaker pronunciation?

- What are teachers’ beliefs about ‘pronunciation patterns’ in the English subject

curriculum?

- What are teachers’ beliefs about common assessment criteria for oral assessment on a

national level?

1.2 THESIS STRUCTURE

This chapter contextualizes the aim of the thesis by introducing the research aim and purpose
as well as defining key terms and concepts. Additionally, the current chapter presents and
briefly discusses the status of English in Norway, before addressing the Council of Europe’s
connection to subject curricula development in Norway. Further, this chapter addresses the
concept of teachers’ beliefs. Lastly, this chapter presents a literature review where previous
relevant studies to the thesis are discussed in short. Chapter 2 aims to further contextualize the
current thesis as it explains the theoretical framework of the study. This is done by presenting

concepts and theories considered relevant for understanding and discussing teachers’ beliefs



about pronunciation. Chapter 3 presents and discusses the rationale behind the chosen
research method, the design of the current study, and the population and sample. Additionally,
the chapter presents the data collection, the framework for analysis, as well measurement
errors and translation considerations. Chapter 3 will also address ethical considerations and
the reliability and validity of the current. Further and lastly, chapter 3 will address the
limitations of the study. In chapter 4, the empirical research findings will be presented and
analyzed before | in chapter 5 will discuss the main findings relevant to the research focus of
this thesis. Lastly, in chapter 6, I will present my concluding marks in relation to the research

questions, along with suggestions for future research.

1.3 KEY TERMS AND CONCEPTS

| will here briefly present and discuss a select few key terms that | argue are important to
address. Firstly, the research questions aim to explore teachers’ beliefs about aspects within
the topic of pronunciation and assessment. This calls for further attention seeing as how
teachers’ beliefs can be defined in different ways (Haukas, 2018, p. 344). Teachers’ beliefs
will be addressed further in section 1.6, and can in this thesis be understood as the following:

A teacher’s beliefs represent a complex, inter-related system of often tacitly held theories,
values and assumptions that the teacher deems to be true, and which serve as cognitive filters

that interpret new experiences and guide the teacher’s thoughts and behavior. (Mohamed,

2006, p. 21).

Competence is in this thesis defined as “the ability to acquire and apply knowledge and skills
to master challenges and solve tasks in familiar and unfamiliar contexts and situations.

Competence includes understanding and the ability to reflect and think critically.” (Ministry

of Education and Research, 2020).

With an intent to avoid confusion in relation to pronunciation terminology, this thesis follows

the terminology laid out by Derwing and Munro (2015, p. 5).

Table 1Derwing and Munro's (2015, p. 5) "Some basic pronunciation terminology" - reproduced version

Term Definition Synonyms

Pronunciation All aspects of the oral production of language, including
segments, prosody, voice quality and rate

Segments The individual vowels and consonants in the Speech sounds, phones
phonological inventory of a given language

Prosody The aspects of speech that carry across an utterance: Suprasegementals
stress, intonation, rhythm




Accent A particular pattern of pronunciation that is perceived to Different speech patterns, salient
distinguish members of different speech communities speech differences

Comprehensibility The ease or difficulty a listener experiences in Effort, processing difficulty
understanding an utterance

Intelligibility The degree of match between a speaker’s intended Actual understanding, comprehension
message and the listener’s comprehension

Fluency The degree to which speech flows easily without pauses Fluidity
or other dysfluency markers

English native-speaker pronunciation (morsmalsbrukeruttale) in research question one refers
primarily to Received Pronunciation (RP) and General American (GA), as they have often
been used as reference accents in Norway and are also the most widely known accents in the
world (Rindal & lannuzzi, 2020, p. 118). It is worth noting that this term is chosen with the
intent to enable easier and more accurate translation of findings between English and
Norwegian in the current study. To elaborate, Rindal (2017) uses the term “morsmaélsbruker”,
and | have therefore chosen to use similar word choices in Norwegian, such as
“morsmalsbrukeruttale”, with the intent for these to be familiar and easily understandable
terms and concepts in Norwegian for the participating teachers in the current study.
Translation considerations will be addressed further in section 3.3.4. | find it purposeful to
include here that the Norwegian word “forstaelighet” has been used as the equivalent word to

“intelligibility” in this thesis.

Lastly in this section, | argue that it is important to address fluency. Firstly, in relation to this,
it is worth noting that “flyt” has been translated into “fluency” in the analysis of the
questionnaire responses, since this how the English subject curriculum have translated the
term in a competence aim for vgl in the English/Norwegian versions (see competence aim
number five, Ministry of Education and Research, 2020). As mentioned, the current thesis
aims to focus primarily on pronunciation. Throughout the project, due to its scope, it has
therefore been an aim to avoid sidestepping too much into different territory other than
pronunciation and assessment specifically. To exemplify, Johannessen (2018) found in her
master’s thesis about oral assessment that in relation to ‘fluency’ “the findings show that the
teachers hold very different conceptions of whether it primarily relates to ‘language’ or
‘content’, and there was no definite consensus in how ‘fluency is to be understood” (p. 73).
The findings in Vesterlid’s (2019) master’s thesis too seem to suggest that ‘fluency’ as a
construct is understood differently by teachers (p. 68). According to Browne and Fulcher
(2017), “the construct of fluency is endemic in language teaching and applied linguistics

research” (p. 37). Further, according to Derwing and Munro (2015), some people use the



fluency term interchangeably with proficiency (p. 3). A similar but perhaps more negatively
loaded notion, when referring to some teachers’ use of the term ‘fluency’, is noted by Browne
and Fulcher (2017, p. 37-38). Based on what has been briefly presented here as examples, |
argue that ‘fluency’ must in relation to the current thesis’ aim either play a considerable part,
or close to no part at all. Primarily due to the scope of the project, | have therefore chosen to
not focus on ‘fluency’ more than deemed necessary to answer the research questions,
although the term must be considered highly relevant to the current thesis. To further clarify
my point, [ argue that ‘fluency’ is a concept that should ideally be explored as a primary topic
in a thesis with this scope since there seem to be many possible elements to cover within

different strands of language research.

1.4 THE STATUS OF ENGLISH IN NORWAY

In Norway, English was first introduced as a subject in 1939 as part of obligatory primary
school. However, schools were not obligated to introduce English as a subject unless
instructed to by the municipality to which they belonged (Simensen, 2014, p. 2). This changed
in 1969 with the primary school law, introducing English as an obligatory subject for all
pupils (Simensen, 2014, p. 3). After nearly 50 years from 1939 with what can be argued to be
a primary focus on British English in a Norwegian educational context, American English
was eventually perceived as an equal variety to British English in the 1987-curriculum
Mgnsterplan for grunnskolen (M-87) (Havik, 2017, p. 200; Simensen, 2014, p. 14).
Norwegian curriculums have traditionally for the English subject emphasized British or
American pronunciation as preferred varieties (Hgvik, 2017, p. 204). This emphasis changed
with the introduction of the Knowledge Promotion (LK06) in 2006, as English was now for
the first time in a Norwegian curriculum explicitly explained to be a world language, in which
the pupils’ ability to communicate with others were now emphasized (Hogvik, 2017, p. 204;
Simensen, 2014, p. 10).

The current subject curriculum in Norway, LK20, was introduced in 2020 and builds on the
previous curriculum, LKO6. In the LK20 English subject curriculum, communication is
heavily emphasized and is presented as one of the core elements in the current English subject
curriculum (Ministry of Education and Research, 2020). According to Rindal (2020), “what it
means to communicate in a language will partly depend on the status of that language, both in
educational contexts and in society in general.” (Rindal, 2020, p. 24). Interestingly, English

does not seem to have a clear and defined status in Norwegian education (Bghn, 2016, p. 5-6;



Rindal, 2020, p. 24+27). Rindal (2020) argues that Norwegian learners do not seem to fit into
any of the commonly used categories for learners of English (p. 27-31) and that instead, “the
status of English in Norway, including in the English school subject, seems to be in
transition” (p. 31). Commonly used categories for learners of English and the English subject

curriculum in Norway will be presented and discussed further in chapter 2.

Although English may have an undefined status in Norway, it is worth noting that in the
yearly English Proficiency Index, Norway has ranked top five or better for 10 consecutive
years (Education First, 2020). This means that according to the test scores, which are based on
the CEFR language proficiency scales, Norwegians have on average very high proficiency in
English (Education First, 2020). The CEFR will be presented and discussed in section 2.2.

1.5 THE COUNCIL OF EUROPE

According to Speitz (2018), “It is important to understand how subject curricula have come
about and the underlying ideas behind them, such as influences from international language
research and from work undertaken by, for example, the Council of Europe.” (p. 38). During
the past decades, one such influential factor for Norwegian curriculum-development has
indeed been the Council of Europe and the CEFR. The CEFR has since it was first published
in 2001 aimed, and is perhaps also most widely known, to be a reference tool for language
proficiency in Europe. It is used as a reference tool by a vast majority of the member states in
the Council of Europe, including Norway, and has since 2001 been translated into 40
languages, as well as also influencing education in countries outside of Europe (CEFR, 2018,
p. 25).

Although Norwegian curriculums can be said to have been inspired and influenced by the
Council of Europe during the 1980s and 1990s (Simensen, 2018, p. 30; Speitz, 2018, p. 44), |
have chosen to limit the focus in this thesis by starting with the Council of Europe’s
introduction of the CEFR (2001, 2018) and its influence on LK06 and LK20. Bghn (2018)
stated when discussing assessment guidelines in relation to communicative competence that
“it could be relevant to look at the proficiency scales of the CEFR for languages, which tie in
well with the subject curriculum and provide a number of very relevant scales linked to
communicative competence.” (p. 239). Such a referral to the CEFR may serve as an example

of the close connection between Norwegian curricula development and the CEFR.



According to Speitz (2018), the Council of Europe’s “recommendations regarding the
usefulness of employing the CEFR have, over the years, been advocated in Norway by
ministries, the directorate, and lower and higher education (p. 47). A recent example of this is
how Mary Ann Ronas, senior adviser in the Ministry of Education and Research in Norway,
stated in an interview that “the subject curriculum for foreign languages has a clearer
connection to the CEFR for languages than in the previous. This is particularly visible in the
way that progression between the different levels (level I, 11, and IIT) are described.”
(Communicare, 2020, p. 6, own translation). When asked about the CEFR’s connection to
English specifically, Ronas stated that the CEFR makes itself applicable in the assessment
resource called descriptors (kjenntegn pa maloppnaelse) (Communicare, 2020, p. 5). It is
worth specifying here that at the time of the interview the assessment resource was still under
development, as is also conveyed in the interview (Communicare, 2020, p. 6). The examples
presented here can be argued to fall in line with part of the purpose that the CEFR aims to
serve; “to inform curriculum reform and pedagogy” (Council of Europe, 2018, p. 25). It is
also evident based on the interview in Communicare (2020) that there is a clear distinction
between “English” and “foreign languages”, thus illustrating that English does not hold the

status of a foreign language in Norway (p. 5-6) as discussed in the previous section.

It is especially worth noting for the current thesis that according to the Council of Europe
(2018), the 2001 CEFR scale for phonology “had been the least successful scale developed in
the research behind the original descriptors.” (p. 47). The CEFR goes on to specify that “the
phonology scale was the only CEFR illustrative descriptor scale for which a native speaker
norm, albeit implicit, had been adopted.” (p. 47). In the 2018 Companion Volume, a greater
emphasis was therefore put on intelligibility as the primary construct in relation to
phonological control, which, according to CEFR, was more appropriate and in line with then
current research (2018, p. 47). The original CEFR (2001) as well as the Companion Volume
(2018) will be discussed further in section 2.2.

1.6 TEACHERS’ BELIEFS

In the past, according to Borg (2012, for an interview), the focus was mostly on behaviors
when it came to the field of teacher education, in short meaning that if one focused on
changing teacher behavior it would lead to more effective learning. Due to teachers’
individual ideas and preferences, however, it might be rather difficult to change behavior

based external factors (Birello, 2012, p. 88). In recent decades there has thus been an



increased focus on what lies beneath behavior. Borg (2003) explains the term teacher
cognition to refer to “the unobservable cognitive dimension of teaching — what teachers know,
believe, and think” (p. 81), and further, that “teachers have cognitions about all aspects of
their work™ (p. 81). In relation to behavior, one can find Borg (2012) state the following in an

interview:

Beneath the behavior there are beliefs and knowledge and related constructs which influence
what teachers do, and it started to become very clear that if we want to fully understand what
teachers do, we can’t just focus on behavior, we need to understand what they believe, what

they know, their attitudes, their feelings (Birello, 2012, p. 88).

Borg also states (in the same interview) that “if we want to promote change, we also need to
look at beliefs.” (Birello, 2012, p. 88). According to Haukas (2018), “language teaching is to a
large extent influenced by teachers’ beliefs” (p. 356). In relation to the current thesis’ focus on
pronunciation, it is important to note that different beliefs may carry different
importance/weight depending on the situation (Borg, 2018, p. 77). To elaborate, teachers’
beliefs about the relevance/importance of pronunciation in oral communication may in this
thesis appear to be strong simply because it is the main topic of investigation. In other
situations where teachers’ beliefs about oral communication are explored, however,

pronunciation may not even be mentioned.

According to Borg (2012, for an interview), “the study of beliefs presents challenges mainly
because beliefs are not directly observable” (Birello, 2012, p. 89). Indeed, it must be stressed
that the current study cannot present what teachers actually believe. Instead, the aim is to use
the empirical research findings to, as objectively as possible, elicit implied beliefs based on

their responses.

1.7 LITERATURE REVIEW

I will in this literature review situate this thesis in the context of pronunciation in the English
subject in Norway. The choice of literature has been guided by research conducted in the
Norwegian educational context, focusing on relevant findings for the topic of pronunciation in
the current thesis. Firstly, however, some limitations to this literature review must be
addressed and clarified. Most of the included Norwegian studies in this literature review have
been conducted in the context of the previous English curriculum. Additionally, in some of

the studies included in this literature review, the topic of pronunciation can be argued to



primarily have served as one of several sub-categories, for example in the context of oral

assessment (Yildiz, 2011; Johannessen, 2018).

Next, to my knowledge, there does not appear to be any available research conducted in
Norway that explores teachers’ beliefs about the different competence aims in the previous or
current curricula relating to “pronunciation patterns”, which is part of what this thesis aims to
explore for the upper secondary level. Similarly, upper secondary English teachers’ beliefs
about common assessment criteria on a national level seem, to my knowledge, to be rather
unexplored terrain. Thus, this literature review is limited in the sense that there is a lack of
similar studies in the Norwegian context for large portions of what this thesis aims to explore.
This can, however, also be argued to further emphasize the need for this study to be carried
out. Lastly, this literature review is limited in the sense that | in this section have chosen to
focus on some selected relevant studies conducted in Norway. Considering that the study is
conducted in a Norwegian context, where English has an undefined status (see section 1.4), |
argue that the included studies in this literature review are important to address here as they
contextualize the current study. The thesis will be further situated in an international context

in the following chapter.

It is primarily the results of a few publications regarding oral assessment in Norway that to a
large extent have led to the specific focus on pronunciation in this thesis. In his master’s
thesis, Hansen (2011) asked teachers the following in a survey: What is your point of
reference for ideal English when developing your students’ oral skills? (p. 41). Hansen (2011)
found that “48.4% (15) respond that they hold British English as their notion of ideal English,
and the same percentage indicates no ideal variety so long as pronunciation is clear and
comprehensible” (p. 41). Further, the findings in Hansen’s master’s thesis (2011) suggest
conflicting views among the participating teachers when it came to whether pupils should aim
towards native-speaker varieties or not (p. 42). The participating teachers were recruited from

both primary, lower secondary and upper secondary school (p. 36).

Bghn (2016) found in his doctoral thesis rather strong conflicting assessment-orientations
among teachers on the issue of nativeness-pronunciation (p. 62). In Yildiz’ master’s thesis
(2011), several teachers specifically mentioned ‘pronunciation’ as an important assessment
criterion in oral examinations, while other teachers did not mention pronunciation specifically
at all (p. 61 — 63). Johannessen (2018) found in her interview-based master’s thesis that
although the participating teachers only to a little extent attributed importance to

10



pronunciation in oral assessment, a native-speaker pronunciation was likely to affect the

“overall impression of a pupil’s communicative competence in oral assessment” (p. 69).

Interestingly, the findings in Tveisme’s master’s thesis (2021) seem to also suggest
conflicting views among the participating teachers on the topic of speaker norms (p. 62). 88
lower secondary teachers responded to his questionnaire, where one can find in the results that
“... the teachers seemed to have quite different attitudes regarding the speaker norm
statements” (Tveisme, 2021, p. 62). Further, “most notably, several statements promoting a
‘nativist’ aprproach to oral language use and learning seemed to be accepted by a large group
of teachers” (Tveisme, 2021, p. 62). Indeed, the findings in his study seem to suggest that
teachers held conflicting views on the topic of native-speaker pronunciation (Tveisme, 2021,
p. 62 — 68).

In relation to assessment and the aspect of common assessment criteria, the findings of Yildiz
(2011) master’s thesis are worth noting. With 16 participating teachers in the study, part of
her thesis explored how pupils were assessed in oral examinations at the upper secondary
level (Yildiz, 2011, p. 59). She found that “seven of the informants said that there are not any
common assessment criteria that are to be used on the examination, while the remaining nine
informats told me about common assessment criteria being used” (Yildiz, 2011, p. 59). Within
these two categories, the findings seem to also suggest that there were several different ways
to approach the assessment (Yildiz, 2011, p. 59-61). In total, the studies presented in this
literature review seem to suggest a need to further investigate the role of pronunciation in the
teaching and assessment of oral skills in the English subject in Norway.

1.8 SUMMARY OF CHAPTER

The aim of this chapter has been to situate pronunciation, and the assessment of
pronunciation, in the Norwegian educational context. The current chapter has addressed how
previous research conducted in Norway seem to suggest that teachers to hold conflicting
views about pronunciation, particularly in relation to native speaker norms. Further, the status
of English in Norway has been addressed, seeing as how the status of English in education
and society can be influential for language teaching. The influence from the Council of
Europe on Norwegian curriculum development has also been addressed, where an emphasis
has been placed on the recent changes to the CEFR in relation to native speaker norms. The
current chapter has also aimed to address why teachers’ beliefs are important to explore in

relation to language learning and assessment. Lastly, this chapter aimed to situate the need to
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carry out the current thesis based on previous studies conducted in Norway on pronunciation

and oral assessment.
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2 THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

In this chapter I discuss the theoretical framework of this thesis. The aim of the current study
is to explore EFL teachers’ orientations towards English pronunciation, and the theoretical
framework is therefore designed based on the research questions asked in section 1.1. Firstly,
| will present and discuss relevant theories and terms within English language teaching,
before | present and discuss relevant parts of the CEFR due to its influence and connection to
the English subject curriculum (see section 1.7) Thirdly, I will present and discuss previous
English subject curricula in Norway with a focus on pronunciation, before | present and the
discuss the current English subject curriculum. Then, in section 2.5, I will present and discuss
theoretical perspectives on pronunciation in English language teaching. Next, in section 2.6, |
will present and discuss theoretical perspectives on language assessment, with a focus on
summative assessment of oral communication and especially pronunciation. Lastly, I will
present theories about validity and reliability and discuss these in relation to assessment

before | summarize the chapter.

2.1 ENGLISH LANGUAGE TEACHING

In Norway, the main purpose of the English school subject is, and has been for some time, to
be able to communicate in English (Brevik & Rindal, 2020, p. 24). The status of the language
in an educational context, as well as in society in general, may to a great extent influence how
one understands, teaches, and assess the English school subject (Brevik & Rindal, 2020, p.
24). Despite these implications, English has an undefined status in Norway (Brevik & Rindal,
2020, p. 24 + 27, Bghn, 2016, p. 5 - 6). The aim of this section is to present and discuss
prominent language teaching terms relevant to the Norwegian school context.

2.1.1 English as a foreign language and English as a second language
English as a foreign language (EFL) and English as a second language (ESL) are the two
central language learning traditions within English language teaching, which has coexisted for
more than a century (Brevik & Rindal, 2020, p. 33). According to Brevik & Rindal (2020),
Norwegian pupils will sometimes be referred to as learners of EFL and sometimes as learners
of ESL (p. 24). In relation to this, Braj Kachru’s “Three Circles of English”-model (1985) has
often been used to categorize speakers of English and may therefore help illustrate how some
have chosen to differentiate English as a native language, second language or foreign
language. A reproduced and simplified version can be found in figure 1 below. It is important
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to note that the model has received criticism and that many applied linguists consider it to be
outdated (Brevik & Rindal, 2020, p. 25 — 27). Nonetheless, Kachru’s model is arguably still
the most well-known categorization-model for speakers of English.

Expanding

Outer

Figure 1 Kachru’s (1985) «Three Circles of English” — Reproduced simple version

The inner circle represents the norm-providing speakers, meaning the native speakers of
English who have English as their first language (Jennifer Jenkins, 2015, p. 15, Rindal, 2020,
p. 26). Although countries such as Australia, Canada and South Africa are part of the inner
circle in Kachru’s model, it is perhaps in particular Great Britain and the USA that have been
the two most prominent norm-providing countries in the inner circle (Brevik & Rindal, 2020,
p. 26). The inner-circle countries can also be categorized as speakers who have English as a
native language (ENL) (Jenkins, 2015, p. 10). In the outer circle, one can find countries such
as India and Nigeria. Primarily through colonization, the inner-circle countries have spread
the English language to the outer-circle countries. In these countries, English has often been
an official second language, being especially prominent within fields such as “education,
government and higher social classes.” (Brevik & Rindal, 2020, p. 26). The outer-circle
countries have often been considered norm-developing, with the Indian English-variety
serving as a relatively well-known example, as it has developed into an official variety of
English (Jenkins, 2015, p. 15, Rindal, 2020, p. 26).

Lastly, the expanding circle consists of countries such as Norway where English is not a
native language, nor an official second language primarily brought upon by direct contact
with the inner-circle countries. Instead, English has in the expanding-circle countries
primarily been taught as a foreign language in school, often being seen as important and

beneficial in international communication-contexts. According to Rindal (2020),

Countries in the expanding circle have traditionally looked to the inner circle — the native

speakers — for models; these countries have been norm-dependent. This goes especially for
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pronunciation; imitating a native speaker as carefully as possible has often had successful

outcomes for learners in the expanding circle (p. 26).

It is worth noting that several aspects of Kachru’s model have received criticism. As Rindal
points out (2020), some have argued that the model represents “an elitist and centrist view by
placing native speakers in the core” (p. 27). Furthermore, the circles have been criticized for
not reflecting or capturing how English is being used in the world today (Rindal, 2020, p. 26-
27). One such example, which could be considered highly relevant to the current thesis, is
how “several countries in the expanding circle are no longer fully norm-dependent; native-
speaker pronunciation standards are being questioned in expanding-circle countries.” (Rindal,
2020, p. 27). Lastly, worth noting in relation to the status of English in Norway, Gaddol
(1997) listed in a report for the British Council that 19 countries, including Norway, were
“part of a shift of status from EFL to ESL due to increased international communication.”
(Rindal, 2020, p. 27). Rindal argues that none of the commonly used categories for English
are fitting when describing Norwegian learners of English (2020, p. 27 — 31). Instead, they
seem to consider the status of English in a Norwegian educational context to be in a transition
between EFL and ESL status (Rindal, 2020, p. 31 - 32).

EFL teaching “has endorsed learning about the culture and society of native speakers, putting
these speakers forward as language models” (Brevik & Rindal, 2020, p 33). The R94-
curriculum, which will be presented and discussed in section 2.3.1, might serve as an example
of how learning about the culture and society of native speakers have been highlighted as
goals in past English subject curricula. ESL has traditionally been viewed as a fitting
categorization for postcolonial countries and people who immigrate to native-speaker
countries (Brevik & Rindal, 2020, p 33). Brevik and Rindal point out that although EFL and
ESL might not be fitting categories for Norwegian learners of English, the two perspectives
may influence teachers’ beliefs when it comes to topics such as whether native-speaker

pronunciation should be in focus or not (2020, p. 34).

2.1.2 Communicative language teaching (CLT)

According to Rindal (2020), the central aim of a CLT approach in the English subject is that
pupils learn to communicate in English (p. 34). In the past few decades, there has been a
stronger shift towards communicative competence as an important aim in Norwegian
curriculums (see chapter 1). The term communicative competence was first commonly
introduced and explained by Dell Hymes in 1972 (Simensen, 2019, p. 28, Rindal, 2020, p.
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34). According to Hymes’ explanation (1972), communicative competence is knowing “when
to speak, when not, and as to what to talk about with whom, when, where in what manner” (p.
277). This explanation can be said to place emphasis on using language suited to the purpose
and situation, rather than on for example linguistic competence in and of itself. To elaborate
on this, explicit mentions of linguistic competence as part of an aim within language teaching
can for example be found in the R94 curriculum (see section 2.3.1). Hymes’ explanation of
communicative competence can be argued to correlate well with formulations in the English
subject curriculum today, which will be presented and discussed in section 2.4. Indeed, Rindal
(2020) argues that “CLT has had a major impact on the English school subject in Norway,

considering our principal goal of teaching students to communicate in English” (p. 34).

Interestingly, Eivind Nessa Torgersen (2018) argues that perhaps the CLT methods, which are
more common in present-day classrooms, may help explain what he describes as “the reduced
emphasis on pronunciation today”, for example in widely available Norwegian textbooks for
secondary school (p. 215 — 216). Traditional teaching methods may to a greater extent than
CLT methods emphasize a focus on pronunciation, because with CLT methods “speaking
accurately with a native-speaker accent is seen as less important.” (Torgersen, 2018, p. 216).
Derwing and Munro too note that the beginnings of CLT marked a general “de-emphasis” on
pronunciation in teaching (2015, p. 22). A point made for the reduced focus on pronunciation
is that a CLT approach first and foremost focuses on making oneself understood in different
contexts (Torgersen, 2018, p. 216). It is worth noting in relation to CLT that Rindal points out
that some teachers might interpret a CLT approach to mean that it is primarily for native
speakers that the language should be intelligible for (2020, p. 34).

2.1.3 English as a lingua franca (ELF)

After the term became increasingly common since around the mid-1990s (Jenkins, 2015, p.
2), the ELF alternative has emerged as an approach to teach English in a way that actively
avoids focusing on native speakers as a central reference point. Instead, it is primarily the
speakers’ sociocultural identities that teachers should consider, regardless of whether they are
native or non-native speakers of English (Rindal, 2020, p. 35). Jenkins (2015) argues that the
traditional three-way categorization (ENL, ESL and EFL) does not equate for how it has
become increasingly difficult to place speakers of English in one of the three categories, such
as in Kachru’s model presented in section 2.1.1. Instead, Jenkins argues that there is a fourth
category. The fourth category, and arguably the largest according to Jenkins, consists of those

who use English for international communication, meaning those who speak English as a
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lingua franca (2015, p. 10 - 11). According to Jenkins (2015), ELF researchers are primarily
concerned “with the far more fluid and flexible kinds of English use that transcend
geographical boundaries.” (p. 42), as opposed to for example being concerned with placing
countries or groups of people within the three circles and categorize speakers geographically.
This means that within a country, there could be several ways of using English, and not

necessarily just one English (Rindal, 2020, p. 35).

Rindal (2020) explains as central to the ELF paradigm that “the aim for English teaching is to
reflect the needs of non-native speaker interactions, emphasizing intelligibility and pragmatic
strategies that are necessary to communicate with speakers from other cultures with different
first languages™ (p. 35). This focus could be argued to fit well with the overarching aim of
LK20 regarding communication (see section 2.4). Teaching practices with an ELF approach
in mind would avoid native-speaker models as a basis for communication, and rather focus on
features needed to get the message across (Rindal, 2020, p. 35). It is worth noting that since
the turn of the millennium, the amount of ELF research has increased significantly (Jenkins,
2015, p. 41 — 42). However, as Jenkins points out, the pedagogical implications for ELF usage
in education seems to have been addressed only to some extent (2015, p. 155). Jenkins points
to some possible reasons for the relative lack of data regarding pedagogical implications; (i)
some teachers might support the concept of ELF but may not know what to do with for
example teaching and assessment and may therefore to some extent avoid it altogether, and
(ii) it has been argued that changing longstanding traditional language teaching concepts takes
time (Jenkins, 2015, p. 155).

It can and has been argued that with the fluid approach of ELF, it may be difficult to describe
for example how English as a lingua franca should sound like (Rindal, 2020, p. 35). To
elaborate on this, how ELF is used may vary from speaker to speaker depending on their
sociocultural identities and backgrounds (Jenkins, 2015, p. 42), which in turn may make the
process of teaching and assessing linguistic features of ELF difficult if there is no organized
system available (Rindal, 2020, p. 35). Jenkins points out regarding testing that it may be
difficult to establish whether and which language features to consider varietal norms and
which to consider errors (2015, p. 126). In relation to pronunciation, some potential features
within an ELF approach may in contrast be considered errors in EFL (Jenkins, 2015, p. 90 —
91). According to Alan Davies (2017), support for ELF has not come to terms with what he
argues are essential needs in language teaching for large scale English programs to succeed,;

“a described and assessable model for the curriculum, for the textbook, and for the
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examination” (p. 186). Jenkins (2015) seems to acknowledge the notion laid out by Davies,
that such challenges exist for ELF assessment (p. 228). She argues that “Research in language
assessment with their well-established know-how, can make an important contribution to this
hugely challenging task™ (p. 229), in referral to challenges and possible future directions of
implementing ELF assessment (Jenkins, 2015, p. 228-229).

2.2 THE COMMON EUROPEAN FRAMEWORK OF REFERENCE

The main aim of the CEFR is to ‘facilitate quality in language education and promote a
Europe of open-minded plurilingual citizens’ (CEFR, 2018, p. 26). According to the CEFR
(2018), “Seeing learners as plurilingual, pluricultural beings means allowing them to use all
their linguistic resources when necessary, encouraging them to see similarities and regularities
as well as differences between languages and cultures.” (p. 27). Although the CEFR is often
used to provide ‘transparency and clear reference points’, it has also increasingly been used to
‘inform curriculum reform and pedagogy’ (CEFR, 2018, p. 25). The CEFR presents common
reference levels which, along with illustrative descriptors, aim to provide a common
metalanguage for language proficiency. It is important to stress that the CEFR clearly states
that its intent is by no means to operate as a standardization tool that tells its users ‘what to
do, or how to use it’. Instead, the CEFR seems to intend to be viewed as a neutral and relevant
reference point in which its practitioners are free to employ the CEFR-content as they see fit
(CEFR, 2018, p. 26-27). The CEFR presents the language user/learner as “a ‘social agent’,
acting in the social world and exerting agency in the learning process” (p. 26). This, argues
the CEFR, promotes learner engagement and autonomy (p. 26). Thus, the CEFR focuses on
an “action-oriented approach” (CEFR, 2018, p. 26):

This promotes a proficiency perspective guided by ‘Can do’ descriptors rather than a
deficiency perspective focusing on what learners have not yet acquired. The idea is to
design curricula and courses based on real world communicative needs, organized around real-

life tasks and accompanied by “Can do” descriptors that communicate aims to learners.

The influence of this view on learning can be found in the English subject curriculum in
Norway, for example in the 2013 version of the Knowledge Promotion (Simensen, 2018, p.
34). Based on the quote above, it could be argued that there is a focus on real world
communicative needs in the CEFR, a focus that can also be found in the current English
subject curriculum which will be presented and discussed in section 2.4. The CEFR also

provides illustrative descriptors with common reference levels, Al — C2, as part of the aim to
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“provide a common descriptive metalanguage to talk about language proficiency” (CEFR,
2018, p. 29). Although perhaps not intended to be, the CEFR scales seem to sometimes have
been used as a key reference point in the development of rating scales (Harding, 2017, p. 16).

The CEFR (2018) states that “the view of competence in the CEFR does not come solely from
applied linguistics but also applied psychology and sociopolitical approaches” (p. 130). In the
CEFR (2018), communicative language competences are divided into three sub-categories: (i)
linguistic, (ii) sociolinguistic, and (iii) pragmatic (p. 130). Approaching communicative
competences in a broader sense than focusing primarily on linguistic competence may be
argued to correlate well with a stronger shift away from idealizing a native-speaker ideal (see
section 1.1) if one is to for example view this in relation to the topic pronunciation

specifically.

2.2.1 The CEFR Companion Volume

Frequent requests to continue to develop aspects within the CEFR, especially regarding
second/foreign language proficiency, helped initiate the creation of the complementary CEFR
Companion Volume, published in 2018 (Council of Europe, 2018, p. 21-22). To respond to
the numerous requests surrounding the original CEFR, it was decided to complement the
original illustrative descriptors with an extended version, the Companion VVolume, rather than
to for example publish new descriptors entirely. The Companion Volume (2018) was initiated
as a project by the Education Policy Division (Language Policy Programme), as part of the
Council of Europe’s goal to ‘ensure quality inclusive education as a right of all citizens’
(Council of Europe, 2018, p. 23). It is worth noting that the intent of the CEFR Companion
Volume is not to replace the original CEFR from 2001, but to complement it (Council of
Europe, 2018, p. 23). Some of the key additions in the Companion Volume include newly
developed illustrative descriptor scales, short rationales for each scale with explanations in
relation to categorization, as well as clarifying aspects of the CEFR (Council of Europe, 2018,
p. 23).

2.2.2 Phonology in the CEFR
As mentioned in section 1.5, the 2001 CEFR scale for phonology “had been the least

successful scale developed in the research behind the original descriptors” (Council of
Europe, 2018, p. 47). It is worth noting that within the CEFR-category of “communicative
language competence”, the ‘phonological control’ descriptor scales were the only new and

added scales in the Companion Volume (2018). The 2001-scale seemed to reinforce views in
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line with traditional language teaching, where “phonological control of an idealized native
speaker has been seen as the target” (Council of Europe, 2018, p. 134), which would
sometimes mean that for example accent could be seen as a sign of poor phonological control
(Council of Europe, 2018, p. 134). In Harding’s study (2017) which was partially aimed at
exploring potential aspects of the CEFR Phonological control scale that raters may
problematize (p. 17), one participant in the study stated in relation to the scale that “it does
seem to reflect a set of attitudes that come from some paradigms that are maybe becoming
outdated ...” (p. 27). It is worth noting that several other problems with the scale were also

identified in the study (Harding, 2017, p. 29).

Further, the CEFR states that a focus on accent and on accuracy (in relation to native speaker
norms), “has been detrimental to the development of the teaching of pronunciation” (Council
of Europe, 2018, p. 134). Thus, a stronger emphasis was therefore laid on avoiding implicit
native speaker norm-adaptation, as it appeared “more appropriate to focus on intelligibility as
the primary construct in phonological control, in line with current research, especially in the
context of providing descriptors for building on plurilingual/pluricultural repertoires”
(Council of Europe, 2018, p. 47). It is evident that the CEFR placed a heavier emphasis on
intelligibility as a key factor in the new descriptor scales (Council of Europe, 2018, p. 135).

2.3 PREVIOUS CURRICULA

The aim of the current study is to explore EFL teachers’ orientations towards English
pronunciation in upper secondary school, and it may therefore be of value to examine the
topic considering previous English subject curriculums in Norway. It is also worth noting that
several of the participants in the current study worked as teachers during the period of both
previous curriculums, perhaps adding to the relevance of presenting and discussing how
communication and/or pronunciation is presented in R94 and LK06. As mentioned in section
1.1, there has been a stronger shift away from idealizing a native-speaker pronunciation in the
past two decades, which suggests that in the past there has been a greater focus on native
speaker norms than what might be the case today. Due to both the aim and the scope of this
study, it seems reasonable to limit the current thesis’ focus towards the two previous curricula
for upper secondary school: Reform 94 (R94) introduced in 1994, and the Knowledge
Promotion (LKO6) introduced in 2006. | find it important to stress here that due to the scope
of the project the current thesis intentionally aims to focus primarily on pronunciation, also

when it comes to the presentation and discussion of previous and current curricula. This is
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worth noting because the following sections focus primarily on specific competence aims
related to pronunciation, while ideally, as Behn points out (2018) “the competence aims must
be seen in relation to each other” (p. 237). Indeed, the LK20 core curriculum, too, clearly
states that “The competence goals in the subjects must be considered together, both in and

across the subjects” (Ministry of Education and Research, 2020).

2.3.1 English pronunciation in R94

R94 introduced rather drastic changes to the upper secondary school system in Norway, such
as the statutory right for all pupils to attend upper secondary school after primary school
(NOU, 1994, 2.1). The subject curriculum for English as a general subject in upper secondary
school was published in 1993. In the first chapter of the English subject curriculum, titled
“Why learn English?” (own translation), the subject curriculum states that “There will in any
classroom be a broad spread when it comes to skills in English, from those who have English
as a native language, to those who always struggle with the subject” (Kirke-, utdannings- og
forskningsdepartementet, p. 1, fifth para., own translation). Although it could be argued that
perhaps this statement is not necessarily aimed towards oral skills such as pronunciation, it
seems reasonable to assume that some might interpret this to mean that having English as a
native language demonstrates high competence in the subject. In any case, this formulation in
the curriculum might exemplify what the new and redeveloped phonology scale in the CEFR
aims to avoid, which is to shift away from implicit formulations that favors native English as
the aim (Council of Europe, 2018, p. 47).

The most relevant aim in relation to pronunciation in R94 seems to be that the pupil should be
able to “acquire a clear and good pronunciation and enough knowledge about English
pronunciation rules to achieve this” (Kirke-, utdannings- og forskningsdepartementet, p. 3,
fifth para, own translation). However, there does not seem to be any information in the subject
curriculum that specifies or explains what good pronunciation is, nor which pronunciation
rules to focus on. Furthermore, in relation to the final grade given in the subject, the
curriculum states that communicative competence is of great importance (p. 8). The grade
should, among several other criteria, be based on the pupil’s ability to “master grammar,
vocabulary, and pronunciation (linguistic competence) (Kirke-, utdannings- og
forskningsdepartementet, p. 8, own translation™). It seems here, since it is included in
parentheses, that for pronunciation it is primarily the linguistic rather than the communicative

competence that is in focus in this specific criterion.
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Interestingly, the R94 English subject curriculum states in relation to achieving high
communicative competence that “in a Norwegian educational context the aim must
necessarily be set lower than the optimal competence.” (Kirke-, utdannings- og
forskningsdepartementet, p 8, first para, own translation). However, the curriculum does not
specify or explain what the optimal competence would be. Lastly, and perhaps relevant to
how some formulations in the curriculum may be interpreted, it is worth noting that R94
seems to focus heavily on Great Britain and USA in one of the six main aims in the
curriculum, titled “The English-speaking world” (Kirke-, utdannings- og

forskningsdepartementet, p. 6, own translation).

2.3.2 English pronunciation in LK06

As mentioned in section 1.5, the introduction of LKO6 shifted the focus of the English subject
towards a heavier emphasis on communication. Additionally, according to Speitz (2018), a
characteristic trait of LKO6 is its focus on competence aims in all subject curricula (p. 42).
The original version of LKO06 was introduced in 2006, but updated versions were introduced
in 2010 and in 2013. The third and final version was valid from 2013 and onwards until the
introduction of LK20. In the 2013 version, the competence aims in the English subject were
divided into four main subject areas: (i) language learning, (ii) oral communication, (iii)
written communication and (iiii) culture, society and literature (Ministry of Education and
Research, 2013). In addition to these main subject areas, the English subject curriculum also
encompasses five basic skills: oral skills, reading, writing, digital skills and numeracy
(Ministry of Education and Research, 2013). These basic skills are also integrated in the
competence aims for the English subject curriculum (Speitz, 2018, p. 44). As mentioned in
section 1.5, the development of the English subject curriculum was in part influenced by
international research (Speitz, 2018, p. 44). According to Simensen (2018), the 2013 version

of the English subject curriculum is a document “with clear roots in the CEFR” (p. 33).

Already in the second sentence of the purpose statement in the 2013 version of the English
subject curriculum, one can find that “When we meet people from other countries, at home or
abroad, we need English for communication” (Ministry of Education and Research, 2013).
Formulations such as this in the curriculum can be argued to correlate well with the ideas in
the CEFR presented in section 2.2, which can be argued to focus on real world
communicative needs. Interestingly, the curriculum states as part of the main subject area of
oral communication that “the main subject area also covers learning to speak clearly and to

use the correct intonation.” (Ministry of Education and Research, 2013). What correct
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intonation means is not further specified, but it is perhaps worth noting that in Johannessen’s
(2018) master’s thesis, her findings seem to suggest that the three participating teachers
“understand ‘intonation’ as related to ‘accent’, and that this was something they might assess

in some cases” (p. 57). The topic of accent will be addressed further in section 2.5.4.

In the LKO06 and LK10 versions of the English subject curriculum for upper secondary school
there are no competence aims specifically relating to ‘pronunciation patterns’ (Ministry of
Education and Research, 2006, 2010). It is, however, worth noting that in the 2013 version
there is a relatively similar competence aim to that which can be found in LK20 (see section
1.1). The 2013 version states that in upper secondary education an aim is to enable the pupil
to be able to “use patterns of pronunciation, intonation, word inflection and various types of
sentences in communication” (Ministry of Education and Research, 2013, own emphasis).
However, as Torgersen (2018) points out, the pointers regarding English pronunciation are
not specific in LKO6 (p. 217). The competence aims are relatively broad, and the curriculum
does, for example, not specify what the level of proficiency should be for oral communication
(Torgersen, 2018, p. 217). Lastly in relation to the introduction of LKO6, it is worth noting
that the rather heavy emphasis on Great Britain and the USA which could be found in parts of
R94 (see section 2.3.1), is no longer the case after the introduction of LK06. Great Britain or
USA is not mentioned, at least explicitly, which perhaps further illustrates the past few

decades’ stronger shift away from native speaker norms in curricula development.

2.4 THE CURRENT ENGLISH SUBJECT CURRICULUM

In addition to covering 10 years of compulsory schooling, the LK20 national curriculum also
covers upper secondary education and training. The English subject curriculum consists of
overarching general aims, three core elements, four basic skills, and several subject-specific
competence aims. The teaching and assessment in the different subjects are to be based on
these competence aims. The aim of this chapter is to highlight relevant parts of the English
subject curriculum in relation to pronunciation. It is therefore important to note that the pieces
covered in this section are chosen with the scope and aim of the current thesis in mind, and

that each quote are perhaps best understood when read in the context of the full curriculum.
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2.4.1 Basic skills and core elements

The following four basic skills are overarching in LK20, meaning that they are part of every
subject curriculum: (i) Oral skills, (ii) Writing, (iii) Reading, and (iiii) Digital skills.*
According to the curriculum, developing oral skills in English means ‘using the spoken
language gradually more accurately and with more nuances in order to communicate on
different topics in formal and informal situations with a variety of receivers with varying
linguistic backgrounds’ (Ministry of Education and Research, 2020). This seems to suggest
that the purpose of developing oral skills in English is not only to be able to communicate
with native English speakers, but also with non-native speakers of English. However, ‘using
the language gradually more accurately’ seems to be open for interpretation as this is not
explained further, nor mentioned elsewhere in the English subject curriculum. Some might
argue that pronunciation plays an integral part of using spoken language more accurately,

while others may primarily attribute accuracy to mean for example grammar and vocabulary.

LK20 also states that English is an important subject for communication. According to the
curriculum, the English subject ‘shall give the pupils the foundation for communicating with
others, both locally and globally, regardless of cultural or linguistic background.” (Ministry of
Education and Research, 2020). Furthermore, it seems that the English subject curriculum
aims to promote knowledge of and an exploratory approach to language and communication
patterns (Ministry of Education and Research, 2020). There appears to be no examples in
LK20 towards a specific focus on USA or the UK as part of the curriculum, unlike in the R94-
curriculum discussed in section 1.4.1. This suggests that parts of the purpose of the English

subject have changed over time.

The English subject is also divided into three core elements: (i) Communication, (ii)
Language learning, and (iii) Working with texts in English. Within the core element
‘Language learning’ one finds that learning the pronunciation of phonemes, among other
things, ‘gives the pupils choices and possibilities in their communication and interaction’
(Ministry of Education and Research, 2020). Although learning the pronunciation of
phonemes is mentioned as part of the core elements, there are no further explanations in the
curriculum specifying for example which or how many phonemes to focus on. However, one
can find ‘pronunciation patterns’ in one of the competence aims, which may suggest that “the

pronunciation of phonemes” falls under this category.

1 With the introduction of LK20, ‘numeracy’ is longer included as a basic skill in the language subjects
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2.4.2 Pronunciation patterns in LK20

For upper secondary school there are a total of 17 competence aims in the English subject for
general studies and vocational studies (Ministry of Education and Research, 2020). Although
it could be argued that oral competence and pronunciation is relevant to most of the
competence aims, | will primarily focus on and discuss what might be considered the most
relevant competence aim for pronunciation. The English subject curriculum states that in
upper secondary education the pupil is expected to be able to ‘use pronunciation patterns in
communication’ (Ministry of Education and Research, 2020). As this is the only specific
mention of pronunciation in the competence aims in the English subject curriculum for upper
secondary school, it plays a significant role in this thesis. The English subject curriculum does
not explain what ‘pronunciation patterns’ means, nor which patterns the pupils should be able

to use or how to use them.

After year 2, 4, 7, 10, and vg1, there are specific competence aims presenting what the pupil
is expected to be able to do. There is for each of these years a competence aim relating to
‘pronunciation patterns’ in the curriculum. After year 2 of primary school the pupil is
expected to be able to ‘listen to and explore the English alphabet and pronunciation patterns
through play and singing’. After year 4: ‘explore and use the English alphabet and
pronunciation patterns in a variety of playing, singing and language-learning activities.’. After
year 7 the pupil is expected to be able to ‘explore and use pronunciation patterns and words
and expressions in play, singing and role playing’ (Ministry of Education and Research,

2020).

After year 10, which marks the end of lower secondary school, the competence aim relating to
pronunciation patterns differs from year 2, 4 and 7. The competence aim specifies that the
pupil is expected to be able to ‘use key patterns of pronunciation in communication’. The
difference from the previous competence aims seems to be that during primary school the
pupil is expected to be able to use pronunciation patterns in a variety of activities, while after
year 10 the pupil is expected to be able to use key pronunciation patterns in communication. It
appears, however, that the potential difference between pronunciation patterns and key
patterns of pronunciation is open for interpretation, as there is no further explanation to this in

the curriculum.

As mentioned in section 1.1., for upper secondary school, whether it be general or vocational

studies, the pupil is expected to be able to ‘use pronunciation patterns in communication’. The
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shift away from ‘key patterns’ found in the competence aim after year 10 is perhaps worth
noting here, as this might mean that the pupil is now expected to be able to use a broader
range of pronunciation patterns. Again, however, how one understands, differentiates, and to
what extent attributes importance to the ‘pronunciation pattern’-competence aim seems to be

open for interpretation when it comes to teaching and assessment.

2.4.3 Aspects within pronunciation patterns

The current section does not aim to explain the meaning of “pronunciation patterns” in the
curriculum, but rather to briefly present and discuss some relevant information that may help
contextualize the competence aims presented in the previous section. As Flognfeldt and Lund
(2016) explains in relation to the previous curriculum: “the curriculum provides teachers and
learners with the freedom to decide what “correct” pronunciation is” (p. 200). Although this
may be considered positive in many aspects, it could also be argued to perhaps enable

potential issues related to fair and reliable assessment.

According to Torgersen (2018), “an important question is what is meant by “the central
pronunciation patterns” or just “patterns for pronunciation, intonation ... in communication”
in the competence aims.” (p. 219). Although Torgersen raises this question against the
previous English subject curriculum, the question may be argued to be just as important today
when considering LK20. Which pronunciation patterns are for example “key patterns of
pronunciation” in the competence aim related to year 10 in the current curriculum? (Ministry
of Education and Research, 2020). To elaborate on one such example, Torgersen (2018) refers
to intonation as “a point which is contested in intelligibility research.” (p. 223) He goes on to
specify that intonation “obviously has a role in oral communication, for example to signal
attitudes. However, there is no conclusive evidence to say that it is important for
understanding in international settings between non-native speakers” (2018, p. 223-224), and
refers to Bghn and Hansen (2017) as an example. Interestingly, there is no mention of
‘intonation’ in the competence aim relating to “pronunciation patterns” in LK20 (see section
2.4.2), although this was the case in the similar competence aim in LK13 (as referred to in the
beginning of this paragraph). One may interpret this to mean that intonation is now part of
“pronunciation patterns” in the LK20 competence aim. However, it could perhaps also be
interpreted to mean that since intonation is not mentioned as part of any competence aim, it is

no longer an aim to be able to use “patterns for intonation”.
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Flognfeldt and Lund (2016) argues that teachers and learners can explore different
pronunciation patterns, but “since British and American pronunciation are widely known in
Norway and easily understood in the rest of the world, most teachers can probably be
expected to give priority to these varieties” (p. 200). Flognfeldt and Lund (2016) seem to
focus on the pronunciation of speech sounds, stress, rhythm, and intonation when discussing
pronunciation patterns (p. 200-201). Nation and Newton (2008) too, seem to discuss aspects
such as specific speech sounds, stress, and intonation after discussing “patterns of
pronunciation” in relation to second language learners (p. 76). Thus, these aspects may
perhaps be understood to be some of the key aspects of “pronunciation patterns”. It is,
however, worth noting that many other aspects are also mentioned as important for
pronunciation in both national and international research. Indeed, “pronunciation is affected

by a wide variety of factors.” (Nation & Newton, 2008, p. 76).

2.5 PRONUNCIATION

Pronunciation is vital for communication (Flognfeldt & Lund, 2016, p. 200; Rindal &
lannuzzi, 2020, p. 117). The aim of the current section is to first present and discuss the two
most common pronunciation principles which, as these are highly relevant principles to the
current thesis and pronunciation research in general. Additionally, the aspects of accent and

identity in relation to pronunciation will be covered towards the end of this section.

2.5.1 The Nativeness Principle

According to John M Levis (2005), “pronunciation research and pedagogy have long been
influenced by two contradictory principles, the nativeness principle and the intelligibility
principle” (p. 9). In 2005, in a special issue of Teachers of English to Speakers of other
Language (TESOL), Levis introduced the names ‘the nativeness principle” and ‘the
intelligibility principle’ when describing two central, but different approaches to
pronunciation. Since then, Levis’ article has been “cited more than 800 times, and the
nativeness principle and the intelligibility principle have become part of the way we talk
about approaches to the teaching and learning of pronunciation” (Levis, 2020, p. 1). Indeed,
one such example is Derwing and Munro’s Pronunciation Fundamentals (2015, p. 6), in
which the two principles are referred to in the terminology section. The theoretical framework
in the current thesis will regarding pronunciation paradigms primarily be grounded in the two
principles laid out by Levis. It is therefore important to note that Levis in 2020, in his own

words, revisited the two principles ‘to update our understanding”’ (p. 2).
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According to Levis (2005), the nativeness principle holds it both possible and desirable to
achieve native-like pronunciation in a foreign language (p. 2). A key consideration within this
paradigm is that pupils and teachers alike may see native-like accent as an achievable ideal,
rather than an exception (Levis, 2005, p. 2). Referring to Levis (2005), Derwing and Munro
(2015) states that in the nativeness principle, “the goal is to develop L2 speech that is
indistinguishable from that of a native speaker” (p. 6). According to Rindal (2020), the goal
within the nativeness principle follows an idea that the language of native speakers is the most
“correct” (p. 118-119). Although not specifically using the ‘nativeness principle’-term, the
CEFR states that “in language teaching, the phonological control of an idealized native
speaker has traditionally been seen as the target, with accent being seen as a marker of poor
phonological control” (2018, p. 134). According to Levis (2005), the nativeness principle was
the dominant paradigm in pronunciation teaching before the 1960s (p. 2). Similarly, Derwing
and Munro highlights the “Audiolingual era in the mid-20" century” (2015, p. 6) as a period

in which replication of native-speaker characteristics was emphasized.

The nativeness principle has traditionally been considered the norm within language aspects
such as assessment in language teaching (Rindal, 2020, p. 119), and according to Jenkins
(2015), the Inner Circle standard varieties of English “are still widely regarded as ‘legitimate’
world norms” (p. 64). Although this might be true today also, it is important to note that the
nativeness principle has received an increasing amount of criticism in the past few decades.
Interestingly, although not referring to the nativeness prinicple, Davies (2017) argues that the
“attacks” on the term ‘native speaker’ “are almost all against the native speaker of English,
which suggests that the issue is more political than linguistic, postcolonial, even racist in a
world currently dominated by the necessity of English.” (p. 186). One of the main criticisms
of the nativeness principle, however, is that since non-native English speakers outnumber
native speakers, it seems unnecessary and perhaps less fitting to aim for a native-like accent
(Rindal, 2020, p. 119). According to Derwing and Munro (2015), a study from 2014
“determined that 63% of L2 pronunciation intervention were guided by the Nativeness
Principle” (p. 134), which suggests that the Nativeness Principle still has a prominent role

within pronunciation teaching.

2.5.2 The Intelligibility Principle

Although the possible importance of intelligibility in pronunciation has been discussed since
the early 1900’s (Derwing and Munro, p. 6), it is only during the past few decades that a
greater emphasis has been placed on intelligibility in both research and practice (Derwing and
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Munro, p. 6, Council of Europe, 2018, p. 45). This change of emphasis, suggests Derwing and
Munro (2015), might be due to the empirical evidence that now exists about old learners +
difference between intelligibility/accent (p. 6). In his revisitation-article, Levis argues that the
intelligibility principle is superior to that of the nativeness principle, deeming the advocation
of native pronunciation for L2 learners as both an unlikely achievement as well as
unnecessary for effective communication in the L2 (2020, p. 1). Although the CEFR uses
different language, it is worth noting that both Levis (2020) and the CEFR (2018) have
updated their perspectives on pronunciation in the recent, both arguably moving closer
towards what could be considered to fall in line with the intelligibility principle, and further

away from the nativeness principle.

An important point when discussing the concept of intelligibility is that it to a high degree
involves both the speaker and the listener. To elaborate on this, it is according to Derwing and
Munro (2015), not possible to assess a speaker’s intelligibility without making reference to
listeners’ perceptions (p. 8). Seeing as how the listeners in oral assessment situations at the
upper secondary level in Norway are English teachers, their perception of intelligibility could
be argued to be of great importance. It is also worth noting that Derwing and Munro (2015)
stress that ... accent and intelligibility are not the same. [...] In short, a particular utterance

could be heavily accented and yet be fully intelligible” (p. 4-5).

According to Torgersen (2018), intelligibility research indicates that “some pronunciation
features are more important for intelligibility than others (p. 222). Firstly, these features
include a variety of segments, such as many consonant sounds and specific vowels (see
Torgersen, 2017, p. 222-223 for a thorough list). Secondly, suprasegments such as word stress
and sentence stress are also included as important features for intelligibility. Interestingly,
intonation is not included as one of the suprasegments that are considered important for
intelligibility. The reason for this seems to relate to what has already been addressed in
section 2.4.3, that “this is a point which is contested in intelligibility research” (Torgersen,
2017, p. 223).

2.5.3 Accent and identity

In Norwegian schools, there is no accent presented as an official standard pronunciation
(Rindal & lannuzzi, 2020, p. 118), but Received Pronunciation (RP) and General American
(GA) have often been used as reference accents in Norway and are also the most widely

known accents in the world (Rindal & Iannuzzi, 2020, p. 118). However, “even though they
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are the most widely known accents in the world, they are not necessarily the most widely
understood, partly because few people actually speak them anymore” (Rindal & Iannuzzi,
2020, p. 18). Since accent discrimination is apparent in the field of language teaching

(Derwing and Munro, 2015, p. 137), this section is important to the current thesis.

According to Afshari and Ketabi (2017), “accent is influenced not only by biological
timetables but also by sociolinguistic realities.” (p. 86). Derwing and Munro (2015) also
connect the topic of accents to sociolinguistic dynamics (p. 16-18), and further states that
“foreign-accented English is often judged negatively” (p. 17). Not because the accents
themselves “cause” prejudice, as Derwing and Munro puts it, but due to the listeners
previously internalized attitudes (2015, p. 17). Since accent is considered one of the essential
markers of social belonging (Afshari and Ketabi, 2017, p. 86), it may therefore not only be the
official status of English in Norway that matters in relation to pronunciation, but also the

status of different varieties of English in social dynamics.

The English subject curriculum states in the very beginning of the curriculum that ‘the subject
shall give the pupils the foundation for communicating with others, both locally and globally,
regardless of cultural or linguistic background’ (Ministry of Education and Research, 2020).
Furthermore, the curriculum states that ‘the teaching shall give the pupils the opportunity to
express themselves and interact in authentic and practical situations’ (Ministry of Education
and Research, 2020). Considering these central aims, where English seems to be viewed as a
global language, a question that is worth asking in relation to pronunciation is how pupils
should express themselves orally to ensure successful communication with others. Derwing
and Munro (2015) states that “Students’ own perceptions of their pronunciation difficulties

should also be reviewed and noted” (p. 100).

In Ulrikke Rindal’s doctoral thesis (2013), she explored 70 Norwegian upper secondary
pupils’ orientations towards English pronunciation. A questionnaire was used as part of the
study, in which one of the questions asked: ‘which accent/pronunciation are you aiming at
when you speak English (Give only one answer)’ (Rindal, 2013, p. 93). The answers to the
question seemed to suggest that a vast majority of the participants had an opinion on their
own accent/pronunciation, and that most of them aimed to speak with either an American or a
British accent/variation (Rindal, 2016).

Furthermore, results from the interview-phase of the study suggested that the participants

might have had attitudes towards the association that well-known varieties of English would

30



connote when spoken. The results of Rindal’s study also suggest that some participants
associated British English with education, while American English seemed to be associated
with more informal settings such as everyday speech (Rindal, 2016). The interview results
also suggested that ‘pupils could find it uncomfortable to ‘pretend’ to be from a certain
country (England or USA) when speaking English and argued that it was possible to have
competence in English without sounding British or American’ (Rindal, 2016, own
translation). Munden and Sandhaug (2017) exemplify how possible attitudes toward different

varieties of English might cause issues for a pupil (p. 214-215).

The participants that were interviewed also exemplified how they found different
accents/varieties of English suitable for different types of situations (Rindal, 2016). If pupils
do indeed adapt the language to different types of situations, this finding might be argued to
fall in line with parts of the purpose of the English subject curriculum which, under oral skills,
is to ‘adapt the language to the purpose, the receiver and the situation and choosing suitable
strategies’ (Ministry of Education and Research, 2020). According to Ola Haukland and
Ulrikke Rindal (2017), the results of Haukland’s master’s thesis (2016) suggest that the
Norwegian participants in the study held strong Norwegian-like English accents to appear less
educated, less professional, and less confident. However, the study also suggests that an
accent with Norwegian-like pronunciation might be easier to understand than native-like
accents of English (Haukland & Rindal, 2017).

According to Derwing and Munro (2015), “the social impact of speaking with an L2 accent is
related to listeners’ attitudes, which often involve stereotyping” (p. 152), and “prejudicial
attitudes about speech are still widespread” (Derwing & Munro, 2015, p. 17). Considering
this, the current thesis’ aim to explore teachers’ beliefs about native-like pronunciation can be

argued to be important.

2.6 ASSESSMENT

As mentioned in section 1.1, pupils should according to § 3.3 in the Regulations to the
Education Act (2020) be assessed against the competence aims of the subject curriculums.
According to Bghn (2018), “assessment has a fundamental role in education” (p. 231). The
aim of the current study is to explore teachers’ orientations in relation to possible implications
when it comes to fair and reliable assessment for the grades that pupils receive in upper

secondary school (see section 1.1).
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2.6.1 Criterion-referenced assessment

In Norway, the assessment system in schools have since 2001 been in line with what is
referred to as criterion-referenced assessment (Bghn, 2018, p. 234). In criterion-referenced
assessment, it is the criteria that have been laid out beforehand that guide the judgement. This
means that, unless of course included in the assessment criteria, aspects of preparation are not
relevant (Behn, 2018, p. 234). Examples of preparation may for example be the pupil’s effort
beforehand or including the progress from a previous assessment situation to the current one
as part of the evaluation. (Bghn, 2018, p. 234). To elaborate on this, an ipsative assessment
form may for example take into consideration in the evaluation process factors such as for
effort and development or compare the pupil’s performance to either the pupil’s own previous
performance or other pupils’ performance (Behn, 2018, p. 232). As Bghn points out (2018),
ipsative assessment is not allowed in final assessment situations in Norway, such as for

example when assessing an oral examination (p. 232-233).

If the assessment form takes into consideration how a pupil performs relative to for example
other pupils in the school class, this would fall in line with a norm-referenced assessment
culture rather than a criterion-referenced one. Often, a norm-referenced assessment may
calculate normal distributions and evaluate performance primarily regarding how pupils
perform relative to one another, rather than evaluating each pupil’s performance separately
(Bghn 2018, p. 233). From 1939 and up until 2001, however with gradually descending usage
during the latter decades of this period, norm-referenced assessment was common in
Norwegian schools. The norm-referenced assessment in Norwegian schools came to an
official end in 2001 when the Education Act specified that assessment within education was
to be criterion-referenced (Bghn, 2018, p. 233).

I here choose to follow Behn (2018), who states that “criteria can be defined as the aspects of
the performance to be tested, such as “pronunciation, “vocabulary” and “grammar” (p. 236).
The benefit of assessment criteria is that they can help make relatively broad competence
aims more concrete in assessment situations (Bghn, 2018, p. 237). As mentioned in section
2.3, the competence aims should be viewed collectively and not be assessed separately. Thus,
it may often make sense to also develop assessment criteria based on a collection of
competence aims (Bghn, 2018, p. 237). According to Behn (2018), “it is essential that they
(teachers) agree on the assessment criteria they apply when evaluating student work™ (p. 236).
This means not only which criteria to assess, but also how good a given performance is

(Bghn, 2018, p. 236). As mentioned in the beginning of chapter 1, there does, however, not
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seem to be a shared understanding of what constitutes adequate, good, and excellent
pronunciation (Bghn, 2016, p. 62, Johannessen, 2018, p. 79-80). Since assessment criteria
alone may often not say anything about the level of performance, Bghn (2018) exemplifies
how the assessment criteria can be developed in connection to level descriptors, by putting the

criteria into rating scales (p. 237-238). Rating scales will be discussed further in section 2.6.3.

2.6.2 Pronunciation assessment

The current section does not seek to present and discuss research on pronunciation assessment
separately or in close detail, such as for example in relation to speech tests and the like.
Instead, the aim of this section is to briefly present aspects that seem to often be regarded as
part of pronunciation in assessment, as well as to present and discuss how assessing
pronunciation may often intertwine with other criteria. According to Derwing and Munro
(2015), “assessing and teaching pronunciation requires a reasonably good familiarity with the
sound inventory of the language being taught, and the associated phonetic symbols” (p. 114).
To evaluate effectively, familiarity with aspects such as stress, rhythm, and intonation are also
highlighted as important since they at times can interfere with intelligibility (Derwing and
Munro, 2015, p. 144). These aspects may be considered to connect well with what has been
mentioned in relation to “pronunciation patterns” (see section 2.4.3), which is arguably a

positive correlation since pupils are to be assessed against the competence aims.

According to Derwing and Munro (2015), there is difficulty in “isolating pronunciation skills
from other aspects of speaking proficiency such as grammatical accuracy, fluency, vocabulary
use, discourse markers and pragmatics” (p. 116). A similar notion can be noted by Harding
(2017) who points out that “the difficulty in separating pronunciation out from other
dimensions of the speaking construct was a key theme in Yates et al.’s (2011) study as well”

(p. 27). Further, Harding (2017) states that:

The theoretical divide between pronunciation and aspects of fluency — stress timing,
hesitation, ‘chunking’ — becomes harder to maintain when human raters, who need to apply
scales in practice, struggle to separate these dimensions for judgement purposes. Raters are

conscious, too, of the role grammar appears to play in pronunciation judgement.” (p. 27).

One can, among several other things, draw from this that assessing pronunciation is a difficult
task in general, even for trained raters. The construct recommendations laid out by Harding
(2017, p. 30) can perhaps also be argued to illustrate that in international research there does

not seem to be a general shared understanding of how to assess second/foreign language
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pronunciation or which criteria to include/focus on. A possible reason for this may be that

“pronunciation testing remains and undeveloped aspect of language assessment in general”

(Derwing & Munro, 2015, p. 119).

Davies (2017) argues that “If the spoken language is to be tested, there has to be an agreed
upon model. In most situations, this will be the local prestige ‘class’ accent ...” (p. 190).

Further:

My conclusion to the accent-native speaker assessment relation is that if the spoken language
is to be assessed and if accent is one of the variables under test, then the native speaker in its
idealized representation as a prestige variety is needed as model and goal. (Davies, 2017, p.
190).

If one is to follow the arguments laid out by Davies above in relation to the Norwegian
context, it can be argued to bring forth questions about how one is to assess pupils against the

competence aim relating to pronunciation patterns.

2.6.3 Rating scales

As mentioned in section 1.1, there are no common rating scales for oral assessment on a
national level in Norway for upper secondary education. The current section aims to present
and discuss what rating scales are and connect possible issues addressed here to the topics of
validity and reliability which will be addressed in the following sections. By following Knoch

(2017), one can understand rating scales as the following:

Rating scales provide an operational definition of a linguistic construct or a language ability
being measured (e.g Davies et al., 1999), and are interpreted by raters as the de facto test
construct (Mcmanara, 2002). Rating scales therefore embody the underlying notion of what

abilities are being measured through assessment (Knoch, 2017, p. 54)

According to Fulcher and Davidson (2007), “the earliest attempt to invest language test scores
with meaning that could be related to an ability to perform in a ‘real world” domain were
made within the United States military” (p. 93). The early versions of these rating scales
assessed language skills in the US military from the 1950s (Fulcher & Davidson, 2007, p. 94).
For speaking, one of the tests used by the Foreign Service Institute (FSI) consisted of five
constructs that each test taker was rated in relation to. Aspects such as accent, grammar,
vocabulary, fluency, and comprehension were part of the speaking test (Fulcher & Davidson,
2007, p. 94). Interestingly, these constructs can be argued to be common constructs in various

language assessment situations also today. According to Fulcher and Davidson (2007), “such
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simple ways of arriving at a score soon evolved into more complex systems, containing levels
with definitions” (p. 94). In recent times, the CEFR Companion Volume may serve as an

example that fits such a description, although the purposes are not entirely comparable.

As presented in section 2.2, the CEFR promotes a proficiency perspective guided by ‘can do’
descriptors. Fulcher and Davidson (2007) problematize the use of ‘can do’ statements to
define levels and uses one of the original CEFR scales from 2001 to exemplify their point (p.
98-100). Since learners ‘can do’ the described statements with a varying degree of accuracy
and effectiveness, Fulcher and Davidson (2007) questions how one level definition can
summarize a performance (p. 100). They then discuss what may be considered the key
considerations if one is to make a rating scale: how defined should the scale be? If levels are
under-defined “they do not contain enough information for us to match samples to the level,
and if over-defined no single sample is defined by just one level” (Fulcher & Davidson, 2007,
p. 100). Furthermore, they raise the following question: “how many of the ‘can dos’ must we
be able to do before we are in a level?” (Fulcher & Davidson, 2007, p. 100). These can be
argued to be important considerations if one relates these questions to the fact that pupils

should be assessed against the competence aims.

According to Behn (2018), “some of the competence aims are very general and need to be
made concrete before they can be used in assessment” (p. 237). Although Behn here refers to
the previous curriculum, this statement can be argued to be just as relevant today, especially
considering that there are fewer competence aims in LK20 than in the previous curriculum.
As mentioned in section 2.4.2, the English subject curriculum states that in upper secondary
education the pupil is expected to be able to ‘use pronunciation patterns in communication’
(Ministry of Education and Research, 2020). There may of course be different ways to
concretize this competence aim into a potential rating scale for oral assessment. To elaborate,
how many pronunciation patterns must one “be able to use”, which ones, and how well, to
reach different levels of the competence aim? These may be difficult questions to answer if
one aims to strike a balance between over-defined and under-defined, perhaps especially
when considering that competence aims should be assessed collectively in final assessment

situations such as exams.

In relation to construct recommendations regarding rating scale development for
pronunciation, Harding (2017) recommends the following: “consider collapsing pronunciation
and fluency into the same criterion.” (p. 30). Although this recommendation should be seen in
context of the chapter that it belongs to, it still exemplifies how one can approach criterion
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development for rating scales. In the English subject curriculum, one can find descriptors
(kjennetegn pd méloppnéelse) under the headline “assessment resources” (Ministry of
Education and Research, 2020). Although pronunciation is not mentioned specifically in any
of the descriptor levels for Year 10 or for vgl (upper secondary education), it is worth noting
that ‘fluency’ (flyt) is specified as part of the highest level achievable (grade 6) for Year 10.
Interestingly though, “fluency’ cannot be found in any other level for year 10 and is also not
included as part of any levels in the descriptors for vg1l (Ministry of Education and Research,
2020). Here, one may question why fluency is included as a criterion only for the highest
level of competence after year 10 specifically, but not elsewhere for year 10 or vgl. It is
perhaps not unlikely that ‘fluency’ may be by some raters (teachers) interpreted to also
encompass pronunciation, seeing as the close connection between the two aspects can be
illustrated in Harding’s (2017) recommendation to perhaps collapse them into one criterion,

depending on the circumstances (p. 30).

According to the Ministry of Education and Research (2020), the guiding descriptors
(veiledende kjennetegn pa maloppnaelse) are developed to support teachers in the final grade
assessment process. Part of the purpose of the guiding descriptors is “to contribute to a shared
national direction for final grade assessment. Schools and teachers can use these to create a
shared assessment culture” (Ministry of Education and Research (2020), own translation).
This must be considered highly relevant to research question three in the current thesis
regarding common assessment criteria for oral assessment on a national level. It is, however,
worth noting that these guiding descriptors seem to be meant as a voluntary assessment
resource, meaning that schools and teachers are free to choose themselves whether they want

to make use of them or not.

2.7 VALIDITY

Validity is commonly acknowledged to be a key consideration in testing and assessment
(Fulcher and Davidson, 2007, p. 3), and is often referred to as the quality or ‘soundness’ of an
assessment procedure (Luoma, 2004, p. 184). However, despite its central role in assessment,
the concept of validity and how to interpret the term has been a hot topic for discussion by
theorists within the field. The term has gone through several changes during the past few
decades, with some proposes going so far as to suggest that perhaps the best change would be
to retire ‘validity’ from the testing lexicon entirely to reach a consensus on the issue (Newton

& Shaw, 2016, p. 189-190). Prominent validity scholars hold conflicting perspectives on the
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term (Newton & Shaw, 2016, p. 179), further illustrating that the concept of validity is
complex. There are two highlighted controversies that often seem to foster the ongoing debate
about validity: “(i) what validity should encompass; and (ii) what validity should apply to.”
(Newton & Shaw, 2016, p. 180).

Although a broader professional consensus over a clear-cut technical definition has not been
reached, I have chosen to base this thesis’ understanding of validity in a similar manner to that
of Bghn (2016) and Johannessen (2018), who both refer to the definition of validity presented
by The Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing (henceforth: Standards) (Bghn,
2016, p 14, Johannessen, 2018, p 42). The decision behind this choice is that | believe that a
similar approach to terms and definitions might prove beneficial if one is to potentially draw
any links between this study and the relatively few other studies that have previously been

conducted on validity in English oral assessment situations in Norway.

According to Standards, “validity refers to the degree to which evidence and theory support
the interpretations of test scores entailed by proposed uses of tests. ... It is the interpretations
of test scores for proposed uses that are evaluated, not the test itself” (American Educational
Research Association, American Psychological Association & National Council on
Measurement in Education) [AERA, APA & NCME], 2014). This view on validity speaks in
favor of understanding validity as interferences that may influence assessment results, rather
than understanding validity as a property of a test. This would, for example, mean that
assessing native-like pronunciation as a positive construct in and of itself in a test that is not
laid out to assess whether the pronunciation is native-like or not, would be an interference that
threatens the validity of the results. According to Behn (2018), “validity means that teachers
should only assess those aspects of the performance that they are supposed to assess” (p. 235),
and further, “teachers need to have good knowledge of the subject curriculum in order to be

able to assess in a valid manner” (Behn, 2018, p. 236).

2.8 RELIABLITY

According to Bghn (2018), “reliability concerns the extent to which the same performance
would be given the same mark, or score, by different teachers” (p. 236). It is much
considering this concept that the current thesis situates itself as important to be carried out.
Bohn (2018) argues in relation to good reliability and fair assessment of pupils that “teachers,
for their part, must always aspire to ensuring as high a level of reliability as possible. To do

S0, it is essential that they agree on the assessment criteria they apply when evaluating student
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work” (p. 236). He then further exemplifies one such criteria as “pronunciation”, along with
“vocabulary” and “grammar”. It is here worth noting that Bghn (2018) explains that “criteria
can be defined as the aspects of the performance to be tested.” (p. 236). Thus, pronunciation is
here used as an example of an aspect, or criteria, to consider. Interestingly, in relation to how
one assesses how good a performance is, he proposes a shared assessment culture among
teachers as a step to ensure good validity and reliability (Bghn, 2018, p. 236). Further, he
points to assessment tools available in relation to the curriculum, such as guiding descriptors
(see section 2.6.3) (Behn, 2018, p. 236). He also explains that “this is something that the
Norwegian educational authorities strongly support, ...” (Behn, 2018, p. 236). It can be
argued, based on what has been presented here, that Bghn places a certain responsibility on
teachers, too, to help ensure good reliability. | therefore find it worth referring again to Borg
(2012) who stated in an interview that “if we want to fully understand what teachers do, we
can’t just focus on behavior, we need to understand what they believe, what they know, their
attitudes, their feelings” (Birello, 2012, p. 88). The current thesis’ aim to explore teachers’
beliefs about common assessment criteria on a national level may in relation these aspects

thus be argued to be an important exploration.

2.9 SUMMARY OF CHAPTER

The aim of this chapter has been to provide a theoretical framework for the discussion of the
empirical research findings that will be presented in chapter 4. | have discussed relevant
language teaching terms and concepts relevant to the topic if pronunciation. Further, I have
discussed the recent and relevant changes to aspects within the CEFR, as well as taken a
closer look at pronunciation in relation to previous Norwegian curricula for English at the
upper secondary level. I have also discussed the current English subject curriculum, where |
have aimed to focus on the topic of pronunciation patterns. Next, I have presented and
discussed relevant pronunciation paradigms and concepts, as well as addressing accent and
identity in relation to the topic of pronunciation. Lastly, I have in the current chapter
discussed assessment-relevant theories and concepts and how pronunciation can be seen in
relation to these. Based on what has been presented and discussed in this chapter, it seems that
there are several, often difficult, aspects to consider if one is to ensure fair and reliable oral

assessment of pupils, also with regards to pronunciation. I will return to this in chapter 5.
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3 METHOD

This chapter presents the selected research design and explains the choices leading to it. First,
I discuss the choice to carry out the current study. Next, | address the rationale behind the
choice to employ an internet-based survey as the research instrument. | then discuss the
development and content of the survey and the participants. Further, | address the data
analysis process, identified measurement errors, and the aspect of translation. Lastly, | address
ethical considerations, the reliability and validity of the research design, and limitations to of

study.

3.1 THE PHASES OF THE RESEARCH PROCESS

The methodological approach in the current study went through some changes leading up to
the choice to employ an internet-based survey as the research instrument. Although a mixed-
method approach initially seemed suitable for the purpose of the study, | decided with respect
to the time frame to plan towards conducting the study through one research instrument. The
first plan was to employ semi-structured interviews as the research instrument, primarily
because interviews seemed like a commonly used and suitable approach in studies with
similar topics, but also because this was the research instrument that | had the most
knowledge about before | began working with this thesis. However, during the first phase of
research | was made aware of Nettskjema (Universitetet i Oslo) being an available data
collection tool that was free for me as a student. After testing potential ways to use
Nettskjema, | found it very intuitive and suitable for the aim of the current thesis. It is worth
noting that suitable here also includes that Nettskjema “is specifically designed to meet
Norwegian privacy requirements” and further, “there is focus on self-service, user-
friendliness, research and teaching purposes as well as security and privacy.” (Universitetet |
Oslo). These were key considerations, as ensuring anonymity and safely secured data must be
seen as crucial for both ethical and analytical reasons. | therefore decided at an early stage to
shift towards employing an internet-based survey instead of interviews, as Nettksjema seemed
highly suitable to gather quantitative data that could be analyzed both quantitatively and

qualitatively.

The choice to move towards the quantitative approach of an online survey was also guided by
several other reasons that | found to be positive; it was Covid-friendly, it fitted the time frame
well, my survey design could perhaps supplement previous studies on oral English in Norway

from the view of a perhaps less common angle, and an internet-based survey-approach
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seemed to have great potential in terms of achieving a suitable sample size. Additionally, it is
worth noting that this method allowed for me to gather data in a relatively easy way without
further arrangements. This could be considered a key point for teachers with hectic days in
general, a point that is perhaps further emphasized by the unpredictable days for teachers

during the pandemic.

After deciding to employ an online survey as the research instrument, | found it purposeful to
also keep in mind a way to have the possibility to perhaps conduct interviews at a later stage
in the process to supplement the questionnaire. In the e-mail invitations to the survey, I
therefore chose to include information about how to volunteer for possible interviews. The
rationale for this decision was that with no prior experience in conducting surveys, | was
unsure whether the time frame would allow for me to conduct both a survey and interviews in
a satisfactory way. Additionally, there was the possibility that the survey would appear
inadequate to function as the sole research instrument, or at worst, a research instrument at all.
To elaborate on this, | could for example not know beforehand whether a satisfactory number
of participants would respond to the open-ended questions, or whether a satisfactory number

of participants would respond to the survey at all.

Although previously conducted studies provided some insight into roughly what | could
expect in terms of response rates, | found it difficult to also account for the possible impact
that Covid would have on both administrators and teachers alike in terms of forwarding and
answering an online survey amid perhaps more pressing matters. Thus, | decided to prepare
for the possibility of an ‘explanatory sequential” mixed-method approach (Creswell, 2018, p.
15). If an approach like this were to be realized, | would have analyzed and used the results of

the online questionnaire to collect supplementing data through semi-structured interviews.

3.1.1 Survey design

According to Creswell (2018), “a survey design provides a quantitative description of trends,
attitudes, and opinions of a population, or tests for associations among variables of a
population, by studying a sample of that population” (p. 147). A survey design may often take
the form of an online questionnaire, and there can be several benefits of conducting
quantitative research through an online questionnaire. As Vehovar and Manfreda (2008)
points out, respondents can choose themselves when, where and at what speed to complete the
questionnaire. Furthermore, an online questionnaire can often provide more privacy for the

participant, as well as avoiding interviewer-biases that may otherwise occur. Thus, online
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questionnaires can contribute to higher data quality (p. 179). These potential benefits may be
why surveys “have become a standard tool for empirical research in social sciences,

marketing, and official statistics” (Vehovar & Manfreda, 2008, p. 177).

There are, however, also several methodological issues connected to the use of a survey as a
research instrument. One key consideration is the issue of non-response. As Vehovar and
Manfreda (2008) points out, response rates in web surveys are often very low (p. 182). This
can cause non-response problems if there is a significant difference in the characteristics of
the respondents and the non-respondents in relation to the topic of the questionnaire (\Vehovar
& Manfreda, 2008, p. 182). This is worth keeping in mind, as it is, for example, not unlikely
that those who opted to participate in the current study may hold pronunciation to be more
important/interesting than the non-responders. Another issue that is often addressed as a
disadvantage of questionnaires, is that it is often unsuitable to probe deeply into an issue,
which can relate both to the time respondents are willing to spend on the questionnaire
(Dornyei, 2010, p. 7), but also because one cannot ask follow-up questions such as for
example in semi-structured interviews. Further, respondents may misenterpret questions and
in general be unmotivated to answer thoroughly (Dérnyei, 2010, p. 7). An example of this is
open-ended questions that may require more effort to respond to than closed-ended

statements.

Another key consideration with questionnaires as a research method is that of social
desirability bias (Dornyei, 2010, p. 8). According to Dornyei (2010), “the results represent
what the respondents report to feel or believe, rather than what they actually feel or believe.”
(p. 8). Participants may often guess or sense what the desirable answer is, which thus
influences the response when one either consciously or unconsciously aims to be presented in
a good light (Dornyei, 2010, p. 8). Further, participants may be subject to acquiescence bias,
meaning that some people tend to be more reluctant towards looking at the negative sides of
an issue in a self-completed questionnaire (Ddrnyei, 2010, p. 8). Another potential issue with
questionnaires is the halo effect. According to Dornyei (2010), “If our overall impression of a
person or a topic is positive, we may be disinclined to say anything less than positive about
them even if it comes to specific details” (p. 8). Lastly, it worth considering the aspect
participant fatigue in the questionnaire design (Dérnyei, 2010, p. 8).
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3.2 THE CURRENT STUDY

This study is designed to explore EFL teachers’ orientations towards pronunciation at the
upper secondary level in Norway. Studies about pronunciation at the upper secondary level
had understandably not been published in the context of LK20 before during the design of the
current study, and the study is therefore to a large extent exploratory. Although pronunciation
has been part of previously conducted research in Norway, it seems as if the topic of
pronunciation has often served as one of several sub-categories in studies with other main
aims than this study (Bghn 2016; Yildiz 2011; Johannessen 2018). As such, there might have
been limitations in the focus that pronunciation has received in previously conducted studies
in Norway due to the scope and aim of the studies. Interestingly, although pronunciation may
not have been the primary focus, the findings in several Norwegian studies seem to suggest a
need to further explore pronunciation at the upper secondary level in Norway (see section
1.7). The importance of conducting this study is therefore grounded in what has been found in
previously conducted studies in Norway. Additionally, the current study aims to investigate
aspects that to my knowledge have not been explored by employing the current method
before; ‘pronunciation patterns’ in the recently introduced LK20 English subject curriculum,
and teachers’ beliefs about common assessment criteria on a national level for English oral

assessment in upper secondary school.

Table 2 Overview of research design (inspired by Lyngstad, 2019, p. 104)

Method Quantitative
Participants 107 teachers

Research instrument 43-item questionnaire
Data material for analysis | Questionnaire responses

3.2.1 Population and sample

The population examined in the current study is English teachers in upper secondary school in
Norway. The sample is drawn from teachers working in Norway, represented by all eleven
counties. The study involves stratification in the sense that the invitations are directed toward
English teachers, instead of all upper secondary teachers in general. However, beyond this
characteristic the study does not involve stratification of the population sampled, such as for
example for age or education (Creswell, 2018, p. 150-151). The method employed is
quantitative, but some of the data that is drawn from the sample will be analyzed qualitatively.
As participation was not obligatory, but instead relied on teachers to volunteer and opt in, the
sample in this study is a non-probability sample (Fricker, Jr, 2008, p. 199). This means that
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the sample is not, nor does it intend to be, representative for the wider population of English
teachers at the upper secondary level (Fricker, Jr, 2008, p. 200). To reach possible
respondents, a list-based sampling frame has been used by implementing auxiliary data,
meaning that a vast majority of the respondents have not been directly contacted (Fricker, Jr
2008, p. 202). To elaborate on this point, some of the contact persons that received the initial
invitation to forward the e-mail may themselves also have been English teachers. Thus, they
might also have answered the questionnaire.

According to Statistics Norway (2018), there were 3460 teachers who taught in the English
subject at the upper secondary level in Norway in 2017 (p. 28). Although this number have
likely changed a little since then, it gives a rough estimation of the sample size. If one is to
take this number into consideration, the response rate to the questionnaire seems to be roughly
3%. Although this must be considered a low response rate, it is not unusual in survey method
approaches (Vehovar & Manfreda,, 2009, p. 182). Issues related to the validity and reliability
of the sampling method will be discussed further in section 3.5.

The choice to employ an auxiliary approach to invite participants was based on several
reasons. Firstly, I chose to conduct an online questionnaire partly because it allowed for me to
reach out to and invite a vast majority of all Norwegian upper secondary schools to
participate, which to my knowledge has not been done before in a similar fashion with
pronunciation as the main topic. A possible benefit with an approach like this is that the study
might contain data from teachers whose orientations may not have been gathered with a
different method. To exemplify this, 107 teachers responded to the questionnaire, while 7
teachers volunteered to possibly participate in interviews. The current method might therefore
provide valuable data for future studies in several different ways, for example in terms of a
rough estimation of potential response rates with a nation-wide auxiliary approach of this sort.
Secondly, the online auxiliary approach allowed for me to combat the expectation and
likelihood of an overall low response rate from the schools. In part because of the pandemic, |
therefore chose to go for an approach that could allow for a suitable sample size through one
request only to a significant number of schools, rather than for example a three-phase survey
administration procedure (Creswell, 2018, p. 155).

By sending one request only to each school, | avoided sending reminding e-mails to contact
persons that perhaps had already forwarded the invitations but had not responded to my
request. Additionally, the one-phase auxiliary approach helped ensure that the schools/contact
persons that were not interested during the initial request and did not respond, would receive
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unwanted reminders or additional requests to participate. However, it is likely that I would
have reached more teachers, and therefore potentially more participants, had I chosen an
auxiliary approach that included several phases, such as for example two rounds of reminder-
emails with a couple of weeks apart. After consideration, | found the chosen auxiliary
approach with one request only to a larger number of schools to be the most desirable for the
current thesis, because it allowed for me to gradually include more counties depending on the
response rate. The number of approached and responding schools, as well as the number of

participating teachers in each in each county, can be found in the table below.

Table 3 Survey sample overview (inspired by Lyngstad, 2019, p. 110).

Number of | Number of
schools responding | Number of
County approached | schools participants
Agder 24 1 8
Innlandet 30 3 10
Mgre og Romsdal 24 1 3
Nordland 21 1 2
Oslo 35 4 12
Rogaland 34 10 14
Troms og Finnmark 24 7 8
Trgndelag 37 5 8
Vestfold og Telemark 27 2 5
Vestland 52 9 19
Viken 61 13 18
Total 369 56 107

The process of gathering the auxiliary data needed to conduct the survey was done by
researching available contact information on the official home pages for almost every upper
secondary school in Norway. | created separate contact lists for each of the eleven counties,
leaving out a small portion of upper secondary schools that, for a variety of reasons, did not
seem to teach English as a subject. The lists consisted of the name of each relevant school in
the county, followed by what appeared to be the most suitable contact person based on the
available information online. During this process | would first look for the English/language
subject coordinator or the administrator for general studies/subjects. Whenever | could not
find any relevant information, I would normally resort to the principle as the default contact
person. Thus, the lists consisted of e-mail addresses primarily belonging to administrators,
subject coordinators, and principles. The intent of this approach was to reach what appeared
to be the most appropriate person to contact at each school in relation to the English subject
teachers. Some schools had relevant and up-to-date information available, while other schools

had little to no relevant information suited to this purpose.
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As shown in table 3 above, the response rate to the questionnaire cannot be measured due to
the choice to employ an auxiliary approach to reach a suitable sample size. It is, however,
evident based on the survey sample overview that the number of participants in each county
does not necessarily correlate with the number of schools approached, nor the number of
responding schools. Although there are issues related to the reliability of the sample, which
will be discussed in section 3.5, table 3 above might also suggest that due to the relatively low
number of responding schools it would have been difficult to reach a suitable sample size if
each participant were to be contacted directly. It is worth noting that most of the responding
schools confirmed that they forwarded the invitation to the English teachers at their respective
school, but some of the responding schools also answered to let me know that they, for a
variety of reasons, chose to decline my request to forward the invitation. Out of the few that
both responded and declined, a common reason to decline was that due to the sheer number of
research invitations that they received, some schools practiced a policy of only participating
in research projects from universities located in their respective county. A select few schools
also expressed that they practiced a policy of not participating in/forwarding volunteer

studies, with respect to the teachers.

Table 4 Survey sample in detail (inspired by Lyngstad, 2017, p. 11)

| No. of participants | Percentage of total

GENDER

Female 84 78,5 %
Male 23 215 %
Total 107 100 %
AGE

19-29 12 112 %
30-44 52 48,6 %
45 -59 33 30,8 %
60+ 10 9,3%
Total 107 100 %

TOTAL TEACHING EXPERIENCE

0 -5 years 25 234 %
6 — 12 years 30 28 %
13 — 19 years 25 234 %
20+ years 27 2522 %
Total 107 100 %
EDUCATION

Allmennlererutdanning 6 5,6 %
Grunnskolelererutdanning 1. — 7. trinn 0 0%
Grunnskolelererutdanning 5. — 10. trinn | 2 1,9%
Lektorutdanning 8. — 13. trinn 35 32,7%
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Praktisk-pedagogisk utdanning 45 42,1 %
Other (See appendix D) 19 17,8 %
Total 107 100%
FORMAL COMPETENCE IN THE ENGLISH SUBJECT (CREDITS)
0-29 1 1%
30-59 5 4,8 %
60 - 89 31 29,5 %
90+ 68 64,8 %
Total 107 100 %
COUNTY

Agder 8 7,5%
Innlandet 10 9,3%
Mgre og Romsdal 3 2,8 %
Nordland 2 19%
Oslo 12 11,2 %
Rogaland 14 13,1 %
Troms og Finnmark 8 75 %
Trendelag 8 7,5 %
Vestfold og Telemark 5 47 %
Vestlandet 19 178 %
Viken 18 16,8 %
Total 107 100 %

3.2.2 Designing the survey

As discussed in section 1.1, a relatively limited amount of research has been published about
pronunciation in relation to education and assessment (Companion, 2018, p. 6; Bghn, 2016, p.
33). However, a few published studies in Norway have dealt with teachers’ orientations
towards pronunciation at the upper secondary level. Bghn and Hansen (2017), “investigated
EFL teachers’ orientations toward the assessment of pronunciation at the upper-secondary
school level in Norway” (abstract). Although parts of the current study are inspired by and
aims to further explore aspects investigated by Bghn and Hansen, such as nativeness and
intelligibility, it is worth noting that the current study is grounded in the new subject
curriculum. Additionally, the current study also aims to explore aspects that do not seem to
have been investigated by employing the current method before, such as teachers’ orientations
towards “pronunciation patterns” in the English subject curriculum (Ministry of Education
and Research, 2020). Thus, | found it necessary to develop a new questionnaire to address the
issues that | wanted to explore, rather than to adopt and edit/add to previous questionnaires.

After an initial draft of the questionnaire had been made, a friend who works as an English
teacher in secondary school was asked to participate in the pilot phase. Shortly after he had
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received and answered the pilot questionnaire, an informal online interview was conducted
where the teacher was asked about aspects such as the time frame, whether any questions
were difficult to interpret/understand, and whether he had any other feedback. This process
provided me with valuable information, such as indicating a rough estimate of the time it
would take to complete the questionnaire, as well as pinpointing unclear questions. The
respondent reported that he thought he spent close to 20 minutes on the questionnaire, but that
he did not time it from start to finish. Although a more specific time frame would have been
beneficial, the rough estimate suggested that the length of the questionnaire seemed to be
within the frame | aimed for. Based on the feedback from the pilot, as well as my own

thoughts, I revised the questionnaire by adding, deleting, and editing parts of the content.

For the second part of the pilot phase, three friends who worked as English teachers at
separate secondary schools in Norway agreed to participate. They each received an
invitational link to a new pilot questionnaire, which was an edited version of the first pilot
questionnaire. Before receiving the invitation, they were asked to keep the following things in
mind; (i) how long did it take them to complete the questionnaire, (ii) did any questions
appear leading or unclear, (iii) what their thoughts on the appearance/design of the
questionnaire were, and (iiii) whether they had any suggestions for improvements. In relation
to the time frame, each of the three pilot participants reported a time frame that was within
15-20 minutes. They all reported that the design of the questionnaire appeared professional
and that it was easy to navigate. Additionally, the overall feedback suggested that the
questions seemed to be appropriately formulated in terms of the aim to avoid leading
questions. However, two of the participants identified a total of three items that they found to
perhaps be a bit unclear. These items were later removed as | found it difficult to formulate
the intention of the questions concisely. Additionally, an entire part of the questionnaire was
removed as | found that the pilot participants had, and rightfully so, misunderstood the intent
of the design in this part of the questionnaire. After this pilot phase I did not find a suitable
way to approach the topic through the chosen research instrument, and therefore removed the
topic entirely. The removed part aimed to explore how teachers assess pupils’ pronunciation
in relation to other criteria in an oral assessment situation, such as traditional pupil

presentations.

Apart from the feedback regarding unclear questions, | received no other suggestions for
improvements. The relative lack of constructive criticism may be viewed as a positive sign,

but it might also indicate that perhaps the pilot participants were not as critical or descriptive
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as | may have hoped for them to be. Therefore, it would perhaps have been beneficial to
conduct informal interviews with the three teachers that participated, seeing as how it
provided valuable feedback during the first pilot phase. Additionally, it is likely that an
increased number of participants in the two pilot phases would have added to the feedback in

a positive way.

Based on the feedback from the two pilot phases, the time frame, and my own continuous
slight changes to the questionnaire, the survey eventually reached a final version that I found
suitable for the current study. The final version contains a total of 43 items categorized into 7

topics:

e Background information

e Pronunciation in oral communication

e Native-like pronunciation

e Segments and suprasegments

e Pronunciation patterns in the curriculum
e Teaching pronunciation

e Assessing pronunciation

A vast majority of the items in the questionnaire are statements where respondents could
choose only one answer on a Likert scale ranging from one to six. This means that for the
alternatives in the middle, participants could choose either ‘somewhat disagree’ or ‘somewhat
agree’, but nothing in-between these two. The Likert scale will be discussed further in section
3.3.1. The questionnaire also contains three open-ended questions, located in part 2, 3 and 5.
The choice to include only three open-ended questions, two of which were asked early on,
was a deliberate decision intended to avoid participant fatigue (Creswell, 2018, p. 154), as
well as perhaps making these questions more likely to be answered seeing as there were
relatively few of them in the questionnaire. It must also be noted that each of the seven parts
contains an open item at the very end intended to allow for respondents to comment on and

provide feedback.

3.2.3 Conducting the survey

The survey was administered in all eleven counties in Norway during an almost four-week
period from mid-February to early March 2021. In case of the unlikely event of a much higher
response rate than expected, | decided to not send the e-mail invitation to all eleven counties

at once. Instead, | chose to send out invitational e-mails in intervals separated by counties.
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Because of how my contact lists were made, as well some testing beforehand, | was able to
manually send out the invitation to every school in a county within a couple of minutes. It was
important for me to make sure that every school in the county was contacted at the same time,
as this would help ensure anonymity for both teachers and schools once potential participants
from each county responded to the questionnaire. Considerations regarding anonymity will be

discussed further in section 3.4.

The chosen contact person for each school received an e-mail that presented general
information about the project as well as a request to forward an included invitation that was
directly catered towards the English teachers at the school (see Appendix A). The invitational
e-mail included information about the project, such as the working title and general aim of the
study, it contained information about the assumed time frame of the questionnaire, and a link
to the questionnaire. It is here worth emphasizing that the link that was included to the final
version of the questionnaire has by me only been shared through these invitational e-mails.
Lastly in the invitational e-mail I, as discussed in section 3.1, invited teachers to volunteer for
interviews in case it turned out that an insufficient number of participants answered the open-

ended questions in the questionnaire.

Additionally, an information form explaining the formalities surrounding the study was
included as an attachment. It is important to stress that much of the design and/or word
choices in the invitational e-mail are deliberately either directly copied or heavily inspired by
Lyngstad (see Appendix A in this thesis + Lyngstad, 2019, p. 310-311 for comparison). This
choice was made after | had researched different ways to invite participants, finding her
design approach to be both professional, concise, and fitting for the current study. I therefore
opted to use her approach as a blueprint with the rationale being that I believe the first
impression to be very significant when contact persons and teachers decide whether to

forward/participate or not.

After | had made lists with contact information for close to every school in each county in
Norway, | found it beneficial to approach the counties in intervals. Although perhaps unlikely,
the possibility of a much higher response rate than expected would create a situation in which
it would suffice for the scope and time frame of the project to limit the invitations to only
some counties. | therefore first invited the schools in two counties to begin with, before rather
quickly deciding, after two days, to include more counties since the response rate was lower
than I had hoped for. During a two-week period, | therefore invited new schools to participate
in intervals based on the county lists | had made, where two or three more counties would be
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invited every couple of days until eventually all eleven counties had been invited. Because |
followed the progression of county-participation every day during this period, |1 was able to
note that most respondents answered within a day or two after the initial request had been sent
to the schools in the county. After the final round of invitations, | chose to hold the
questionnaire open for close to two more weeks to allow for more teachers to participate.
Eventually, after several days with no new respondents to the questionnaire, | decided to close
it for participation due to the time frame so that | could begin analyzing the data. At the time

of closing, 107 participants had answered the questionnaire within a four week-period.

3.3 ANALYZING THE DATA

The notion that pronunciation within education has been described as under-researched, may
have contributed to makemost aspects within the topic of pronunciation seem both important
and interesting to explore further during the design of the questionnaire. It is therefore worth
noting at the start of this section that I will not cover each part of the questionnaire in this
thesis. A consideration to be made in relation to this is that a different and perhaps better-
tailored questionnaire design might have helped answer the research questions to a greater
extent, seeing as how I could have tailored it more towards the parts of the questionnaire that |
have chosen to focus on in this thesis. However, | hope that the data from the unanalyzed
parts of the questionnaire, included in appendix D, may be prove itself to be of value as
secondary data in future research (Rasmussen, 2008, p. 89). For example, part 6 of the
questionnaire aimed to explore teachers’ beliefs about pronunciation teaching, what they
would focus on, and what types of learning material they used when teaching pronunciation.
This will not be further pursued in the current thesis but may contain valuable data for future
studies. As such, there is perhaps also positive aspects to the fact that the questionnaire
covered more aspects than what | have afterwards deemed suitable for the current thesis.
Guided by the research guestions, the analysis and the following chapters are therefore based

on responses to items from the following four parts of the questionnaire:

e Part 2 - Pronunciation in oral communication
e Part 3 - Native-like pronunciation
e Part 5 - Pronunciation patterns in the curriculum

e Part 7 - Assessing pronunciation

The table below presents an overview of how the different items and sections in the following
chapters relate to the research questions (Creswell, 2018, p. 155).
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Table 5 Overview of connection between research questions and items

Section Research question Item on Survey
Findings 4.1 Overarching thesis aim Statements: Item 12, 15, 16 and 19
Discussion 5.1
Findings 4.2 1. What are teachers’ Statements: Item 23 and 25
Discussion 5.2 beliefs about native-speaker | Question: Item 26
pronunciation? Feedback: Item 27
Findings 4.3 2.What are teachers’ beliefs | Statements: Item 45 and 47
Discussion 5.3 about ‘pronunciation Question: Item 46
patterns’? Feedback: Item 49
Findings 4.4 What are teachers’ beliefs Statements: Item 83 and 84
Discussion 5.4 about common assessment Feedback: Item 85
criteria?

3.3.1 Closed-ended statements

As the first step of the analysis, the results were transformed with an automated codebook-
enhancement by Nettskjema, which made it easier to analyze the results in Excel and SPSS. In
Excel, the first step | made was to identify incomplete responses. During this process, |
identified several items in the questionnaire that had a lower response rate than the average,
which | interpreted to be potential results of measurement errors and/or poorly designed items
and were thus not considered suitable for further analysis. Examples of such considerations
will be addressed in section 3.3.3. It also became clear during the initial analysis that some
parts of the questionnaire were better suited than others to help answer the research questions
laid out beforehand. I, therefore, as a gradual process decided to specify my focus toward 11
closed-ended statements and one open-ended question, as well as all the open-ended feedback

comments from the four parts of the questionnaire that | have analyzed.

Additionally, a handful of responses were identified as incomplete in the sense that each of
these responses contained several unanswered items. After closer analysis of the incomplete
responses, one out of the 107 responses was removed from the data material because the
respondent had only responded to a handful of the 43 items in the questionnaire. Here it is
important to stress that all 107 responses are part of Appendix D. The analysis of the few
other responses that were considered incomplete revealed that each of these respondents
responded to mostly all closed-ended statements, but not the open-ended questions, or the
other way around. Each of these responses were therefore considered to contain valuable data
for the analysis, although lacking in some respects. The response to the closed-ended

statements that will be presented in chapter 4 will therefore vary from 102 to 106 responses,
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where the exact number of responses to each item will be shown in the tables used to present

the results.

As the second step in the analysis, | separated the closed-ended statements from the open-
ended questions as the two categories were to be analyzed differently. The separation was
done by moving every item in the questionnaire that contained open-ended questions to a
separate Excel file, thus creating one file with the answers to the open-ended questions and
one file with the responses to the closed-ended statements. Next, | entered the file with the
closed-ended responses into the analytical software program SPSS (Version 28; IBM 2021).
Here, | ran frequency analyzes of the 11 items that will be presented and discussed in the
following chapters. It is here worth noting that Nettskjema’s codebook-enhancement tool
made each step in SPSS more user-friendly, as all these tools were unfamiliar to me before
beginning this project. For each new closed-ended statement item that is presented in the
following chapter, a footnote-table can be found at the bottom of the same page. The footnote-
tables includes information about the following: mean deviation (md), mean (m), standard
deviation (sd) and skewness (skew). This information will be used actively when it is suitable

to help explain or discuss the responses.

All percentages that will be presented in chapter 4 were calculated by using the following
equation: P% * X =Y. To exemplify, if 49 out of 106 respondents chose the same alternative,
this would equate to 46.2% of the responses. Since the responses to the closed-ended items
that will be presented vary from 102 to 106 responses, presenting the results in percentages is
intended to give a more consistent presentation of the overall results. All calculations were

done twice to ensure correct numbers.

All 11 closed-ended statements aimed to follow the principles of a Likert scale, where each
successive Likert item, ranging from one to six, was treated as a ‘better’ response than the one
before it. Although one can employ a selection of different step in a Likert scale with success
(Dornyei, 2010, p. 28), | have chosen to use a six-point scale. Thus, due to the even number of
alternatives, there is no “neutral” or “neither agree nor disagree” alternative to the statements
presented in the questionnaire. Though this may be argued to “force” a response, it also
avoids potential responses in the middle that may come as a result of the “satisfying” strategy
of not making a real choice (Dornyei, 2010, p. 28). A six-point scale may be argued to contain
enough alternatives to create nuances between each alternative, without being so long that
several items in each end needs to be collapsed to describe tendencies or trends (Dornyei,
2010, p. 27-28).
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One item went from ‘not relevant’ to ‘to very a large extent’. The other 10 the items went
from ‘completely disagree’ to ‘strongly agree’. This progressive structure was followed
throughout the questionnaire with the intent to maintain predictable and familiar item design
for the participants. In the presentation of the findings, for the 10 items with similar
alternatives, the six alternatives have been collapsed into four categories with the intent to
give a better visual representation of the responses. Alternative one “completely disagree” and
alternative two “disagree” have been collapsed into “disagree”, while in the other end,
alternative five “agree” and alternative six “strongly agree” have been collapsed into “agree”.
Alternative three “somewhat disagree” and alternative four “somewhat agree” have remained
as singular categories, as collapsing them in either direction could be argued to distort rather
than help provide better visual representation of tendencies. Thus, the merging of categories
happened for the two categories next to each other in each end of the six-point Likert scale.
Collapsing categories can be argued to be disadvantageous in the sense that the nuances
between for example “agree” and “strongly agree” in the quantitative material disappear
(Lyngstad, 2019, p. 117). However, the responses to the closed-ended statements will
throughout the findings section also be accompanied by open-ended responses intended to
help uncover nuances. Additionally, the response rate to each of the six original alternatives

will be clearly visible in the tables used for presentation.

Apart from the aim to help ensure a clearer presentation of the responses, the main argument
to collapse relatively similar categories which are next to each other is that, as Lyngstad
(2019) points out, the word choices used in the Likert scale are open for interpretation (p.
114-115). To exemplitfy, some teachers may interpret “completely disagree” and “disagree” to
convey the same response. Indeed, one teacher’s response to the open-ended “comments and
feedback” item in part 2 of the questionnaire may exemplify this point. In relation to the
statements in part 2 of the questionnaire he commented the following: “perhaps a bit many
yes or no questions?” (see Appendix D, “eventuelle kommentarer eller tilbakemeldinger til
del 2 av 7). Thus, collapsing categories in each end of the scale can be argued to give a better
indication of whether the participating teachers’ lean towards disagreeing or agreeing with the

statements presented.

| found it purposeful for the interpretation of the results to refrain from collapsing ‘somewhat
disagree’ and ‘somewhat agree’ towards either side. To exemplify this, when there is no
‘neutral’ alternative in the middle, some respondents have likely chosen the closest alternative

to ‘neutral’ in relation to statements that they either have no expressed opinion about, or for
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statements where they were unsure. Thus, ‘somewhat agree’ must be argued to be further

apart from ‘agree’ than what is the case for ‘strongly agree’ and ‘agree’.

Similarly, though in the opposite direction, collapsing ‘somewhat disagree’ and ‘somewhat
agree’ into one ‘neutral’ category would remove what | argue is an important, though perhaps
minor nuance: The respondents have chosen to lean either towards disagreement or agreement
with the statements, which | believe is important to include in the presentations since it helps
to give nuance to the notion of the overall responses. Here, it is important to note that
although the participants were encouraged to respond to each item, it was also made clear in
the beginning of the questionnaire that it did not contain obligatory items. Some have opted to
skip statements that they did not want to respond to, which in some cases may be due to
unclear statements, while in other cases it may also be interpreted to be a sign of neutrality to

the statement.

3.3.2 Open-ended questions

The response analysis of the open-ended items was approached differently than the closed-
ended statements, as | chose to manually analyze the responses by following the principles of
a qualitative data analysis. As presented in table 5 in the previous section, some open-ended
items will also be used to supplement the closed-ended statements in the following chapters.
Initially, I had planned to conduct a qualitative analysis of two open-ended items, item 26
which focused “good pronunciation”, and item 46 which focused on “pronunciation patterns”-
As a first step for each item, | organized the data by creating one Word-document per item
and moved all the responses to each item into Word before automatically numbering each
response in the document to prepare the data for analysis (Creswell, 2018, p. 193). This
procedure was also done for the responses to the three chosen open-ended items that gave
participants the possibility to openly provide comments or feedback. Sorting the data this way
gave me a better understanding of the overall data material, and it also helped prepare the data

for further analysis.

For item 26, 91 respondents answered with a total of 5033 words. For item 46, 61 respondents
answered with a total of 1245 words. The three open-ended “comments and feedback”-items
at the bottom of each part equated to a total of 39 responses and consisted of close to 2000
words. It is here worth noting that the response rate to the open-ended questions were
significantly lower than to the closed-ended statements. This was, however, expected. Open-

ended questions require much more effort to answer than closed-ended statements, which may
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help explain why “respondents appear to drop out more often when presented with open-
ended questions” (Best & Krueger, 2007, p. 229).

As a second step of the analysis, | read through all the responses to each item to get a general
idea of the data material at hand, where | wrote down some keywords of my first impression.
For example, if several participants commented or provided feedback expressing that a
statement was unclear/not understandable, this was something | took note of immediately. As
a next step, | began coding all the data (Creswell, 2018, p. 193). This was a time-consuming
procedure, so | decided to concentrate on one item at a time and follow several steps of the
coding procedure before moving on to the next item (Creswell, 2018, p. 193-196). As the
questionnaire is exploratory and aims to explore some aspects with little to no previous data,
such as teachers’ beliefs about ‘pronunciation patterns’, I opted to not fit the responses into
predetermined categorizes. In short, the reason for this was that I could not know beforehand
how participants would respond to the questions as there were no previous data. Thus, |
allowed the categories to emerge during the analysis of the data (Creswell, 2018, p. 196).

When coding the responses to an item, | began by taking topic-notes (digitally) next to each
response. During the early stages of this process, it became apparent that item 26 may have
been formulated as too open for the purpose of the research questions. It asked the following:
“How do you think English teachers should teach and assess good pronunciation?” Guided by
the research questions, in addition to having difficulties in purposefully and suitably analyze
and categorize the rather extreme variety of topics and opinions that emerged in the 91
responses with a total of 5033 words, | eventually decided after some attempts and closer
consideration to use this item as a source for supplementary data instead. Thus, from that
point on | focused the attention on a qualitative analysis of item 46 which asked the
following: “If you assess whether pupils are able to use pronunciation patterns for oral
communication, what do you normally emphasize in the assessment?”. | found it both suitable
and purposeful to conduct a qualitative analysis of this open-ended question, especially
considering the research questions which has guided the direction of this thesis. Furthermore,
the responses indicated that the participants responded to the question in the way that it was
intended.

As | began to identify topics in the responses, an emerging category was, for example,
‘intelligibility’. However, categorizing responses into this topic was done not only by looking
at short and concise responses that stated ‘intelligibility’ explicitly, but also responses that
implicitly expressed it as an underlying message (Creswell, 2018, p. 196). At this stage |
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focused on writing a theme/topic next to each response to the item. This part of the process
was done without considering any other aspects, such as for example whether it was an
unexpected response or not. After | had categorized each response into topics, | made a table
and counted the occurrence of each topic. Next, | read through the responses again with the

intent to discover patterns and responses that could be categorized together.

Seeing as most every response to some degree differed from one another, they could perhaps
in theory have been categorized into an excessive number of unique topics had I not some
extent collapsed similar topics into joint categories. Thus, | began color coding responses to
get a better overview of patterns, and whether it would be beneficial to collapse some
categories into one. To exemplify, several respondents mentioned ‘intonation’, while some
mentioned ‘word stress’ or ‘sentence stress’. During the color-coding process, | found it both
beneficial and logical to collapse these relatively detailed categories into the category of
‘suprasegments’ (prosody). Approaching relatively similar responses this way allowed for a
more presentable and digestible overview of the responses.

The process of color coding also made it easier to spot responses, or parts of responses, that
had not been assigned a color. Thus, the color coding helped reveal new patterns and
categories that seemed logical to include. However, a select few responses did not fit into any
category that emerged during the color-coding process, most often due to what appeared to be
misinterpretations of the questions. It is also likely that these select responses did not fit into
any category due to the way that | as the researcher analyzed the material, which will be
addressed further in section 3.5. This must also be addressed in relation to not conducting a
qualitative analysis of item 26, which, with different and a different approach, may have been

beneficial even with the current research questions in mind.

Lastly, it is also worth noting that several responses fit into more than one category and were
as such color coded accordingly in each part of the response. For example, in relation to the
open-ended question about pronunciation patterns, one respondent could emphasize assessing
‘segments’ and ‘fluency’ and this response would then be color-coded with more than one
color. The color-coding process was done twice with several weeks apart as a step to ensure
the accuracy of the categorization. The final versions of the color-coded responses to item

item 46 can be found in Appendix G.

Due to the number of open-ended responses to the questionnaire, the scope of the project must

be argued to not allow for each response to be thoroughly addressed in this thesis. Therefore,
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the open-ended responses to item 46 will be presented in a table with categorized responses
with the intent for this to allow for an easily accessible overview. Additionally, a varied
selection of translated open-ended responses will be presented and discussed in the coming
chapters with the intent to help contextualize the presented material (see Appendix F for

translation examples). A complete list of the original responses can be found in Appendix D.

3.3.3 Measurement errors

As has been addressed in relation to the survey design, it has been an aim to make it as user-
friendly as possible (Vehovar & Manfreda, 2009, p. 183). Although a central aim in the
design has also been to lower the risk of measurement errors, the analysis process has
uncovered measurement errors that must be addressed and taken into consideration for the

findings in this thesis.

Firstly, 1 argue that the most impactful measurement error that | uncovered during the analysis
process is that the Likert scale used in large portions of the questionnaire is not symmetrical
in its word choices. The asymmetric word choices revealed themselves during the
development of the tables used for presenting the responses, where each item was translated
from Norwegian to English. In one end, for alternative one in the Likert scale, | had used the
following word choices: “completely disagree” (helt uenig), while in the other end, for
alternative six, I had used the following word choices: “strongly agree” (svert enig). To
specify, there is admittedly a difference in the strength that “completely” and “strongly”
connotes in relation to the level of agreement to a statement. This difference is illustrated by

how the asymmetry in the scales came to be in the first place.

| found that in early drafts the questionnaire, which were still saved in Nettskjema, the
alternatives in both ends were formulated as “completely disagree” and “completely agree”.
However, during the period of designing the questionnaire, | decided to change “completely”
to “strongly” as it seemed to be a more appropriate and fitting word choice given the
progression of a six itemed scale. Unfortunately, it is apparent that a slip-up must have
occurred during this change. Ideally this mistake would occur for just one of the scales.
However, the intuitive and user-friendly design of Nettskjema allowed for me to easily
replicate the asymmetrical scale to each statement item in the questionnaire. Thus, what was
intended to be an approach that promoted similar and familiar item layout to ensure a user-
friendly experience, which in turn was a step to ensure reliability and validity, did instead turn

out to be what | regard as the most significant error in the questionnaire design.
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One may ask themselves how I did not notice the asymmetric word choices in the Likert
scales when the scales were used in every part of the questionnaire throughout. The probable
explanation relates to human error, as it is apparent in hindsight that once the mistake had
occurred and went unnoticed, it continued to stay unnoticed until the translation begun.
Interestingly, once | became aware of the mistake, | discovered that the asymmetry was also
present in the pilot questionnaire, which was still saved in Nettskjema. However, none of the
pilot participants commented on the scale design. Further, although the participating teachers
provided a total of 63 responses to the open-ended “comments and feedback”-items in the
parts where the asymmetrical scales were used, none of the responses addressed this issue (see
Appendix D) Although this is not meant to justify or downplay the measurement error, it may
help explain how it went unnoticed despite being so obvious once noticed.

Although it has been established that asymmetrical scales must be considered a measurement
error, it can be argued that the asymmetrical scales in the questionnaire have not threatened
the reliability and validity of the findings to a considerable extent. As has been addressed in
section 3.3.1, which is a point that Lyngstad (2019) makes as well (p. 114), the terms used in
a multiple-choice scale are open to interpretations. The term “strongly disagree” may mean
different things to different teachers. For some, it may mean the same as “disagree”, while for
other it may mean “completely disagree”. This suggest that even symmetrical word choices
cannot accurately describe how words are interpreted. This, then, can be argued to relate to
the topic of teachers’ beliefs, which are not directly observable (see section 1.6). Thus, the
findings presented and discussed in the following section can be argued to still describe
tendencies in the responses (Dornyei, 2010, p. 27). After all, the scale is symmetrical in the
sense that there are three alternatives in each direction. Additionally, the asymmetrical
alternatives are being collapsed into “disagree” or “agree” (see section 3.3.1). Suffice to say

regardless, Likert scales will hold a special place in my heart after working with this thesis.

A second identified measurement error in the questionnaire is an item that | intended to
include in the following chapters. However, it was identified during translation in the analysis
process that, unlike the rest of the items, it was formulated in a way that can be argued to be
negatively loaded rather positively loaded. To elaborate, when translating the meaning of each
statement from Norwegian to English, it became apparent that this item went in the direction
of ““it is more difficult to”, rather than a “it is easier to”-notion like the rest of the items. | find

this item to be worth addressing because | argue that at best it can be interpreted to be a
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confusing change of formulations, and at worst a leading question (see Appendix C, part 3 -
question 4). Thus, this item was removed from further analysis as | argue that it would
compromise objectivity.

3.3.4 Translation

The aim of this section is to briefly explain the rationale behind conducting the questionnaire
in Norwegian before | discuss why the way words and terms are interpreted can be argued to
be of great importance both for teachers’ responses but also for the interpretation of the
findings in this study. When translating words and common terms from Norwegian to English
and vice versa, it has often been difficult during the work with this thesis to, as accurately as
possible, translate between the two languages. Baker (2011) exemplifies that there seems to
be “no one-to-one correspondence between orthographic words and elements of meaning
within or across languages.” (p. 10). This brings forth the problem of what is often called
‘non-equivalence’ (Baker, 2011, p. 15). The current thesis may be argued to deal with several

words that causes non-equivalence issues when aiming to accurately translate them.

| decided to administer the questionnaire in Norwegian since English teachers in Norway are
familiar with this language, and because many of the items in the questionnaire may be
argued to be easier to understand and be more familiar concepts in Norwegian than in English
for the participants. To exemplify, several items were asked with formulations or direct quotes
from the English subject curriculum, as well as other concepts and words that may be
interpreted differently in English than Norwegian. Lyngstad (2019) provides a good and
relevant example of this issue when referring to the Norwegian concept “lereverk”, “which
does not have an exact counterpart in English” (p. 108). In part 6 of the questionnaire in this
thesis, one can find the concept “leereverk™. I argue that part 6 of the questionnaire, which
partly focused on teaching materials, indeed would be difficult to administer in English in a

Norwegian context (see Appendix C, part 6).

As previously addressed in this chapter, part of the focus when designing the questionnaire
was on making it well-structured and easily navigable for the participating teachers. | found
that Nettskjema had very good tools for this purpose, which was one of the reasons for me
opting to employ the current method in the first place. Additionally, and as part of the aim
mentioned above, | aimed for the statements to be concise, understandable and of a suitable
length. All these aspects may of course be argued to revolve around subjective opinions, but

suitable length can here be understood as ‘no longer than needed’. With the aims presented
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above in mind, | found it particularly difficult to formulate the statements in the part of the
questionnaire that focused on teachers’ beliefs about English native-speaker pronunciation.
Some of the statements were subject to several changes leading up to the final versions, and |
argue that the issues that arose were to a large extent connected to the problem of non-
equivalence at the word level. In the very beginning of part three in the questionnaire, |
therefore opted to explain the term “engelsk morsmalsbrukeruttale” (see appendix C, part 3).
As mentioned in section 1.3, I chose to follow Rindal (2017) with understandability and
familiarity in mind, but also considering the aim to as accurately as possible translate

equivalently.

Even still, there is arguably a difference between “native speaker” and “morsmalsbruker”. To
elaborate, “native-speaker user” would perhaps be a better and more direct translation, but
such a term would not be fitting in English. Further, “morsmal” may also be translated into
“mother tongue”. Additionally, “native speaker” is a debatable term (Davies, 2017, p. 185). |
found it difficult to find equivalent terms that are also commonly used in both languages, and
therefore decided that the definition in section 1.3 would be the most suitable approach all

aspects considered.

3.4 ETHICAL CONSIDERATIONS

An important ethical consideration that had to be made before administering the questionnaire
was the question of anonymity for the participants. The formal requirements in relation to
anonymity and personal information are in Norway dealt with by the Norwegian Centre for
Research Data (NSD). After reading the NSD guidelines for privacy information (NSD, 2021)
as well as making myself familiar with how Nettskjema handles privacy information
(Universitetet i Oslo, 2021), | concluded that it was not necessary to apply for permission
from NSD to conduct my research. Due to the nature of the auxiliary approach, as well as the
sheer amount of upper secondary schools in each county that would all be invited within a
few minutes of one another, it would at no point during process be possible to identify
specific English teachers’ responses, nor any specific schools for that matter. Furthermore, the
background information-questions in part 1 of the questionnaire (see Appendix C) were
considered too general for possible identification since the request to participate would go out

to each school in the county within a couple of minutes.

A total of seven teachers contacted me and volunteered for interviews. Although these

teachers identified themselves to me with their name and school when responding to my e-
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mail invitation, | could not know for certain, although perhaps very likely, whether any of
them had answered the questionnaire or not. I did not ask teachers to respond with more
information than name and school when volunteering for interviews, both because no further
information was needed unless | had chosen to conduct interviews, but also because such
vague and general questions helped ensure anonymity in relation to the questionnaire. Due to
the way in which all data has been stored and handled, it would not have been possible for me
to identify the interview volunteer-teachers’ potential responses to the anonymous
questionnaire. In relation to all such considerations, | argue that it in the end is always the
responsibility of the researcher to make ethical considerations that helps ensure anonymity for
all participants, which relies on concepts such as respect and integrity from the side of the
researcher. With an intent to follow such principles, all contact and procedures in this study
has intentionally been done through my student e-mail, which has only ever been actively
used during the period of administrating the questionnaire. Thus, any contact that | have had

with responding schools and/or teachers has not been shared or discussed with anyone.

Regarding interviews, | decided that the relatively significant number of responses to the
open-ended questions was suitable for a qualitative analysis. Had I, however, chosen to
conduct interviews, a new application for permission would have been sent to the NSD since
the question of anonymity and privacy information in the study would have been a very
different one. The fact that seven teachers working at upper secondary schools responded to
me and volunteered to possibly participate further in the study might also serve as an

indicative that the sampling method seems to have reached the targeted population.

3.5 RELIABILITY AND VALIDITY

According to Creswell (2018), validity in quantitative research can be understood as “whether
you can draw meaningful and useful inferences from scores on the instrument” (p. 153). In
relation to content validity, meaning “do the items measure the content they were intended to
measure?” (Creswell, 2018, p. 153), the questionnaire items were designed and grounded in
both the theoretical framework laid out in chapter 2, as well as relevant previously conducted
studies in Norway (see section 1.7). During the design of the questionnaire, an early step that
was made to ensure validity was the pilot phases which helped identify aspects such the
length of the study, unclear questions that were either edited or removed, as well as
identifying design formats that did not seem to be responded to in a way suited to the purpose

(Creswell, 2018, p. 154). It is also worth noting that my supervisor has continuously guided

61



both the content focus and the questionnaire design in a direction that must be argued to have

helped validity and reliability.

A key consideration in relation to the closed-ended statements has been reliability. According
to Creswell (2018), “the most important form of reliability for multi-item instruments is the
instrument’s internal consistency — which is the degree to which sets of items on an
instrument behave in the same way” (p. 154). In SPSS, | therefore ran the 11closed-ended
items through a Chronbach’s Alpha test, which resulted in a test score of 0.725. According to
Creswell (2018), this result seems to be just within the mark of the optimal values, which
ranges between .7 and .9. (p. 154). | believe this positive score to be the result of setting a
relatively high standard for which items to analyze in relation to the research questions. To
exemplify, all 11 items have a response rate above 95%, and many of them show tendencies
of agreement between each other, which will be further addressed in the following section.
Further, they all follow the notion of a six-point Likert scale which progresses with positively
loaded statements.

Some items that were initially though out to be analyzed were dropped from further analysis
due to potential measurement errors; one item was negatively loaded and thus appeared
leading, some items received feedback which signaled that the items were unclear, and some
items had a noticeable lower response rate than the surrounding items, which again was
interpreted to be the result of unclear statements. Further, as discussed about item 26, some
items were perhaps too general to allow for a purposeful and valid analysis with respect to the
research questions. Thus, many considerations towards validity and reliability have been
made from the very start and up until the end. Although not initially intended to be, I argue
that the process of translation has been a helpful step to ensure valid and reliable data for the
coming chapters. Indeed, section 3.3.4 addressed how two unidentified measurement errors
became very visible once the translation process begun.

In relation to the topic of validity and reliability, it is again worth addressing the
disadvantages of a survey design approach that were presented in section 3.1.1. Although
though steps have been taken to reduce such threats, most, if not all the disadvantages
presented in section 3.1.1 must be taken into consideration as likely threats to validity and
reliability. Due to the scope of the project, I limit this discussion to what I argue is a good
example of one survey approach-disadvantage that is highly relevant as a potential validity

and reliability threat to this thesis’ method approach.

62



Due to the one-phase auxiliary approach, it can be argued that the issue of non-respondents
has increased. To elaborate, a three- or four-phase administration process (Creswell, 2018, p.
155), would very likely have increased the number of responses, which in turn would also
have included responses from teachers who, to exemplify one category of potential new
respondents, perhaps were not interested enough in the topic to participate during the initial
round of invitations. Thus, the one-phase approach may have heightened the potential
characteristic differences between the respondents and the non-respondents (Vehovar &
Manfreda, 2008, p. 182), as it is likely that the roughly 3% of the targeted population who
responded to the one-phase administration were, for example, above average interested in the

topic of pronunciation.

Lastly, in this section of validity and reliability, | wish to address the addition of “comments
and feedback™ in the end of each part in the questionnaire. Likely partly due to the relatively
high number of responses to the questionnaire, every part of the questionnaire contains what
must be considered valuable data from participants who have provided additional comments
and feedback to multiple elements and formulations in the questionnaire. | therefore strongly
recommend anyone interested in the findings chapter that follows next, to consider the results
in relation to all the valuable feedback that, unfortunately, has not made its way into the actual
thesis. All responses to the questionnaire can be found in Appendix D.

3.6 LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY

It is evident that the current study has limitations in its method design. Firstly, although one
open-ended question has been analyzed qualitatively, the method must still be considered
quantitative (Creswell, 2018, p. 18). This is not to say that quantitative methods are bad, but a
qualitative method may be more suitable to “probe a topic when the variables and theory base
are unknown.” (Creswell, 2018, p. 104). As has been established in this thesis thus far, both
teachers’ beliefs about pronunciation patterns and common assessment criteria can be argued
to be categorized as being topics with unknown variables in the Norwegian upper secondary
context. Additionally, beliefs can be argued to not be a very good quantifiable concept.

However, this has also been a key consideration in the design of the research method.

Since there seem to be little research in the Norwegian context for much of what this thesis
has aimed to explore, | argue that the current approach can function as one piece of a bigger
puzzle. To elaborate, | initially intended to employ semi-structured interviews, seeing as how

it, understandably, is recommended for variety of reasons. The current thesis therefore has
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flaws that an inclusion of a qualitative method approach would have helped to avoid. To
exemplify, the current data arguably lacks the nuances and depth that a qualitative or a mixed-
method approach would have helped to ensure to a greater extent. This could for example
have been done by clarifying responses or asking follow-up questions. However, the current
thesis can also be argued to have gathered responses from many teachers whose insights
would not have been explored with a qualitative approach, which often require more effort on
behalf of the participant than what is the case with a questionnaire. Part of the intent with this
approach is therefore that, hopefully, Appendix D can serve as secondary data in future

studies.

Thus, | hope for the results included in Appendix D to be considered usable and valid data for
future research with both quantitative and qualitative analyses, since there is arguably much to
take from in a variety of ways. Lastly, it must be stressed that the benefits of this method
approach could have been reached with a mixed-method approach too, which would likely
also have helped answer the current thesis’ research questions to a greater extent. However, |
opted not to do this with respect to both the amount of data in the questionnaire and the time

frame.
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4 FINDINGS

This chapter is divided into four sections which all seek to respond to the research questions
outlined in chapter 1.1 by presenting and discussing the main findings. Firstly, in section 4.1,
I will present the participating teachers’ response to four statements that aimed to explore
teachers’ beliefs about the relevance of pronunciation in oral communication and their beliefs
about intelligibility in pronunciation. Section 4.2 seeks to present the main findings related to
research question one: “What are teachers’ beliefs about English native-speaker
pronunciation?”, based on the responses to two statements as well as a supplementary
comment. Section 4.3 seeks to present the main findings related to research question two:
“What are teachers’ beliefs about ‘pronunciation patterns’ in the English subject
curriculum?”, based on the responses to two statements as well as one open-ended question,
in addition to supplementary open-ended responses. Lastly, section 4.4 seeks to present the
main findings related to research questions three: “What are teachers’ beliefs about common
assessment criteria for oral assessment?”, based on the responses to three statements as well

as supplementation of open-ended responses.

The findings to the closed-ended statements will primarily be presented by employing the four
categories ‘disagree’, ‘somewhat disagree’, ‘somewhat agree’ and ‘agree’ (See section 3.3.1).
The tables present an overview of the total responses to each alternative, while the items’
responses will be addressed in percentages and compared to each other to look for internal
agreement or disagreement. It must be stressed that teachers’ beliefs are not directly
observable, and that the findings presented in this chapter are interpretations of implied

beliefs in the eyes of the researcher. Additionally, Appendix D contains the responses to all
items, which can help contextualize the responses to the items presented in this section.
Lastly, the data, including all open-ended responses, must be considered in relation to the
quantitative approach to the gathering of data, which has not allowed for further clarification

or follow-up questions to any responses beyond the initial responses to the questionnaire.

4.1 PRONUNCIATION AND INTELLIGIBILITY

The statements to which the responses will be presented in this section were primarily aimed
towards exploring teachers’ beliefs about the general relevance of pronunciation in oral
assessment, as well as their beliefs about intelligibility in pronunciation. The main purpose of
this section is to contextualize the topic of pronunciation by presenting the participating

teachers’ response to the statements. To elaborate on this, if the findings in this section had
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suggested that teachers believe pronunciation to be irrelevant for oral communication and that

they do not assess it, it would in turn to some degrees have changed the context of the

responses to the rest of the questionnaire.

Table 6 Teachers’ response to items 15 and 16

Totally Disagree | Somewhat | Somewhat | Agree | Strongly | Total
disagree disagree agree agree
15: Good pronunciation is 0 3 8 39 49 7 106
important to achieve a high
grade in oral assessment
situations
16: I assess pupils’ 1 1 9 30 49 16 106
pronunciation in oral
assessment situations

Based on the response to item 15 in table 6 above, it becomes apparent that a vast majority of
the participating teachers either ‘somewhat agree’ or ‘agree’ that pronunciation is important to
achieve a high grade in oral assessment situations. 36.8% chose alternative four (Somewhat
agree), while 52.8% chose alternative five or six (Agree). In total, 89.6% responded with an
alternative leaning more towards agreement than disagreement. Interestingly, the total
percentage leaning more towards agreement than disagreement for item 16 is also 89,6%.
Although the results to the two statements are relatively similar, the most significant
difference is that the responses to item 16 shows that 8.5% more teachers chose alternative 6
(Strongly agree) while 8.5% fewer chose alternative four (Somewhat agree). Nonetheless, the
response to item 15 and 16 suggests that 89.6% either ‘somewhat agree’ or ‘agree’ that
pronunciation is important to achieve a high grade in oral assessment situations, and that
89.6% of the participating teachers either ‘somewhat agree’ or ‘agree’ that they assess pupils’
pronunciation in oral assessment situations. It could be argued that if one believes
pronunciation to be important in oral assessment situations, it makes sense that it is part of the
assessment. Thus, the relatively similar numbers in the responses to the two statements is an

indicative of agreement between the responses to the two items.

The main findings to the statements in table 6 regarding the relevance of pronunciation are
therefore that a majority (89.6%) of the respondents expressed that they either ‘somewhat
agree’ or ‘agree’ that pronunciation is important to achieve a high grade in oral assessment
situations, and that they assess pronunciation in oral assessment situations. Thus, the

responses also suggest that 10.4% of the respondents lean more towards disagreement with
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the statements, although primarily only ‘somewhat’. These results will be discussed further in

section 5.1.

Table 7 Teachers’ response to items 12 and 19

Totally Disagree | Somewhat | Somewhat | Agree | Strongly | Total
disagree disagree agree agree
12: Being intelligible is the 0 0 4 16 39 47 106
most important aspect when
speaking English
19: Pupils’ pronunciation 0 0 2 9 49 46 106
should first and foremost be
assessed against intelligibility

The response to item 12 in table 7 above shows that 81.1% selected either alternative five
(Agree) or six (Strongly agree), and that 15.1% selected alternative four (Somewhat agree).
This means that in total, 96.2% of the participating teachers expressed some degree of
agreement to the statement that “being intelligible is the most important aspect when speaking
English”. In response to item 19, the results shows that 89.6% selected alternative five
(Agree) or six (Strongly agree), and that 8.5% selected alternative four (Somewhat agree).
This means that an overwhelming majority (98.1%) expressed agreement to the statement that
“pupils’ pronunciation should first and foremost be assessed against intelligibility”. It is worth
noting that these two statements, regarding intelligibility, had the highest rate of expressed
agreement (alternative five or six) among all items in the questionnaire, with 81.1% for item
12 and 89.6% for item 19. The main findings based on the response to items 12 and 19 are
therefore that a vast majority of the participating teachers’ responded intelligibility to be the
most important aspect when speaking English, and that pronunciation should first and

foremost be assessed against intelligibility.

It is worth noting that item 12 and 19 presented in table 7 above did not follow one another in
the questionnaire (see Appendix C), unlike for example item 15 and 16 in table 6.
Interestingly, although included in different parts of the questionnaire, the responses to the
item 12 and 19 regarding the importance of intelligibility shows what can be argued to be a
general agreement between the responses to the two statements: 96.2% expressed some
agreement, or more, to the importance of intelligibility when speaking, while 98.1%
expressed some agreement, or more, to the importance of intelligibility when assessing

pronunciation.
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4.1.1 Supplementary open-ended responses

Interestingly, several participants commented on the lack of a definition of “uttale” in the
questionnaire. This, | argue, is not an unreasonable comment seeing as how the whole
questionnaire can be said to revolve around the term. Here are a few examples gathered from
Appendix D, part 2:

1. “Itis not quite clear which criteria you put in the definition of “uttale”

2. “The term “uttale” is not defined. Different respondents may operationalize the term
differently..?”

3. “It strikes me that it would be nice to know which definition of “uttale” you ground
your questions in, but it is possible that this is (part of) the point of your thesis,
meaning to explore whether us teachers have a unified understanding of the term. If
this is the case, | understand why it has been left out”.

Indeed, upon consideration during the design of the questionnaire | decided to not define the
term “uttale” anywhere in the questionnaire, nor in the invitations. | believe example three
above summarizes why in a suitable way. By leaving the interpretation and understanding of
the term “uttale” to reside with the participants, | believe it has given a more accurate view of
teachers’ beliefs about the term. Further, the English subject curriculum does not define the

term either. These considerations will be addressed further in the following chapter.

4.2 NATIVE-SPEAKER PRONUNCIATION

Table 8 Teachers’ response to items 23 and 25

a Completely | Disagree | Somewhat | Somewhat | Agree | Strongly | Total
disagree disagree agree agree
23: Pupils should have 15 20 22 31 15 3 106
English native-speaker
pronunciation as a goal for
their own pronunciation
25: Pupils’ pronunciation 14 26 21 28 10 5 104
should be assessed against
English native-speaker
pronunciation
2 (Rank 1 n = 106, rank 2 n = 104)
Rank-order | Items Md M SD Skew
1 Pupils should have native English pronunciation as a goal for their own 3 3.19 | 1.360 | -.072
pronunciation
2 Pupils’ pronunciation should be assessed against native English 3 3.09 | 1.373 .208
pronunciation

The response categories range from 1 (“completely disagree”) to 6 (“strongly agree”)
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The responses to item 23 in table 8 above shows that the participating teachers selected a
more spread range of alternatives when it came to statements about English native-speaker
pronunciation, at least in comparison to the responses presented in section 4.1. For item 23,
33% selected either alternative one or two (Disagree), while 29.25% selected alternative three
(Somewhat disagree). This puts the total percentage of teachers expressing somewhat
disagreement, or more, at 53.8%. In contrast, 17% selected alternative five or six (Agree),
while 29.25% selected alternative four (Somewhat agree). In total, this means that 46.2%
expressed somewhat agreement, or more, to the statement that “pupils should have English
native-speaker pronunciation as a goal for their own pronunciation”. It must be noted in
relation to these responses that 50% fall within the two categories of ‘Somewhat disagree’ and
‘Somewhat agree’. This will be discussed in section 5.2

The responses to item 25, in similarity to the responses to item 23, shows that the teachers
expressed both disagreement and agreement to the statement that “pupils’ pronunciation
should be assessed against native English pronunciation”. 38.5% selected alternative one or
two (Disagree), while 20.2% selected alternative three (Somewhat disagree). This means that
a total of 58.7% expressed somewhat disagreement, or more, to the statement. This puts the
total of teachers who expressed somewhat agreement, or more, to the statement at 41.3%. Out
of these, 14.4% selected alternative five or six (Agree), while 26.9% selected alternative four
(Somewhat agree). When comparing these results to the response to item 23, fewer teachers
expressed agreement with the statement that pupils’ pronunciation should be assessed against
native English pronunciation, down from 46.2% in item 23 down to 41.3% in item 25.
However, the response to both statements may be argued to show a general tendency towards
agreement with each other, at least when comparing them against the response to other
statements in the questionnaire. Additionally, the response to these two statements may
suggest that teachers hold conflicting views when it comes to the topic of native English
pronunciation. These results will be discussed in section 5.2.

4.2.1 Supplementary comment

To begin this section | wish to, firstly, address an observation made in relation to the
responses to the open-ended questions in the questionnaire. If one excludes the “comments or
feedback” open-ended items, the questionnaire contains three open-ended questions. The first
one asked the following in part 2 of the questionnaire: “What do you consider important when
pupils are to communicate orally?” (See Appendix D, part 2). 98 participants responded,

which resulted in 2083 words. The next open-ended question asked the following in part 3:
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“How do you think English teachers should teach and assess good pronunciation?” (See
Appendix D, part 3). As mentioned in Section 3.3.2, this question received 91 responses
which resulted in 5033 words. Lastly, the third question asked the following in part 5 of the
questionnaire “If you assess whether pupils are able to use pronunciation patterns for oral
communication, what do you normally emphasize in the assessment?” (See Appendix D, part

5). This question received 61 responses which resulted in 1245 words.

It is evident that the open-ended question in part 3 managed to elicit the longest responses on
average. | believe the overall response to part 3 of the questionnaire, which focused primarily
on aspects related to native-speaker pronunciation, can tell us several things. Firstly, one must
consider that the questions differ in their formulations which of course influences response
length depending on the question. Still, I argue that the overall response to part 3 relates to
other factors. Apart from the fact that the question relating to “good pronunciation” received
much longer responses than the other questions, the content of the responses must also be
argued to vary much more both in content and tone. Further, part 3 received the longest and
most constructive responses in the available “feedback or comments”-items that were located
at the end of each part, which I find worth addressing since this is also the part of the
questionnaire that | without a doubt spent the most time on during the design process. Part of
the issue must of course be argued to reside on my end as the questionnaire developer in
relation to the aspect of criticism, however | argue that all these different elements in
combination can tell us both that when entering the topic of native-speaker pronunciation it is
a difficult topic, but also that it is a topic that many feel strongly about. Further, | argue that
the noticeably more active participation to part 3 of the questionnaire than the rest of the
questionnaire may to some extent function as data that support previous research, which

indicate conflicting views among teachers in relation to native speaker norms.

Due to the scope of the project, I will not include examples in this section. Instead, the aim of
this sub-section has been to implicitly supplement the statements by explaining that they are
presented in the context of what must be considered the most contentious part of the
questionnaire. Although no examples have been included, I strongly suggest reading all
responses in part 3 of Appendix D, as they add great context and arguably also some depth to

the statement-responses presented in this section.
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4.3 PRONUNCIATION PATTERNS

The current section presents the research findings related to

Table 9 Teachers’ response to item 45

g Not Toavery | Toasmall | Tosome Toa To a very | Total
relevant | small degree degree large large
degree degree | degree
45: To what extent do you 3 4 5 51 35 4 102

consider being able to use
pronunciation patterns an
important part of pupils’ oral
competence?

Firstly, it is worth noting that table 9 above presents the responses to the only item in this
chapter that followed a Likert scale progressing from ‘not relevant’ to ‘to a very large degree’.
Thus, the findings must be seen in relation to how the scale progresses. Here, the most
important finding is that 50% chose alternative four (To some degree), and 34.3% chose
alternative five (To a large degree). This means that 84.3% responded that they “consider
being able to use pronunciation patterns an important part of pupils’ oral competence” either
‘to some degree’ or ‘to a large degree’. Although it is arguably difficult to interpreted how
one weights the different alternatives against each other, the responses show a tendency that
suggest that teachers consider pronunciation patterns to be an important part of pupils’ oral
competence. It is also worth noting that 11.8% chose either alternative one (Not relevant),
alternative two (To a very small degree), or alternative three (To a small degree). In relation
to this, one could argue that the responses to item 45 above suggesting that 11.8% consider
pronunciation patterns to either be ‘not relevant’ or, at most, important only ‘to a small
degree’ as part of pupils’ oral competence, correlates well with the responses to items 15 and
16 in section 4.1 which showed that 10.4% leaned towards disagreement with the statements

about the importance of pronunciation in oral assessment.

3 (n=102)
Rank-order | Items Md M SD Skew
1 To what extent do you consider being able to use pronunciation 4 4.21 | .968 -1.228
patterns an important part of pupils’ oral competence?

The response categories range from 1 (“not relevant”) to 6 (“to a very large degree”)
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Table 10 Teacher’ response to item 47

< Completely | Disagree | Somewhat | Somewhat | Agree | Strongly | Total
disagree disagree agree agree

47: The English subject 17 37 27 12 7 2 102

curriculum is clear about 16,67% 36,27% | 26,47% 11,76% 6,86% | 1,96% 100%

what it means to be able to
use pronunciation patterns
in oral communication

In response to item 47 in table 10 above, 53% of the participants ‘disagree’ with the statement
that “the English subject curriculum is clear about what it means to be able to use
pronunciation patterns in oral communication”. 16.7% chose alternative one (Completely
disagree), while 36.3% chose alternative two (Disagree). If one also includes the 26.5% of the
participants who chose alternative three (Somewhat disagree), the responses show that 79.4%
responded with an alternative leaning towards disagreement with the statement. Further,
11.8% chose alternative four (Somewhat agree), which means that 8.8% of the participants
‘agree’ with the statement above. Out of these, 6.8% chose alternative five (Agree), while 2%
chose alternative six (Strongly agree). Thus, 20.6% of the participants leaned towards
agreement with the statement in item 47 located in table 10 above. In relation to this item, it
must be argued to have been beneficial to have provided similarly formulated statements
about other competence aims in the curriculum so that the responses could be compared. To
elaborate, it is for example difficult to say whether the tendency to lean towards disagreement
is a result of this specific competence aim, or if it is a general tendency for several
competence aims. Including such items for the purpose of comparison only was however
deemed as unfitting in relation to the rest of the questionnaire. Nonetheless, the responses to

this item can still be argued to be an important finding.

4(n=102)
Rank-order | Items Md M SD Skew
1 The English subject curriculum is clear about what it means to be ableto | 2 2.62 | 1.211 .709
use pronunciation patterns in oral communication

The response categories range from 1 (“completely disagree”) to 6 (“strongly agree”)
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4.3.1 Open-ended findings
Item 46
“If you assess whether pupils are able to use pronunciation patterns for oral

communication, what do you normally emphasize in the assessment?”

61 participants responded to item 46 above, answering with a total of 1245 words combined.
Due to the scope of the project, table 11 presents an overview of the categorized responses.
The original responses can be found in Appendix D (Part 5), and the color-coded version can
be found in Appendix G. A select few responses and comments will be presented and

discussed in this section with the intent to complement and describe the findings.

Table 11Categorized responses to item 46

Category description: Number of
responses
Segments 14
Suprasegments 14
Intelligibility 11
‘Correct’ or ‘good’ pronunciation 10

Communication 9
Unclear competence aim 6
Consistency 6
Fluency 4
4
3
3

Native-speaker considerations
Grammar (sentence structure)
Avoid sounding Norwegian

The table above has been categorized from top to bottom with referral to the number of
responses that have either explicitly or implicitly mentioned the category. Firstly, it is worth
noting that the two categories at the top, ‘segments’ and ‘suprasegments’ are collapsed
categories (see secition 3.3.2). Secondly, both categories have been collapsed by following
the definitions presented in section 1.3 (Derwing & Munro, 2015, p. 5). As one can find in the
table, the analysis process has not confined itself to focus only on pronunciation-related
concepts. A presentation and discussion of the analysis process can be found in section 3.1.2
and will thus not be addressed further in this section.

The first three categories, ‘segments’, ‘suprasegments’ and, ‘intelligibility’ can all be
considered familiar and defined terms in this thesis (see section 1.3). However, category four
must be addressed. The category of “correct’ or ‘good’ pronunciation” includes all responses
that expressed that this was something they emphasized. As it was difficult to interpret and

decipher the difference between the two, they have been collapsed as they can arguably be
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considered to grasp the same concept. This will be addressed further in section 5.3. Further,
the category of “unclear competence aim” deserves further explanation, although the category
definition is intended to be self-explanatory. As can be seen in the table, 7 respondents
expressed that the competence aim was unclear. That this was an emerging category in the
responses to the open-ended question can be argued to correlate well with the responses to
item 47 above, which showed that 79.4% leaned towards disagreement to the statement that
“the English subject curriculum is clear about what it means to be able to use pronunciation

patterns in oral communication”.

Further, one can find the category of ‘fluency’ which, as discussed in several previous section
is a term that calls for further attention. However, for this section, it is worth noting that the
term is defined in section 1.3, and that it has been translated from the word “flyt”. Next, the
category of “native-speaker considerations” emerged because of responses that can be
interpreted to correlate well with native speaker norms, such as for example the Nativeness
principle. However, the category is rather broadly defined as some of the responses can be
argued to only implicitly be considered to fall within the category. To exemplify, one
response stated the following “against RP/GA”, which | have interpreted to mean that the
teacher assesses the pupil against these two varieties. Another response that has been placed |
the category stated that “whether it is immediately understandable for a native speaker or if
there are communicative disruptive ...”. Thus, these two responses can be argued to fall
within the same category but differ in meaning and emphasis since one seem to relate to
sounding like a native speaker, while the other revolves around being intelligible for a native
speaker.

Lastly, the category “avoid sounding Norwegian” comprised of two responses with the term
“Norwenglish”, and the thirdly, “that the pronunciation does not become to “Norwegian”
considering sentence structure and intonation”. This category will be addressed further in

relation to section 2.5.3

4.3.2 Supplementary open-ended responses

Many of the feedback comments to part 5 of the questionnaire, which focused on
pronunciation patterns (see Appendix D, part 5), revolved around an item that | removed from
further analysis due to both a lower-than-average response rate, but also the helpful comments
that clearly suggested the item to be unfit for use. More importantly for the current section

however, many of the comments may also seem to support the response to the closed-ended
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statements above. Below, I have included some examples of this. It is worth noting that these
examples have been selected from the comments section to supplement and perhaps add
context and some explanation from the side of the participants as to why it seems that many
leaned towards disagreement to the statement that “The English subject curriculum is clear

about what it means to be able to use pronunciation patterns in oral communication”

1. “what is actually meant by “mgnstre for uttale?

2. “Since it is impossible to understand what the curriculum means, | have not answered
above.”

3. Ithink that the way in which one interprets what the curriculum means by
“pronunciation patterns” (if there is a native-speaker focus or not) matters a lot for
how one conducts English language teaching, and not least for how pupils around the
country are assessed in the English subject — and since the curriculum is very unclear
in relation to this point, the teaching and assessment varies accordingly

4. “l don’t quite understand what they by this competence aim, nor does my colleagues.

2

4.4 COMMON ASSESSMENT CRITERIA

Table 12 Teachers’ response to item 83

2 Completely | Disagree | Somewhat | Somewhat | Agree | Strongly | Total
disagree disagree agree agree
83: The English subject 9 33 30 19 13 1 105

curriculum is clear about
how oral skills should be
assessed and weighted
during the course and for
the final grade.

Based on the responses to item 83 in table 11 above, the results show that a majority leans
towards disagreement with the statement that “the English subject curriculum is clear about
how oral skills should assessed and weighted during the course and for the final grade”. 40%
of the participants chose an alternative that ‘disagree’ with the statement, while 28.6% chose
alternative three (Somewhat disagree). In total, 68.6% of the respondents responded with an
alternative that leaned towards disagreement. In the direction of agreement, 18.1% chose

5 (n=105)
Items Md M SD
2.97 1.197

Skew
.330

Rank-order
1 The English subject curriculum is clear about how oral skills should be 3
assessed and weighted during the course and for the final grade.

The response categories range from 1 (“completely disagree”) to 6 (“strongly agree”)
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alternative four (somewhat agree), while 13.4% chose an alternative that ‘agree” with the
statement. This puts the total responses leaning towards agreement with the statement at
31.5%. It must be addressed in relation to item 83 above that the statement can be argued to
grasp very broad, thus making it difficult to interpreted what it is in the statement that has
caused a tendency for respondents to lean towards disagreement. To exemplify, the statement
can be argued to encompass both formative and summative assessment purposes, which
means that the responses may have differed if the statement had specified and concerned itself
with either ‘during the course’ or “for the final grade’. Separating this item into several items
may therefore have provided more accurate data, but since participant fatigue was a constant

factor to consider in the questionnaire design | opted not to.

Table 13 Teachers’ response to items 84 and 85

6

Completely
disagree

Disagree

Somewhat
disagree

Somewhat
agree

Agree

Strongly
agree

Total

84: Common assessment

4

5

7

30

38

21

105

criteria on a national level
for oral skills will
contribute to ensure fairer
assessment practices

85: Common assessment 4 6 6 32 36 21
criteria on a national level
for oral skills will be of aid
to me as a teacher

105

In response to item 84 in table 12 above, the results shows that most of the participants have
chosen an alternative that lean towards agreement with the statement that “common
assessment criteria on a national level for oral skills will contribute to ensure fairer
assessment practices”. 56.2% have chosen alternative five or six, ‘agree’, while 28.6% have
chosen alternative four (Somewhat agree). In total, 84.8% have chosen an alternative that
indicate agreement with the statement. Towards the side of disagreement, 8.6% have chosen
alternative one or two, ‘disagree’, while 6.7% have chosen alternative three (Somewhat
disagree). Thus, a total of 15.3% of the respondents chose an alternative that indicate

disagreement with the statement in item 84 above.

6 (Rank 1 n = 105, rank 2 = 105)

Rank-order Items Md M SD Skew

1 Common assessment criteria on a national level for oral skills will 5 449 | 1.241 | -.997
contribute to ensure fairer assessment practices

2 Common assessment criteria on a national level for oral skills will be of 5 446 | 1.256 | -.995
help to me as a teacher

The response categories range from 1 (“completely disagree”) to 6 (“strongly agree”)
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In response to item 85 in table 12 above, the results can be argued to correlate well with item

84 in the same table. 54.3% of the respondents have chosen alternative five or six, ‘agree’, in

response to the statement that “common assessment criteria on a national level for oral skills

will be of aid to me as a teacher”. 28.6% have chosen alternative four (Somewhat agree),

which puts the total of responses leaning towards agreement with the statement in item 85 at

84.8%. Interestingly, this is the same amount that leans in the direction of agreement to item

84. Very similar to item 84, then, 15.2% of the participants have chosen an alternative leaning

towards disagreement to the statement. 9.5% have chosen alternative one or two, ‘disagree’,

while 5.7% have chosen alternative three (Somewhat disagree).

4.4.1 Supplementary open-ended responses

8 teachers responded to the “comments or feedback” item in part 7 of the questionnaire.

Interestingly, seven out of the eight respondents commented regarding the two items above

about common assessment criteria on a national level. The seven relevant responses have

been translated and are included below (See appendix D, part 7 for original comments). These

will help form the basis for discussion in section 5.4 alongside the closed-ended statements.

1.

Regarding question 6 (item 85 in table 13 above): I think it would be greatly beneficial
if they are concrete enough and not too general.

Common criteria must then be developed with clear examples. If not, we will all
interpret it in our own way. Which is where we are now (da er vi like langt).

It is challenging to consider what common criteria should be based on. Postmodern
pronunciation where “everything goes” may be the reality, but I don’t think we should
let loose the teaching situation completely. To pick a “pattern” for pronunciation
necessitates picking it (noe) instead of something else.

Question 5 and 6: The reason for why | only somewhat agree is that | am not sure how
sensible and clear this will be, especially considering the descriptors that have already
been made, where it may be difficult to distinguish between the different levels.
Question 5 and 6: It greatly depends on how clear they are formulated. If they are to
be helpful, they must clear and measurable and there needs to little room for
interpretation.

Common assessment criteria on a national level may be helpful, but it may also be
considered as limiting. As a teacher in a school with a large portion of multicultural
pupils, 1 would be reluctant to push pupils into predefined frames if these are narrow.

If national assessment criteria are to be developed, they must consider that pupils in
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Norway come from a variety of different linguistic backgrounds. The pronunciation
patterns that are difficult for a student from Toten may not necessarily be difficult for
a student with an Italian or Somalian background. The intonation pattern of a student
from Finnmark may be different than the intonation pattern of a student from Oslo
vest, for xample. National assessment criteria are probably better than no criteria at all,
my point is just that “one size dos not necessarily fit all”. One should at least take a lot
of things into considerations when such criteria are to be developed.

I’m somewhat ambivalent to common assessment criteria being governing, for
example, suddenly say that that pupils should speak with a certain accent to get a good
mark and that something else that | value as important should not matter much. At the
same time, something on a national level may lead to more fair assessment practices.
There are for example no national assessment sheets for oral exams in English that one
can lean on. Oral exams are prepared locally, but it is still challenging to defend or
argue for one own’s assessment practices to sensors or examinators if there is no

common ground. (This rarely happens, but it can!).
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5 DISCUSSION

As stated in section 1.1, the aim of this thesis is to explore teachers’ orientations towards
pronunciation. To do so, I have administered a questionnaire with responses from 107
teachers from different counties in Norway. Several closed-ended statements and some open-
ended questions have been used to explore the participating teachers’ beliefs. In this chapter |
will discuss the main findings that were presented in the previous chapter. This chapter
intends to follow the design of the previous chapter for an easier overview and is thus divided
into four sections. Section one aims to discuss the items that were presented in Section 4.1, as
this may help contextualize the discussion that is to come in relation to each of the three
research questions. The theoretical framework laid out in chapter 2 will form the basis for

discussion.

5.1 PRONUNCIATION AND INTELLIGIBILITY

The response to the statements presented in section 4.1 suggests that most teachers in this
study either ‘agree’ or ‘somewhat agree’ that they assess pronunciation in oral assessment
situations, and that pronunciation is important to achieve a high grade in oral assessment
situations. It is evident, as presented in section 1.6, that the key purpose of the English subject
curriculum is to enable communication. Seeing as how pronunciation is considered crucial for
oral communication (see section 2.3), it can be argued to be an important finding that most
teachers in this study seem to express that they assess pronunciation, and that pronunciation is
important to achieve a high grade in oral assessment situations. Although here presented
separately, it is not unlikely in an international context for pronunciation to be considered
import also in relation to other language skills (Derwing & Munro, 2015, p. 81). 10,4% of the
teachers in this study did, however, select an alternative (‘disagree’ or ‘somewhat disagree’)
which may suggest that they do not assess pronunciation and that they do not consider
pronunciation important to achieve a high grade in oral assessment. As presented in section
1.8, these findings may support what was found in both Yildiz (2011) and Johannessen
(2018); the responses suggest that some teachers may not consider pronunciation to be

important in oral assessment situations.

As discussed in section 2.5, communication is considered crucial for successful
communication (Flognfeldt and Lund, 2016, p. 200; Rindal and lannuzzi, 2020, p. 117). It
may therefore seem odd that in both Yildiz (2011), Johannessen (2018), and indeed in the

current thesis too that some teachers seem to not consider pronunciation to be important, and
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that they do not assess it. In the current thesis, 10.4% of the participating teachers leaned more
towards disagreement than towards agreement in relation to the following statement: “I assess
pupils’ pronunciation in oral assessment situations” (see section 4.1). A consideration to be
made in relation to these findings is the influence that CLT seem to have had on
pronunciation. As discussed in section 2.1.2, Both Derwing and Munro (2015, p. 22) and
Torgersen (2018, p. 216) argue that a perhaps reduced focus on pronunciation may be a result
of the change of focus that comes with a communicative language teaching approach. Given
both the previous and the current curricula’s much greater emphasis on communication as the
main goal (see section 2.3 and 2.4), it may perhaps then be rather understandable that some
teachers have responded to the statements this way. Nonetheless, the findings regarding oral
assessment suggest that a considerable majority of the participating teachers (89,6%) either
agree or somewhat agree that they assess pronunciation. This helps contextualize the coming
sections, as the findings suggest that most of the participating teachers seem to consider

pronunciation as a factor in oral assessment situations.

5.1.1 Intelligibility

The findings in table 7, which focused on intelligibility in oral communication, suggest that a
significant majority (96,2%) either ‘agree’ or ‘somewhat agree’ that intelligibility is the most
important aspect when speaking English. Further, and in a similar fashion, the findings
suggest in relation to assessment that almost all the participating teachers (98,1%) either
‘somewhat agree’ or ‘agree’ that pupils’ pronunciation should first and foremost be assessed
against intelligibility. Interestingly in relation to these findings, in Bghn’s (2016) doctoral
thesis, one can find that “On average they strongly agreed that intelligibility was important.”
(p. 62), which the findings in section 4.1 also suggest. The findings must also be considered to
correlate well with the notion within language teaching, which emphasize intelligibility to a

greater extent than in the past (see for example section 2.2.2 and 2.5.2).

An important note to make in relation to what appear to be strong support among the
participating teachers in favor of assessing against intelligibility in oral assessment, is a point
laid out by Rindal (2020) in relation to the CLT approach in language teaching (see section
2.1.2). She points out what must be considered a very relevant question in relation to the topic
of intelligibility: intelligible for who? (Rindal, 2020, p. 34). Indeed, one respondent to the
guestionnaire commented the following “I found many of these questions to be a bit clumsily
formulated. Question 1: whose intelligibility? Mine? The pupils? ...” (See Appendix D, Part 3

comments). His comment to “question 1” is directed towards item 19 in table 7 (see section
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4.1). This means that although there seem to be strong agreement among the participating
teachers towards the role of intelligibility, they may operationalize the term differently. This
will be discussed further in the following section.

5.2 NATIVE-SPEAKER PRONUNCIATION

The current section aims to discuss and answer research question number one: “What are
teachers’ beliefs about English native-speaker pronunciation?”. Firstly, as presented in section
1.1, the main purpose of this research question has been to further explore a topic that due to
the findings of previously conducted studies in Norway seem to have called for further
investigation. The findings in section 4.2 showed that teachers on average chose a much more
varied selection of alternatives in the Likert scale when compared to the findings presented in
section 4.1 about pronunciation and intelligibility. Section 4.2 showed that 53.8% of the
participating teachers leaned towards disagreement to the statement that “pupils should have
English native-speaker pronunciation as a goal for their own pronunciation”, while 46.2%
leaned towards agreement. Further, 58.7% leaned towards disagreement to the statement that
“Pupils’ pronunciation should be assessed against English native-speaker pronunciation”,
while 41,3% leaned towards agreement. However, a more accurate way to look at the
responses presented in section 4.2 is perhaps to add emphasis to the fact that roughly 50%

chose either ‘somewhat disagree’ or ‘somewhat agree’ to both statements.

When interpreting these results, it is therefore important to consider that the slight leniencies
towards either side may also be a sign of “neutrality”. However, it may also be a sign of
uncertainty in response to the statements. As discussed in both section 2.1.3 and section 2.6.2,
challenges may present themselves in relation to pronunciation assessment if there is no
shared understanding of what to assess. Further, as was also discussed in section 2.6.2,
assessing concepts such as pronunciation seem to be a difficult topic in general, thus some
may be more inclined to answer towards the middle of a Likert scale to avoid choosing the
“wrong” answer (see section 3.1.1). Nonetheless, the responses can be argued to support what
has been found in previous studies conducted in Norway, which is that in relation to
statements surrounding the topic of native-speaker pronunciation teachers seem to hold
conflicting views. See for example Hansen (2011, p. 41), Bghn (2016, p. 62) and Tveisme
(2021, p. 62).

The findings presented in section 4.2 should also be addressed in relation to the findings in

section 4.1. Since CLT has had an impactful influence on the English subject in Norway
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(Rindal, 2020, p. 34), Rindal points out that, as mentioned, the concept of intelligibility may
be interpreted to mean that it should be intelligible for native speakers of English (p.34). This
can be argued to be a valid point to consider, especially given the prominent role that native
speaker norms have had in the English subject in Norway in the past (see section 1.4). One
can find in section 4.2 that 98.1% of the participants chose an alternative leaning towards
agreement with the statement that “Pupils’ should first and foremost be assessed against
intelligibility”. Interestingly, as can be seen in section 4.2, 46.2% also chose an alternative
leaning towards agreement to the statement that “Pupils should be assessed against English

native-speaker pronunciation”.

It can be argued that the first of these two statements correlate well with the Intelligibility
principle (see section 2.5.2), while the second statement correlate well with the Nativeness
principle (see section 2.5.1). What these findings suggest is that several participants who
agreed with the intelligibility-statement, also agreed with the native-speaker-statement. This is
an interesting find, seeing as how for example Levis (2020) strongly advocates the superiority
of the intelligibility principle (p.1). These findings can thus perhaps serve as an example of
the point that Rindal made (2020, p. 34) regarding the possibility of interpreting intelligibility

to mean intelligible for native speakers.

Seeing as the aim in relation to research question one has been to explore teachers’ beliefs
about native-speaker pronunciation, one can draw from the empirical data findings in section
4.2 and the discussion in this section that the participating teachers seem to hold conflicting
beliefs about the role of native-speaker pronunciation in assessment situations. This finding
supports previous research conducted in Norway on the subject, which may also be
considered to strengthen the findings of the current study. Further, the responses to part 3 of
the questionnaire (see Appendix D, part 3) seem to suggest that future research can gather
plentiful and thorough responses in both with quantitative and qualitative methods regarding

the topic.

5.3 PRONUNCIATION PATTERNS

The current section aims to discuss and answer research question number two:

“What are teachers’ beliefs about ‘pronunciation patterns’ in the English subject curriculum?”
Firstly, the current research question situates itself as an important exploration since pupils
are to be assessed against the competence aims (Regulations to the Education Act, 2020).

Since the competence aim in focus is the only one that explicitly revolves around
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pronunciation in the English subject curriculum, the current research question is also
important to the overarching aim of this thesis, which is to explore teachers’ orientations
towards pronunciation. As mentioned in section 1.1, what is meant by “pronunciation
patterns” have been argued to be open for a variety of interpretations (Torgersen, 2018, p.
217-219).

Firstly, the responses to item 45 in the questionnaire showed that 84.3% of the participating
teachers’ chose an alternative that expressed that they either ‘to some’ or ‘to a large degree’
“consider being able to use pronunciation patterns an important part of pupils’ oral
competence” (see section 4.3). These findings can be argued to indicate that the teachers
believe the competence aim to be important in oral communication. At the same time, the
responses must be considered in relation to the potential disadvantages to survey designs (see
section 3.1.1). For example, the participating teachers may already have been above-average
concerned with pronunciation, thus finding this to be an important aspect of oral competence
to a higher degree than the average teacher in the targeted population. Further, the social
desirable bias may also have skewed the responses, meaning that in a questionnaire so
focused towards aspects of pronunciation, the participants may guess what a correct response
would be (Dornyei, 2010, p. 8). To elaborate further, pupils are to be assessed against the
competence aims, therefore teachers may be inclined to report that they consider it an
important aim, even though this may not be the case. However, the questionnaire was
anonymous, which helps lower the threat of such concerns. Thus, the findings suggest that
many of the participating teachers consider the aim to, to some extent or more, be an

important part of pupils’ oral competence.

Considering the responses to item 45 discussed above, it is then perhaps a surprising finding
that for item 47, 79.4% of the responding teachers chose an alternative that leans towards
disagreement with the statement that “the English subject curriculum is clear about what it
means to be able to use pronunciation patterns in oral communication”. Here, | believe one
must make their own opinion about whether this formulation would yield similar results when
asked about other competence aims as well. Although it is difficult to say, one can certainly
not rule it out. Nonetheless, seeing as how pupils are to be assessed against this aim, in
relation to the fact that pronunciation is crucial for successful communication (Flognfeldt &
Lund, 2016, p. 200; Rindal & lannuzzi, 2020, p. 117), this can be considered an important
finding that may also support the notion of what Torgersen (2018, p. 217-219) discussed in

relation to a similarly formulated aim in the previous curriculum (Ministry of Education and
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Research, 2013). Further, in relation to the responses to the statement, the qualitative analysis
of the open-ended question relating to the competence aim seem to also suggest that many
teachers find the aim to be unclear (see section 4.3.1). Additionally, several respondents opted
to respond in the “comments or feedback” section that they did not find the meaning of the
competence aim to be clear (see section 4.3.2). These findings combined suggest that many

teachers find the aim to be unclear.

5.3.1 Assessing pronunciation patterns

The findings of the qualitative analysis of the open-ended question “If you assess whether
pupils are able to use pronunciation patterns for oral communication, what do you normally
emphasize in the assessment” uncovered categorizes that several respondents reported to
emphasize. In relation to this open-ended question, it was designed with an intent to
somewhat subtly also explore what teachers believe the aim is about. Firstly, it can be
purposeful to compare the responses to section 2.4.3, which aimed to discuss what the term
‘pronunciation patterns’ seem to entail in research. Aspects such as speech sounds, stress,
rhythm and intonation seemed to often be mentioned in relation to pronunciation patterns
(Flognfeldt & Lund, 2016; Nation & Newton 2008). Based on the definitions laid out in
section 1.3, these aspects fall within the terms of ‘segments’ and ‘suprasegments’.
Interestingly, if one compare this to table 11 in section 4.3.1, these are the two categories that
based on the qualitative analysis seemed to be the most reported categories that were
emphasized when the participating teachers assessed pupils’ use of pronunciation patterns.
Thus, it seems that for the top two categories, teachers’ beliefs about pronunciation patterns
correlate rather well with what was presented as typically occurring terms in section the
material discussed in section 2.4.3.

One important note must though be made in relation to ‘intonation’. According to Torgersen
(2018), regarding ‘intontation’, «“...there is no conclusive evidence to say that it is important
for understanding in international settings between non-native speakers” (p. 223-224). For full
context, see section 2.4.3. As was further addressed in relation to this in section 2.4.3, there is
no longer any mention of ‘intonation’ in the competence aims for year 10, although this was
the case in the previous curriculum. This change may be interpreted in different ways (see
section 2.4.3). In relation to the categories of ‘segments’ and ‘suprasegments’ that found
themselves at the top of table, it is worth noting that ‘intonation’ is one of the collapsed sub-
categories of ‘suprasegments’. In Appendix G, one can find that ‘intontaion’ is mentioned 7

times as an emphasized consideration in the assessment of pronunciation patterns. This sheds
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light on how one should view the category of ‘suprasegments’ in table 11 in 4.3.1, but more
importantly it must be argued to raise several questions about what it means to “be able to use

pronunciation patterns in communication”.

If teachers assess pupils’ ability to use intonation patterns, which the current study’s findings
seem to suggest that teachers do, while “there is no conclusive evidence to say that it is
important for understanding in international settings between non-native speakers”
(Torgersen, 2018, p. 223-224), then this may be argued to threaten fair and reliable
assessment of pupils. Not least considering the purpose of the English subject curriculum (see
section 2.4). Further, one may ask how intonation is assessed. Based on what has been
discussed in chapter 2, and considering the findings presented in section 4.2, one may argue

that perhaps the discussion of native-speaker pronunciation is relevant in this regard.

In relation two research question two, “What are teachers’ beliefs about ‘pronunciation
patterns’ in the English subject curriculum?”, it seems that teachers believe the competence to
be relevant to pupils’ oral competence aim, but that they also believe it to be an unclear
competence aim. The findings thus suggest that there are several possible concerns in relation
to fair and reliable assessment of pupils. However, pupils are to be assessed based on multiple
competence aims, which in general must be considered positive. Nonetheless, the findings in
this study suggest a need for further research surrounding the concepts of the aim, seeing as
how formulations of it can be found in the curriculum already from Year 2 and onwards (See

section 2.4)

5.4 COMMON ASSESSMENT CRITERIA

The current section aims to answer research question three: “What are teachers’ beliefs about
common assessment criteria for oral assessment?”. In response to item 83, “The English
subject curriculum is clear about how oral skills should be assessed and weighted during the
course and for the final grade”, 68.6% of the participating teachers chose an alternative that
leaned more towards disagreement than agreement with the statement. Here it must be
addressed in relation to item 83 above that the statement can be argued to grasp very broad,
thus making it difficult to interpreted what it is in the statement that has caused a tendency for
respondents to lean towards disagreement. To exemplify, the statement can be argued to
encompass both formative and summative assessment purposes, which means that the
responses may have differed if the statement had specified and concerned itself with either

‘during the course’ or ‘for the final grade’. Separating this item into several items may
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therefore have provided more accurate data, but since participant fatigue was a constant factor
to consider in the questionnaire design | opted not to. Nonetheless, it may be argued to
provide an indicative of the participating teachers’ general beliefs about how clear they find

the curriculum to be considering oral assessment purposes.

In response to common assessment criteria on a national level, the findings in section 4.4
shows that 84.8% of the participating teachers chose an alternative leaning more towards
agreement than disagreement both when it came to the statement that “Common assessment
criteria on a national level for oral skills will contribute to ensure fairer assessment practices”,
but also to the statement that “Common assessment criteria on a national level for oral skills
will be of aid to me as a teacher”. Thus, this could be interpreted to mean that most of the
participating teachers believe common assessment criteria on a national level to have the
potential to be something positive. Since it may be difficult to change teachers’ behavior on
external factors alone (see section 1.6), it could be argued that if one were to implement
common assessment criteria on a national level whilst ignoring what teachers themselves feel
about the subject, it may not function as intended. Although one can certainly not draw any
accurate conclusion about teachers’ beliefs based on the responses to two statements like this,
it can be argued that these responses still signal that many of the participating teachers in this
study seem at least not to oppose the idea. Thus, this can be considered an important finding.

Further, as has been discussed in section 2.6.3, the purpose of the guiding descriptors laid out
by the Norwegian educational authorities is in part to “contribute to a shared national
direction for final grade assessment” (Ministry of Education and Research (2020, own
translation). According to Bghn (2018), making use of a shared assessment culture “is
something that the Norwegian educational authorities strongly support” (p. 236). Relevant to
the current thesis’ overarching aim to explore pronunciation and assessment in relation to fair
and reliable assessment of pupils, is that such steps can help improve validity and reliability
(Behn, 2018, p. 236). Thus, the current study’s finding in relation to a shared assessment
culture, which common assessment criteria on a national level could be characterized as,
suggest that teachers have positive beliefs towards such notions for the pupils and, often
perhaps equally important, for themselves.

It is also worth noting the comments presented in section 4.4.1. A common concern among
those who responded to these statements, seem to be related to how clear and concise

common assessment criteria would be, how concrete they would be, and what they would be
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based on. These concerns can be argued to correlate well with research concerns about the

same topic (see section 2.5).

In response to the research question three: “What are teachers’ beliefs about common
assessment criteria for oral assessment?”” One can draw from the findings of this study that the
participating teachers’ beliefs about common assessment criteria on a national level seem to
lean more in favor than against a potential implementation of such a large-scale shared
assessment culture. However, several concerns have also been raised by some of the
participating teachers. These concerns can be argued to illustrate the complexity that will

likely be involved if Norwegian educational authorities are to implement it one day.

5.5 LAST REMARKS

In relation to how the current thesis has aimed to explore teachcers’ beliefs, it must be
stressed that the current thesis in no way intends to claim that the the findings present what
the teachers actually believe. The subjective nature of interpretation has led to the approach of

eliciting implied beliefs, in its simplest form, guided by the research questions.
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6 CONCLUDING REMARKS

In this thesis | have discussed the topics of pronunciation and assessment in the English
school subject in Norway. Previous research has suggested that teachers seem to hold
conflicting views on the topic of native-speaker pronunciation. Thus, one aim has been to
explore this further. Secondly, I have aimed to explore teachers’ beliefs about the competence
aim in the English subject curriculum that explicitly relates to the topic of pronunciation. And,
lastly, | have explored teachers’ beliefs about the idea of common assessment criteria on a

national level for oral assessment.

The empirical research findings seem to suggest that the participating teachers hold
conflicting views on whether pupils should be assessed against native-speaker pronunciation
or not. The English subject curriculum states that the “the pupil is expected to be able to use
pronunciation patterns in communication”. In relation to this competence aim, the empirical
research findings suggest that although most of the participating teachers seemed to find it to
be a relevant competence aim for pupils’ oral competence, many expressed both through
closed-ended and open-ended responses that they did not understand the competence aim to
be clear. Further, the empirical research findings also suggest that some teachers may assess

the competence aim in a way that may threatens fair and reliable assessment of pupils.

In relation to teachers’ beliefs about common assessment criteria on a national level, the
empirical research findings suggest that most of the participating teachers held beliefs that
indicate that they may find the idea to be beneficial both for pupils and for teachers. However,
some of the teachers also addressed multiple concerns relating to the idea, which should be

taken into consideration.

Based on the findings of this thesis, there seem to be conflicting beliefs among teachers when
it comes to the topic pronunciation. A possible departure for future research is to also consider
what teacher consider to be ‘correct’ or ‘good’ pronunciation in the English school subject
today. Further, the present thesis has also explored teachers’ beliefs abut the competence aim
relating to pronunciation patterns. Based on the findings of this study, | recommend further
exploration into how the competence is to be understood and assessed. It is worth noting that
the current thesis has been quantitative, and that some of what has been found in this thesis

may therefore be suitable for qualitative approaches within the same topics.
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX A — PROJECT INVITATION

Hei!

Mitt navn er Simen Westbg Mo, og jeg er en lektorstudent i kultur og sprakfagenes didaktikk
ved Hggskolen i Innlandet. | forbindelse med mastergradsprosjektet “Hvordan engelskleerere
i videregaende skole forstar uttale» sender jeg ut en spgrreundersgkelse til alle
videregaende skoleri __ fylkeskommune. Formalet er & undersgke hvordan
engelskleerere i videregaende skole forstar uttale i engelskfaget.

Du mottar denne e-posten fordi du ut ifra tilgjengelig informasjon pa skolens hjemmesider ser
ut til & veere neermeste kontaktperson dersom man gnsker & na engelsklaererne ved din
skole. Jeg vil sette stor pris pa om du sender e-posten nedenfor til alle som underviser i
engelsk ved skolen. Merk at jeg ogsa gjerne vil na lzerere som har undervisningskompetanse
i engelsk, men ikke underviser i faget pa naveerende tidspunkt. Alternativt er det veldig fint
om du sender meg e-postadressene til engelskleererne ved skolen slik at jeg selv kan sende
invitasjonen nedenfor.

Deltakelse i prosjektet er selvfalgelig helt frivillig og opp til hver enkelt lzerer — leererne er pa
ingen mate forpliktet til & svare selv om de mottar invitasjon til undersgkelsen. Det vil veere til
stor hjelp for meg i denne prosessen om du bekrefter eller avkrefter at invitasjonen under
sendes videre til engelsklaererne ved din skole. Dersom du ikke er riktig kontaktperson er det
fint om du kan sette meg i kontakt med engelskleerernes avdelingsleder eller fagkontakt, sa
kan jeg ha den videre kommunikasjonen med dem.

Med vennlig hilsen

Simen Alexander Westbg Mo

Lektorstudent i kultur og spragfagenes didaktikk
Hggskolen i Innlandet, campus Hamar

TIf:

E-post:

Jeg haper du vil sende fglgende invitasjon (+ vedlegget) til engelsklaererne ved din
skole:
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Hva tenker du om engelsk uttale?

Hei!

Du mottar denne e-posten fordi du jobber som leerer i videregaende skolei
fylkeskommune og har engelsk som fag.

Mitt navn er Simen Westbg Mo, og jeg er en lektorstudent som skriver masteroppgave i
kultur og sprakfagenes didaktikk ved Hggskolen i Innlandet. Oppgaven min har
arbeidstittelen «<EFL Teachers’ Orientations towards Pronunciation at the upper secondary
level in Norway», og jeg undersgker hvordan engelskleerere i videregaende skole forstar
uttale i engelskfaget.

Jeg haper du vil ta deg tid til & svare pa en elektronisk spgrreundersgkelse om dine syn pa
engelsk uttale. Undersgkelsen vil ta anslagsvis 15-20 minutter & gjennomfgre, og du vil veere
helt anonym. Jeg er interessert i & hgre fra s mange engelskleerere som mulig (uavhengig
av eksempelvis alder, utdanningsniva, og hvilke klassetrinn/studieretninger du underviser
pd). Merk at jeg ogsa gjerne vil hare fra deg dersom du ikke underviser i engelsk pa
naveerende tidspunkt.

Lenke til spgrreundersgkelsen:

Hensikten med spgrreundersgkelsen er & utforske hvordan lzerere ser pa ulike aspekter ved
uttale, som eksempelvis hvilke tanker du har om engelsk morsmalsbrukeruttale i
engelskfaget. Utgangspunktet mitt er ikke at enkelte syn pa uttale er bedre enn andre; jeg er
interessert i & undersgke hvordan engelskleerere i videregaende skole forstar ulike aspekter
ved uttale. Det finnes lite data pa dette omradet i Norge, og dine svar vil veere av stor verdi
for oppgaven.

Dersom du synes at dette temaet er interessant kan du ogsa melde deg frivillig til & bli
intervjuet via Skype (det er ikke bindende & melde seg som frivillig). Du vil bli anonymisert i
oppgaven, og det vil ikke vaere mulig a knytte deg til din besvarelse av spgrreundersgkelsen.
Om dette virker interessant sa ville jeg satt stor pris pa om du sender et svar pa denne e-
posten (til ) hvor du oppgir falgende informasjon:

- Navn

- Hvilken skole du jobber pa.
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| vedlegget vil du finne mer detaljert informasjon om spgrreundersgkelsen og prosjektet
generelt. Ta gjerne kontakt om du har spgrsmal.

Med vennlig hilsen

Simen Alexander Westbg Mo

Lektorstudent i kultur og spragfagenes didaktikk
Hggskolen i Innlandet, campus Hamar

TIf:

E-post:
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APPENDIX B — INFORMATION FORM

Forespgrsel om deltakelse i forskningsprosjektet
Hvordan engelsklarere i videregaende skole forstar uttale

Dette er et spgrsmal til deg om a delta i et forskningsprosjekt hvor formalet er & undersgke hvordan
engelsklzerere i videregaende skole forstar engelsk uttale. | dette skrivet far du informasjon om malene

for prosjektet og hva deltakelse vil innebeere for deg.

Formal

Dette prosjektet gijennomfares i forbindelse med min mastergrad i kultur og sprakfagenes didaktikk
ved Hggskolen i Innlandet. Hensikten med prosjektet er & utforske hvordan lzerere forstar uttale i
engelskfaget. Du er spurt om a delta fordi du er lzerer i videregdende skole og har engelsk som et fag
du underviser i. Ved & invitere engelskleerere som jobber i videregaende skole til & svare p& denne

sparreundersgkelsen gnsker jeg blant annet & kunne undersgke falgende problemstillinger:

Hvordan forstar engelskleerere i videregaende skole engelsk uttale i muntlig kommunikasjon?

Hvordan forstar engelskleerere i videregaende skole «mgnstre for uttale»?

Det finnes lite data pa& dette omradet i Norge, og dine svar vil veere av stor verdi for oppgaven.

Prosjektet avsluttes etter planen senest 15.09.21.

Hvem er ansvarlige for forskningsprosjektet?
Lektorstudent: Simen Alexander Westbg Mo —
Veileder: Knut @ystein Hgvik —

Skole: Hagskolen i Innlandet

Elektronisk undersgkelse: Nettskjema (Universitetet i Oslo).

Hvorfor far du spgrsmal om & delta?
Du har blitt spurt om & delta i denne spgrreundersgkelsen fordi du underviser i engelsk pa en
videregaende skole. Denne henvendelsen sendes ut til et stort antall videregdende skoler i Norge,

hvor hensikten er & fa s& mange besvarelser som mulig fra laerere som har engelsk som fag.

Kontaktopplysninger er hentet fra skolenes hjemmesider. | nesten alle tilfeller har enten
avdelingsleder, fagleder eller rektor ved skolen fatt tilsendt en forespgrsel pa e-post om a videresende

denne invitasjonen til laerere som underviser i engelsk.
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Hva innebeerer det for deg & delta?
Dersom du velger a delta i prosjektet, innebzerer det at du svarer pa en anonym, elektronisk
sperreundersgkelse i Nettskiema som vil ta anslagsvis 15-20 minutter & gijennomfare. Undersgkelsen

krever ikke innlogging.

Ditt personvern
Ingen personopplysninger blir lagret dersom du velger a delta, og prosjektet samler heller ikke
identifiserbar informasjon om deg som deltaker. For & sikre anonymitet og uidentifiserbare besvarelser

sendes invitasjonen til undersgkelsen ut samtidig til de videregaende skolene i hvert enkelt fylke.

Det er frivillig & delta
Det er frivillig & delta i prosjektet. Det vil ikke ha noen negative konsekvenser for deg hvis du ikke vil
delta.
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APPENDIX C — QUESTIONNAIRE DESIGN

Takk for at du tar deg tid til 3 svare pi dette sperreskjemaet!

Det er ingen ohligatoriske spersmal i denne undersekelsen. Dersom det kormmer spersmal du ikke har
noen farmening om, eller som du ikke snsker & svare pa, kan du g3 videre til neste spersmal. Det il like-
vel vasre svasrt myttig for datainnsamlingen am du svarer pa alt. Sparreskjemast er utformet pd bokmal,
men besvarelser pa nynorsk er selvsagt velkamne. Undersekelsen tar anslagsyis 15-20 minutter 3 gjen-
nomfere.

Det vil ikke bli lagret personopplysninger, og din hesvarelze vil vaere anonym og uidentifiserbar. Du il

kunne finne mer utflende informasjon om bade masteroppgaven og sparreskjernact i det vedlagte infar-
masjonsskrivet.

Dersom du har spersmal, ta gierne kontakt med meg pae-post [ ]

Samtykke

Jeq har mottatt og forstatt informasjonen om prosjektet "Hyordan engelsklzerere i videregdende skole
farstar uttale", ng har fatt opplysninger om kontaktinformasjon dersom jen skulle ha sparsmal

Dermed samtykker jeg til:

O Adeltai spErreundersgkelsen

[0 At min besvarelse lagres i Nettskiema frem til august
2021,

Del 1 av 7: Bakgrunn
1) Kjenn
() kvinne

(O Mann

2] Alder

O 19-28
Q 30-44
QO 45-54
@]

B0+

3) Arbeidserfaring

Hvar lenge har du jobbet som lazrer?
O 0-54r
G-124r

20+ &r

O
O 13-194
O

43 Utdanning

Hyilken laererutdanning har du?
O Allmennlzrerutdanning
O Grunnskolelelzsrerutdanning 1. - 7. trinn
O Grunnskolelelarerutdanning 5. - 10, trinn
O Lektorutdanning 8. - 13. trinn
(O Praklisk-pedagogisk utdanning
O

Andre fvennligst utdyp | boksen undery

Dette elementetvises kun dersom alternativet <Andre fvennligst utdyp i bok-
sen under)s ervaloti spersmélet «4) Utdannings
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9) Kompetanse i faget

Hywor mange studiepoeng har du i engelsk?

Q 0-29

Q 30-59

O 80-89

Q 90+

B) Arbeidssted

| hwilleet fylke underviser du i?
O Agder

O Innlandat

O Mare og Romsdal
(O Mordiand

QO oslo

(O Rogaland

() Troms og Finnmark
Q) Trendelag

O Vestiold og Telemark
O Vestlandst

O Viken

Eventuelle kommentarer eller tilbakemeldinger til del 1 av 7

4
Del 2 av 7: Uttale
Hvor enig er du i félgende pastander?
Helt uenig Uenig Litt uenig
1) Norske elever har generelt gade
muntlige ferdigheter | engelsk o e} o
2) Det viktigste ndr man prater
engelsk er 3 gjore seg forstdt. O O O
3) Det er enklere 3 gjare seg for-
sttt om man har god uttale C‘ O C‘
4) Littale spiller en rolle om man
dalkommnisze presim iy, O ] o
5) God uttale er wikeig for § oppnd
hey karakter | muntlige (@] Q (@]
‘urderingssituasjoner.
) Jeg vurdersr elevenes umale i
g vurderngsstuasone o o o

Kommunikasjon er et av kjierneelementene i lzsreplanen i engelsk.

7) Hva anser du som viktig nér el skal k isere

Litt enig

o

li

Eventuelle kommentarer eller tilbakemeldinger til del 2 av 7:

Swaert enig

o
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Del 3 av 7: Uttalemate

General American English (GA) - uttalen man oftest forbinder med amerikansk aksent

Received Pronunciation (RP) - britisk uttalenorm, ogsd kjent som Codord English eller BBC English

Engelsk morsmalsbrukeruttale kan i denne undersskelsen primasit farstis som britisk (RP) og ameri-
kansk [GA) uttale. Grunnlaget for defineringen baseres pd den utbredie posisjonen disse to varietetene
har i bide norsk og intemasjonal engelskopplazring. Hensikten med definisjonen er & bidra til ryddigere
spersimdl, samtidig som det medfarer at deler av datainnsamlingen p8 en tydeligere méte kan brukes til
sarmrnenligning i en internasjonal kontekst

Hvor enig er du i fslgende pastander?

Hek uenig Uenig Litt uenig Lt enig Enig Sz enig

1) Bewenes urtale ber farst og

fremst vurderes opp mot (@] o] @] @] O @]

forstaslighet.

1) Uttalevarieteten man bruker har

betydning for huor enkelt det er § (e} O (@] @] @] @]

giere seg forsdn

) Det er enklers for elevens 3
utwikle murtlige ferdigheter i
angelek darsom det framieves o o o o @) @)

eksempler pd god utale.

4) Det er vanskelig 3 vurdere hva
som er god uttale dersom man ikke
ht e tleveriet 3 wurders o o o o o o

uttalen opp i met.

5) Bewene ber ha engalsk

marsmalsbrukenttale som mal for (o] (@] (@] @] (@] (@]

eqgen engelsk uttale

) Engelsk utale med tydelige spor
av engelsk morsmalsbrukenttale

teller mer positivt | murtlige @] QO @] @] @] @]
wrderingssituasjoner enn engelsk

uttale uten.

7) Bevenes uttale bor vurderes opp

ot engelsc morsmshnenae. O o o o o o

Moen hevder at man i engelskopplasringen i for stor grad fremhbever britisk (RP) og amerikansk (GA) en-
gelsk som eksempler pd god uttale

8) Hvordan tenker du at engelsklaerere bsr undervise om og vurdere hva som er god uttale?

Eventuelle kommentarer eller tilbakemeldinger til del 3 av 7
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Del 4 av 7: Tydelig uttale

Segment - individuelle konsonant og wokallyder {som lyden av th'i ordet then’.

1) | hvor stor grad anser du god bruk av fglgende segmenter som viktige for at elevene skal

kunne gjere seg tydelig forstatt nar de prater engelsk?

Dentale frikativer (som ‘then' /
‘ten)

Fanemer (zom '’ 09 'z i Ylies’ ¢
=)

Konsonanlyder fsom “wer' ¢ wet’ og
“shurch’ £ ‘church’)

“bcallyder - lengde (zom "ship’ /
‘sheep)

bkallyder - kvalitet (som 1 lavy
ou' 2wy wou'y

o (rennligst utdyp under)

Andre:

2) | hwor stor grad anser du god bruk av falgende alternativer som viktige for at elevene skal
kunne gjdre seg tydelig forstatt nar de prater engelsk?

Intanasion fonemanstre)

Plassering av trykl | ord

Plassering av trykl | setninger

Rytme (kan forstds som uttaleflyt
ouer flere setninger for eksempsl)

Tydelige spor av engelsk
morsmalsbrukenittale

Tempo

“hlum (stemmebruk)

#adre (vennligst utdyp under)

Andre:

lkke

relevart

Ikke
relevant

e}

e}

1 weldig iten

arad

(0]

| weldig liten
grad

O

liten grad

(@]

@]

1iten grad

e}

e}

Eventuelle kommertarer eller tilbakemeldinger til del 4 av 7

I naen grad

@]

@)

I noen grad

(e}

o]

@]

@]

1 stor grad

1 stor grad

e}

e}

O

| weldig stor

| veldig stor
ared

grad

(e}
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Del § av 7. Menstre for uttale

Etter g1 vF oy vl SF er detifalge lareplanen et mil for opplaeringen at*eleven skal kunne broke menstre

for uttale i karnmunikasjon"

Tz | veldig liten
relewant grad

Viten grad | noen grad | stor grad

13 1 hwar stor grad anser du det

sam en viktig del au elevenes

uiige kompetanse a de kan o O O o o
bruke manstre for uttale?

| veldig stor
grad

@]

2) Dersom du vurderer hvorvidt el kan bruke mg for uttale i k

hva pleier du 4 legge vekt pd i vurderingen?

Hvor enig er du i félgende pastander?
Helt uenig Uenig Litt uenig Litt enig Enig
) Laereplanen i engelsk er tydelig

P& hva det vil si S kunne bruke
menstre for uttale i O O O O O

kommunikasjon

4) hionstre for uttale i engelskfaget
baserer seg primsart p3
uttalemanstre man finner | engelsk o e} o] O @]

morsmalsbrukenittale.

Eventuelle kommentarer eller tilbakemeldinger til del 5 av 7:

Del 8 av 7: Undervisning

Hvor enig er du i felgende pastander?

Helt uenig Uenig Lt uenig Litt enig En

&

13Jeg underviser om uttale i lopet
v skoleder. O O o O O

2) Jeq gir elevens formative

tibakemeldinger om umale | lopes O (@) Q (o] Q

av sholedret.

) Jeg forklarer for elevene huilken

uttalevaristet de bar bruke o O O O (@]
4) Jeg forklarer for elevene huilke

manstre for uttale de bar brike. o O @] O @]

5) Dersom jeq underviser eller gic
tilbakemeldinger om umale, wiser

Jeg som regel Ul anglsk (@] @] @] Q (@]

marsmalshrukenstale som
eksempler pd god utale.

&) Dt er g § la elevene ar-

beide med menstre for uttale i O O (@] O O

Klasseromsundervisningen

7) Jeq har god tilgang pa lzerings-

ressurser som kan bidra til eleve-

ries urvikling 3w murtlige terdighe- o o o] o o
ter i engelsk

&) Je har god tilgang pd lsarings-

ressurser som kan bidra ti tipasset

oppimring 2 slewenas muntie o O o O O
ferdigheter.

Swzert enig

@]

Szt enig

@]
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9) Dersom du underviser eller gir veiledning om mgnstre for uttale i Igpet av skolearet, i hvor

stor grad pleier du a ta i bruk félgende lzringsressurser / verktgy?
1 weldig liten

Adri grad Ilten grad | noen grad

Laerewerk (hok) (@] (@] (@]

Lserewerk (digitale ressurser)

Intemett rennligst utdyp under’

o O O O
o o o

o o
@] O
Selvlaget undervisningsopplega O @]

Undervisningsopplega laget aw
kolleger

O
O
O
O

Spréklaboratarium

O
O
O
O

deoer (YouTube o) (@] Q o] O

Fodre (wennligst utdyp under] QO O O (@]

Andre latingsressurser / verktay

Suprasegment (prosodi)

1 stor grad

o

o]
o
@]

o

o

- uttaletrekk sam strekker seq over flere segmenter (Som intonasion, trvkk o nme).

10) Dersom du underviser eller lar elevene arheide med uttale i Iépet av skoledret, i hvor stor

grad pleier du 3 vie tid til fslgende alternativer?

1 veldig lien
Adri arad litengrad | noen grad

“English as a lingua franca™uttale @] O o] O
Engelsk morsmlsbrukentale i
England og U5, O Q O @]

Engelsk mersmalsbrukenittale

utenfor England og LIS A (som @) O o] Q

Fustralia, Idand og Sor-Afika).

Holdninger til ullke varieteter aw
g engeisk o o o o

Hevytlesning (@] [@] o] [@]
Lytteoppgaver @] O le] 0]
Segmenter individuelle kensonant
og uokllyder) O e} o] e}
Suprassgmenter (som imanasien,
trvkk og rrtme). o] @] O (@]

Sponitan kommunikasjon

#adre (wennligst utdyp under)

Andre alternativer:

Eventuelle komrmentarer eller tilbakemeldinger til del 6 av 7

1 stor grad

O

@]

1 veldig stor
grad

o

o]
o
@]

o

o

| weldig star
o

e}
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Del 7 av 7: Vurderingspraksis

Hvor enig er du i falyende pastander?

1) Dt er tydelig for meg hordan
Uttale bor vurderes og vektlegges i
murtlige wurderingssituasjoner.

2) Lhtale vurderes og vektlegges
likt blant |==reme pd sholen

3) Holdninger den enkefte lserer har
il varieteter a muntlig engelsk kan
pdvirke vurderingen

4) Lsereplanen i engelsk ertydelig
p3 hovordan muntlige ferdigheter
shal vektlegges i vurdering
underveis og il standpunkt.

5) Felles vurderingshitarier p§
nasjonatt nivd for muntlige
ferdigheter vil bidra il § sikre en
mer retrterdig wurderingsprasis.

B) Fellez wurderingskriterier p8
nasjonatt nivd for muntlige
ferdigheter vil wazre til hjelp for
meq som leerer.

Heft uenig

@]

Uenig

@]

Litt wenig Litt enig

e}

(@]

Eventuelle komrmentarer eller tilbakemeldinger til del 7 av 7:

Tusen takk for at du tok deq tid til a besvare denne undersskelsen!

Enig

Ssart anig

@]
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APPENDIX D — QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSES

Samtykke

Jeg har mottatt ag forstatt infarmasjonen am prosjektet "Heardan engelsklazrers | videragiende skole farstdr uttale”, og har fitt opplysninger am

kontaktinformasjon dersom jey skulle ha spersmal.

Dermed samiykker jeg

*

Swar

A delta | sparreundersakelsen

Svar

Atmin besvarelse lagres i Mettskjerna frem til august 2021

Del 1 av 7: Bakgrunn

1) Kjgnn

Swar Antall
Kwinne 84
Mann 23
2) Alder

Swar Antall
19-20 12
30- 44 62
45- 50 33
B0+ 10

3) Arbeidserfaring

Hvor lenge har du jobbet som leerer?

Svar Antall
0-54&r 25
G-124r 30
13- 19 4r 25
20+ &r 27

4) Utdanning
Huilken larerutdanning har du?

Swar

Allmennlarerutdanning
Grunnskolelelzrerutdanning 1. - 7. irinn
Grunnskalelelarerutdanning 5. - 10 trinn
Lektorutdanning 8. - 13. trinn
Praktisk-pedagogisk utdanning

Andre {vennligst utdyp i boksen under)

3-Arig Fahoversetterstudie+Mellomfag | engelsk
cand.mag. + PFU
lektar med tilleggsutdanning

Fagleerer utdanning + adjunkt med tillegy

lektar mitilleggsutdanning

Cand.philol

Master i engelsk og Master | musikk

Cand. philal

Universitetsstudier+praktisk pedagogisk utdanning

hovedfag i engelsk + PPU

BachelonDiplom i lingvistikk

Hovedfag cand.philol

mAT engelsk

Allrmennlazrer + mellomfad engelsk + master i nargk
5) Kompetanse i faget

Hvor mange studiepoeng har du i engelsk?

Swar Antall
0-28 1
30-59 il
Gl - 89 N
a0+ [oL:]

Universitetsutdanning Tysk Hovedfag Engelsk Mellomfag

Faglarer i engelsk, norsk, samfunnsfag og hachelor i religion og etikk,
Lektar med tilleqy iikke vanlig lekiorutdanning, master + ppu)
Fagl@rerutdanning i kroppsaving (3-3rig bachelorgrad), deretter mastergrad i kroppseving og vidersutdanning i trsk o engelsk

Antall

107

Antall

B

0

2

35

45

Prosent

100 % eo———

Antall Frogent
17 100 %  e————
Prosent

78,5 % mo—

215%

Prosent

1M2%

48,6 % —
30,6 %

93 %

Prosent
234 %
28 %

234%
252%

Prosent

56 %

0%

19 %

32,7 %

421 % e—

178%

Progent
1%
48 %
205 %

64,8 % e———
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8) Arbeidssted

| hwilket fylke underviser du i?

Sar Antall Prosent
Agder a 75%
Innlandet 10 93%
Mare og Romsdal 3 2.8 %
Mordland 2 19 %
Cslo 12 M.2%
Rogaland 14 13.1%
Troms og Finhrmark g T5%
Trandelag ] 5%
vestfold og Telemark 5 4,7 %
vestlandet 19 17,8 %
Wiken 12 16,8 %

Ewentuelle kommentarer eller tilhakemeldinger il del 1 av 7:

= [efarste 16 Arene underviste jeg | engelsk pd YF uten farmell kompetanse.

= i gom er 58 gamle atvi har hovadrag og vekttal sleit lit her.

Utdanningen erira USA, s8 jeg er litt usikker pd studiepoeny: BAEnglish & MFAFiction Writing +PPU | Morge
Hovedfag + PPLL Ikke disse nye lektorprogramimene, som har komrmet til senere

Kompetanse: Mellamfag fra 1976

Mellomfag i engelsk ag mellomfag i norsk itillegg til den ordingzre leererutdanninga.

Har johhbet over 5 &r, men enda ikke & &r (it upresise allernatih

Del 2 av 7: Uttale

Hvor enig er du i felgende pastander?

Svar fordelt pa antall

Arsenheti engelskved laererskale 187 0-tallet Leererutdanning allmenn mi musikk) tre &r. mellomfagstilegy og hovedfag rundt 2000

Helt uenig  Uenig Litt uenig Litt enig  Enig

1) Marske elever har generelt gode muntlige ferdigheter i engelsk. 0 a

2) Det viktigste ndr man prater

engelsk er & gjare seg forstdtt, D v
3) Det et enklers & gisre seq forstatt om man har god uttale, 0 1
4) Uttale spiller en rolle am man skal kommunisere presist muntlig. 0 a
5) God uttale erviktio for & oppnd hey karakter | muntlige vorderingssituasjoner. 1 3
6) Jeg vurderer elevenes uttale i muntlige vurderingssituasjoner. 2 1

Svar fordelt pa prosent

Helt uenig  Uenig

1) Morske elever har generelt gode muntline ferdigheter i engelsk. 0% 0%
omaer s ars gt % 0%
3) Det er enklere & gjare seq forstit om man har god uttale. 0% 0,9 %
4) Uttale spiller en rolle am man skal kommunisere presist muntlio. 0% 0%
5) God uttale erviktig for & oppnd hay karakter i muntiige vurderingssituasjoner. 0,9 % 28%
F) Jeg varderer elevenes uttale i muntline vurderingssituasjoner 1,9 % 0,9 %

1

24

16

34

a0

67

e}

bt}

G4

43

48

Litt uenig Litt enig  Enig

0.8 %

37 %

28 %

0.9%
TA%

84%

124 %

16 %

14 %

15 %

36,4 %

28 %

62,6 %

36,4 %

542 %

59,8 %

450 %

458 %

Swazrt enig

15
44

a0

28

Swasrt enig

14%
449 %

20%
43 %
BE %

16 %
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Kommunikasjon er et av kjerneelementene i laareplanen i engelsk.

7) Hva anser du som viktig nér elevene skal kommunisere muntlig?

w Grammatikk, syntaks og ordfarrdd

= Uansett elevens nivd, & kunne gjere seg forstat

= Etlitt &pent formulert sparsmal, men jeg il | hvert fall si at det er fordelaktio at elever s& langt som mulio r kommunisere omkring temaer de kan
identifisere seg med, og at rammene omkring kommunikasjonssituasjonen fales trygge for dem

= - uttale - fiyt- ordiorrdd

= Gjgre seqforstdtt. God sammenheny. Variert og relevant ordforrid

Innhaldet Sprikleq: Ordfarrdd formuleringsevne uttale,

Atdet erfiyt | spriket og de ikke tyr til norske ord om de ikke husker det engelske, men | stedet praver & amfarmulere seq

R gjere seq forstitt

Uttalen skal waere tydelig og ordforrddet og stilnivd skal passe til situasjonen

» leg leggervekt pd at det elvene sier skal veere forst3elig bde for meg og far dem som ikke har norsk som morsmdl. Jeg vurderer uttale, ordforrdd,
grammatikk, syntaks og pragmatikk, samt grad av intarfarens p& bide ord- g setningsnivd

= Evne til & formidla 0g snakia om eit emne

= At dde har bredt nok vokabular til & gisre seq forstit. Jeg mener grammatikken er lanot viktigere enn uttalen i tillegg. Det m& vaere greit med en farorsket
uttale.

» Atde gjer seg forstitt. Dette inneheerer hide uttale, intonasjon, grammatikk og ordvalg.

= ptde kan uttale de spesifikke lydene | det engelske spriket, slik som "th'-lyden, at de skiller mellam for eks "sh-lyden” og "ch-lyden”, at de ikke uttaler -
ed-endelser, at man har s3 13 norvagismer sam mulig, at man hraker intanasjon il & formidle mening, at man bayer vert | riktig tid og uttaler alle
fonamene av ordet

® |n some ways, pronunciation can be more important than having precise grammar when it comes to heing understood. A person with pronunciation that
is easyto understand can rake himself understond despite having small errors such ag subjectverh agreement

m Detviktigste er at de karer & gjsre seq forstitt. Det er ogsd viktigere at de bygoer opp etvariert og presist vokabular, enn at de har helt korrekt uttale

= Depending on oral production/ oral interaction:content and structure; in both always: syntax, grammar, vocabulary, formaliinformal speech, free speech,
fluenecy, pronunciation

= atde klarer 8 gjere seq forstitt, har et variert ordfarrdd, uttrykker seq presist, bruker hegreper.

=t eleven mestrer & kommunisere budskapet

m Atde ter & snakke pd engelsk - altsd at de kommuniserer At de 0gsd praver seg fram med nye ord og uttrykk som vi har jobhet med At de har tydelig
uttale

= God uttale er en lett forstielig uttale, uten alfor e "stay" far mottaker,

= Atde faktisk kammunizerer, at det erinnhold i det de sier, at det er iyt og sammenheng

= gt kamp.mdl som & "bruke manstre for uttalen” viser at uttale er viktig. Blir det uforst3elig, kan man ikke kammunisere. De farreste elevens er der, og
kommunikasjon er jo etvidere begrep enn hare uttale, sa det gar oflest hra med darlig uttale 0gsd

= grdvalg. setningsbygoing. uttale

= atde klarer & formidle det som enten oppgaven krever eller annet de ensker & f& frem slik at mottaker forstar

= P& ordnivi: At eleven uttaler alt som skal uttalast tydele, og at delarav ord sorn skal vere stumme fr vers stumme. P4 setningsnivd: Intonasjon og
setningsmelodi som viser om det er sparsmél eller utsegn. Pausar mellom setningar, ikkle "oppramsing”. Elles siglvsagt ordforr&d, og idiomatisk
sprak

At e faktisk kommuniserer - at uttalen ikke kommer i veien for kommunikasjonen

= At de har variert og godt ordforrdd, god fivt og at spriket deres er naturlig (ikke et manus de har pugget

w Atde gjar seq forstit Jeg skiller mellom lyder mer enn "autentisk” uttale, for det er ikke at mAl at de skal ha Men am de Teks sliter med at de sier
"chips" ndr de skal si"ships", 5& gir det utover & bli forstitt

= At de unngdr kommmanikasionsforstyrrende feil | ordvalg, grammatikk og uttals. At de bruker et tydelig kroppssprakitilegy

= Det kommer littan pd type oppoave. Detviktigste er ofte at de er p et nivd der de kan kommunisere ganske presist om et gitt terma. At man forstar hva
de sier og at uttalen ikke hindrer kommunikasjon. At eleven har et s&pass greit ardforrdd innenfor tema at de kan kammunisere forstielia. God
intonasjon gir "tilleggspoeng”

= Viktigste er & gisre seq forstitt. Er stor forskjell p& spontan muntlig kemmunikasjon, 0g detat man har en presentasjon man har forberedt seg pé pé
forhénd. | spontan muntlig kommunikasjon vil uttale vezre mindre viklig, enn i andre situasjoner,

= Detviktigste er at de klarer & kammunisere den meningen de praver & kommunisere. 0gs8 er detfarskiell | forhold til hwilket nivd eleven er pd ellers; de
som strever med & holde 2ern | sjakk, da er detwikligst at de klarer & si det de skal. Er det elever pd 5/6, s& er detjo helt andre kraw til innhold, nyanse
ozv, og da ma de agsd mestre mar avanserte ord og ordforrdd, og da er detjo viktig at de klarer  bruke disse ardene riktig, men om noe er uttalt litt feil,
er ikke det karakteren skal st3 og falle p2

| illegy til uttale er ardvalg naturligvis ogsd viktig. Det er farst og frernst viktio at det er korrel, dernest at det er =& presist som mulig. Dessuten kan
intonasjon vezre viktig, men i starst grad nér man snakker med personer som ikke har norsk som morsmal. Seerlig pa estlandet har mange en tendens
til & feilintonere utsagnipdstander som am de var sparsmal

At de har et bredt og godt ordfore&d

Diksjon og prosodi

Uttale, grammatikk, idiomatisk sprik og setningsstruktur,

Farst og fremst at de kornmuniserer tydelin og klarer & 18 frem det de ansker. Uttale er en naturliy del av detts samtidi som man kan kormmunisere
godt uten en tydelig (feks) britiskiamerikansk ete. uttale

Atde fr uttrykt seq erviktigst At de kammunizerar pd en slik méte at jag forstir dem, og at de fir sagt det de il i, og opplever at de blir forstdtt God
uttale i min undervisning er dermed karmmunikativ uttale. God fiyt, slik at en ikke mister triden, erfeks. en del av det

Farmidling av innhald, tankerfelelser og ideer via muntlig samhandling, evne til 3 farmulere seq konkret, forstielig og med vilje til  kommunisere noe
At e kan gigre seq forstit pd engelsk, bredden pa vokabular, graden av iy, engelsk ottale

Intonasjon, riktig uttale av lyder, klar stermmehruk (med unntak avtalefeil og lignende), fiyti kommunikasjonen - alts3 at de ikke gar tam for ord og
kornrner seg videre | det de skal si

At de Klarer & gjare seq forstitt og har et bredt, nyansert, men 0gs fagspesifikt vokabular, men 0gsé at aksent og uttale ikke er
kommunikasjionshernmende; at detikke skaper et ekstra"lag® som ma fortolkes ag som forhindrer kommunikasjonsfiyten.

= Ordforrdd, hahil grammatikk som ikke fordrsaker misforstielser, og skille mellom hensikimessige lyder (liw] og (W] for ekeempel, mens [fs] og [iZ] ikke
et like "hensikismessige”)

At apriket er tydelig og Torstielig.

= Forstielig uttale erviktio. Korrekt uttale og god intonasjon er viktig for de som er over middels nivd. Det erviktig & kunne holde en samtale pd engelsk, &
snakke fritt (h&de med og uten notater), o0 & kunne samtale om vanlige generelle tema, samt om yrkesfaglige tema (jeg underiser pd vos yrkesfag)
For & oppnd god kommunikasjon ma ogsa etvisstvokabular og grunnleggende grammatisk forstielse veere il stede. | en presentasjonivideoiydopptak
mé kommunikasjonen vaere tilpasset m3lgruppen.

At uttale og intonasjon nestmer seg en "native speaker’, og at en ssker & bruke idiomatiske ord og uttrykk.

Oridfortéd

Uttale, grammatikk, intonasjon, kroppssprik, stermebruk, bruk av idiomer, vokabular, fit, situasjonsbestemt sprik, innhald

Atde gjer seq forstdtt og at de har ordforrddet til & formidle budskapet slik at man unng8r misfarstielser.

Alle aspekter av muntliy kommunikasjon, Uttale er bare ettav disse aspekiene. Alle spesifiseres i vurderingskeiteriene sorm brukes. Uttale henger
sammen med intanasjon, fiyt, ardstilling, ordforrdd osv asy

Uttale, grammatisk riktighet og mottakerbevissthet.

Viktigst ervokahularet Jeg anser ogsd uttale somviktig, men det & bruke riktig ord i riktig situasjon eriktigst

At de ilrettelegger spriket il situasionen og til personen. At de tilpasser hide verhalt og ikke-verhalt. Rent uttalemessig handler det mest om tydelighet.
At e gisr seq forstatt, har en forstielig artikulasjon av ordet.

Presist og relevantpassende vokabular, evnen til & delta | en samtale éevne til & lytte og forstd og svarefsparreldiskuters), kroppssprak,

Fivt, setningsoppbygaing, grammatikk, wokabular og utale er alle viktige elementer. Innhaldet i det som blir sagt, spesielt da i vurderingssammenheng,
er ogsd veldig viktig. Men detviktigste er nok at elevene tar 3 prave seg. Jeg legoer ogsd vekt p& om de klarer & plukke opp og rette egne feil imens de
snakker.

At budskapet blir tydelig kormmunizert. Da trengs det en balanse mellom volum, ternpo, klarhet, uttale, valg av ord og setningsopphyoning.

Detviktigste er fivt og & gjere seg farstitt For heyere nivd 53 er det viktig & veere presiz i & uttrvkke nyanser ved bruk av et hrede vokahular,

Ateleven har en uttale og intanasjon som gjar at eleven gjer seq forstitt og at elewen kiarer & kammunisere innhald og meninger til andre

Fra & gjere seq forst3tttil det 8 kommunisere Klart og tydelig med et klart og presist sprak samt tydelig uttale.

Jeg er enig at uttale spiller en rolle for & kormmunisere presist, men ikke nedvendigyis at den ma vaere "god”. Spersmilet er jo hva som egentlig er "god”
uttale. Er det ndr man harer "native” ut, eller ndr man Karer 3 artikulere ordene pd en tydelig mAte? Maturligvis vurderer jeg om de har evd pd ordene,
slik at de ikke hlir nervese og stammer det fram. Samtidig synes ikke jeg at det er det som skal telle mest. Det vikligste er at de klarer & kommunisere
pé en tydelig og forstielip mate.

Jeg tenker at det viktigste er at de gjar seg forstit pd engelsk o kan samhandle med andre. Jeg wurderer ikke aksent pd uttale. Elevene kan gieme ha
norsk-engelsk aksent, men de ma uttale ord pd engelsk, slik at det de sier kammuniserer pd en farstielio mate. Slik det kammer frem | leereplanen
handler kormunikasjon am & skape mening med sprik, dette forstdr jeg som at det de sier mad gi mening pd engelsk Det er ogsd viktig at de lzrer
forgkiell mellom farmelt og uformelt sprik | kammunikasjon, 0g at de vet hvilke ord og uttrykk som passer seq | ulike sammenhenger.

Farstielig uttale {f etterpa og med valum som gjgt det enkelt & hare hva eleven gier) - reft og slett & gjere seg forstitt Evnen til & ite og forstd den
andra part er en like viktig del a« det & inneha gad kommunikativ kompetanse. Hvis denne kampatansen mangler stopper kammunikasjonen app
Atde bruker presist sprik

Kommunikasjon fremfor RPIGA, uttale er viktigst dersom det hindrer kommunikasjon heller enn om det fremmer kommunikasjonen. Intonasjon er
mindre viktig 53 fremt det ikke hindrer kommunikasjon, det er greit & heres ut som om man kommer fra Morge.
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® At de klarer & farmidle et budskap pé en farstielig méte

® Mattaker-orientering, kommunikasjonsstrategi og bevissthet rundt egne mal for kammunikasjon. Spraklig kommunikasjon baserer seq sehfalgelig
farst p& basale spraklio ferdigheter, men mine SSP-elaver for det rmeste har god beherskelse av basis-ferdighetens | engelsk,

= -5t deterforstielig -at dei har korrekt uttale -at det er fiytende

® At de bruker variert sprik pd en grammatisk korrekt og forstieli méate

® Hovedsaklig 3 gjere seg forstitt, men detinneheerer selvsagt 2 ha ordiorr&d, grammatikk, og netlopp uttale

= God kommunikasjon pd engelsk er effektiv, presis og tydelig. Det er ikke nok & anvende avansertvokahular, men ma ogsa bruke det slik at det hjelpar
kornmunikasjonen

® Karrekt utalelse og grammatikk, god flyt, godt og variert ardforrdd, hey kompetanse nér det gjeldertema, selvstendig og reflektert tenkning.

= Atde eristand il # nigre seg forstatt oo at de evner & omiformulere der de ikke har vokabularet de egentlig trenger. & de ser an kontekst og mottaker og
tilpasser seq

= JBg ser pd engelsk som et lingua franca, et brosprk. Derfor anser jeg det som viktig at elevene uttaler ordene tydelig og forstielio, men ikke
nedvendiovis red morsmaluttale. Moen elever har tilnesrmet britisk eller amertikansk uttale, mens andre har uttale preget av norsk, uten at dette har noe
seetlig & sifor hwar godt de kammuniserer. Etter min mening er engelsk er blitt et verdenssprik med mange og ulike uttalevarianter, og en kan ikke
lenger favorisere amerikansk eller britisk uttale i samme grad som en kanskie ojorde far.

= At de bruker relevante fagbegreper, har etvariert ordforrdd oo klarer & kommunisere godt - uten for mange grammatiske feil eller brudd i
kommunikasjonen

= [Diet & snakke tydelig og gjgre seq forstit, samt & fokusere pd de typiske engelske lydene Cth", farskiell p& " og "w', etc)

= Lytte til andre og tilpasse respons til hva andre sier Ordforrdd o evne til & formulere setninger. Uttalen kan vaere preget av morsmalet, men mé vaere
tydelig nak og ikke fravike fra standard britisk eller amerikansk uttale i en s&nn grad at det blirvanskelig far samtalepartneren & farstd

= et erviltin at de har tilstrekdkelio ordforrdd. Det ervikdig at de kan elementaer grammatikk. et ervildi at uttalen ikke forstyrrer for budskapet. Og =8 er
detveldig fint am de har noe & si

= Llitale, riklig grammatikk og opphygging.

= Etgodi ordforrdd, ogsa med tanke p& fagspesiiikk terminologi (feks metasprak), at man tilpasser seg situasjonen og mottaker.

= -5t spraket kommuniserer | forhold til kammunikasjonssituasjonen. -at det er god iyt spriket; ordforedd, bindeord, uttale oy intonasjon

= Atdei fAr fram eit meiningsinnhald, o at dei kan forstd andre sine meiningar som ver kommunisert,

= Kommunikasjon

» Tydelig adikuleting, korrekt setningsopphyaging, at de forssker & variere vokabularet. Detvikligste er forawrig at de faler seg tryage og ivaretatt slik at det
ikke blir kleint eller "zt nir de skal shakke kormmunisere muntlig.

= innhold, uttale, ordforrdd, grammatikk

= Ordforrid, formuleringsevne, kunnskap am det dei skal snakke om

m atde tar & snakke engelsk ag ikke legger om til narsk. at de utfordrer seg selv. sterke elever har bruke et mer avansert og modent sprik

® Utale er for eksempel vildia for 3 skille heteronymer fra hverandre, og riltig uttale er noen ganger essensielt for at mottaker skal forsta hva avsender
ansker & farmidle. Elevene kan gjeme snakke med typisk norsk aksent, men det erviktig at de eri stand til & utale ardene med sdpass presisjon at de
blit forstatt, For min del er detviktigst at elevene viser evne til & snakke fitt oy spontant ndr de skal kommunisere muntio, at de ikke leser fra et manus
eller lignende.

® 1 Gjgre seg forstalt; 2. God grammatikk 3. God uttale

= |fyrste rekkje at eleven skal kunne gjere seg forstatt, og at bodskapen kiem fram gjennom logiske setningar der orda vert utlala forstaelen. | andre
rekkie kiern korrekt uttale av lydar og ord, sarnt karrekt trykkl egging

= Gjgre seq forstatt, bruke variert ordfarrdd, grammatikk og at dei uttaler ord rett

= Atde har god kompetanse nér det gielder innhold, struktur og sprak. Det er vikiig at de jobber for & utvikle gode ferdigheter innen alle de omridene og
aver pa deti undenisningen, bide individuelt og i samarbeid med andre

= Atman gjer seg forstittl God uttale frenger ikke & veere en perfekt aksent av en variant, men at man ikke gjar uttalefeil som kan fare til misforstielser
Likevel vil jey si at norsk-engelsk uttale ikke er god uttale, men dersom en eley snakker engelsk med indisk aksent eller aitikansk aksent varderar jeg
det som godt 58 lenge det ikke er uttalefeil sam forhindrer kommunikasjon. Flyt og bruk av nedvendige eller unadvendige "filler words" er ogs viktig.
Sely om det heres ametikansk ut & snakke om "veah” og "like" 0gv 58 vil Ikke det trekke opp om det er en mer formell situasjon. Det er ogsd viktig &
skille mellam hvilken type kommunikasjon det er snakk am. Det er farskjell pa hvilke ord og utrykk man skal hruke p en formell
situasionipresentasion) og en mer uformell oppgave (kommunikasjon i timene). En formell oppaave vil jo 0058 vare forskiellig med tanke pé fwilken
farm den skal ha (podeast eller andre munilige vurderingsformery

= yaly av sprik som ertilpasset situasjonen. Eleven ma vise at hun mestrar Ulike registre, oo kan bruke spriket pd en presis og tilpasset mate, Uttale blir
wurdert, men mer i den grad at eleven kan gjere seq forstat.

= At alle forstir fwerandre godi, at eleven f&r kommuniser budskapet pd en presis og god mate og st det er =3 3 13 kommunikasjonsforstyrrande feil som
mulig

» - AT dei kommuniserer, farst og fremst. - Ordforrdd som passartil situasjonen. Ma ogs 8 vere presist og variert om dei skal £ heg maloppnding. Dette er
sislvsagt O knvtttil innhaldet. Det er o eit sprik- oo kulturfag - det spelar ein rolle K4 dei kommuniserer. - Uttale er ikkje uviklin, o0 e minner seetey
elevane om at dei ber vere seerleg merksam nar det gjeld uttale av sentrale ord i presentasjonar eller samtalar. Yiss i har jobba i ein manad med urfolk
o0g du skal snakks i femten minutt om emnet tek det seg litt darleg ut at du uttalar “indigenous® feil, for eksempel. viss dei derimot for eksempel
konsekvent uttalar engelske th-lydar istemt og usternt) som norsk td, tek ikkje det Sleine fra dei hey maloppnding, men det kan hende eg nemner deti
framovermelding likevel.

= ! gigre sen forstatt oo uttale ord rett slik st de ikke far ny betydning poa uttalefeil

= Atdei klarer d giere seq forstdtt. Presise formuleringer od riktig uttale av ard spiller inn. Det erviktio & ikkje uttrvkke seg pd ein slik méte stman kan bli
misiorstatt, for eksempel ved 3 bruke vei ordstilling og setningsopphygging. Aksent har mindre betydning. Det er ikkje vikiig & haAm. eller Br. engelsk
uttale

Eventuelle kommentarer eller tilbakemeldinger til del 2 av 7

= yurderer 0gsd uttale under muntlin aktivitet i timene

= De avkryssningssparsmalene gir stlitt unyansert bilde. Jeg vurderer jo elevenes uttale, men da er det snakk om uttale i forhold til meningsbesrende feil
Om de uttaler noe =4 feil at det ikke er riktin betydning, da ma det jo veere med i vurderingen. Men om de har en "norsk” aksent, 53 er ikke det noe
prablem, med mindre intonsjonen dems er sdpass pé tur at det hares ut som om de stille sparsmal nar ikke de giar det osy

" God uttale er tydelig uttale.

= il sparsmal 2: Her ser jeg forskjell mellom nir man snakker enoelsk generelt oo n&rvi snakker om elever, Det blir aldri kun uttale som varderes i
kommunikasjon. | engelskfag er detinnholdet som teller ngsd veldig mye. Far mange privatister for eksempel er overasket ng skuffet nér de far lav
karakter selv om de har "god" uttale

= littvanskelig & svare generelt her

® Detsldrmeg at det hadde vaert fint 3 vite hwilken definisjon av uttale du legger til grunn i dine sparsmal, men det er mulig dette er (en del av) poenget
med din rmasteroppgave, aitss & finne Ul orm vi leerere har en omforent forstiel se av begrepet. | 53 fall forstar jeg hvorfor det er utelatt

= “Norske slever er ikke en enhetlio gruppe i min hverdag. Hva menes med en “norsk elev? Er det elever med norsk som morsmal? | 53 fall, s& er svaret
over at de ofte har god uttale, ja. Morske elever som har flere farstesprak, eller har norsk som annet sprak, (men ervokst opp her, og dermed ogsa er
norske), har et annet utgangspunkd, oo eren mer sammensatt gruppe, er min erfaring

= “Accent' spiller fryktelig lten rolle. Helt hwa man skal kalle "accent’ er littvanskelig & si - tonefallitoneleiefintonasjon er del av det, men mer linger ogsa i
de begrepene

® 5 Enig grunnet sammenheng med sparsmal 4 (iktigheten av & ha tydelig/god uttale for & unngd misfarstielser

= Detkommer ikke helt tydelig frem hyilke kriterier du legger | definisjonen "uttale”.

= Punkt 4 kan vare lett & misforstd, for det er bare et spersmal orm dethar noen rolle | det hele tatt, "Uttale spiller en rolle om man skal kommunisere
presist muntlig”

= P& spsremal 5) God uttale et viklio for & oppnd hey karakter | muntlie vorderingssituasioner - Her tolker jeg "God uttals” som st uttalen skal ligge nasrt
britiskiamerikansk uttale, og svarer p& bakgrunn av denne tolkningen "uenig”. P& spersmil 6) Jeg vurderer elevenes uttale i muntlige
vurderingssituasjoner - Her svarer jeg "litt uenig®, Det bety ikke at jey overser elevenes uftale, men atfokuset pd vardetingen av Uttalen er pd eventuelle
misforstaelser i kormmunikasjonen eller at eleven trenger konkret veiledning pa spesifikke omrader av uttalen.

= Watrisen her er [t rar - punkt 3 for eksempel - pd etvisst punktvil darig uttale sdelegge for kommunikasion - jeg ser ikke hvordan noen kunne vaere
uenig i dette. Litt anneti punkt 4 - 'en rolle'? - om det ikke spilt en rolle av noe starrelse hadde ikke i tenkt pé dette som en del av et sprak.

® Sjghve omgrepet "uttale” er ikkje definer. Ulike respondentar wil kanskje operasjonalizera omorepet ulikt. ?

= Svarene avhenger av iva man mener med "uttale®, Her er det nok fortsatt, selv om det er lenge siden vi malte elevene etter hvor godt de kunne ettetligne
"Standard American” eller "Received Pronunciation”, ulike tolkninger av hegrepet.

® Det mangler en del nyanse | spersmalene her De far ikke frem de store forskjellene som foreligger i vurdering av uttale pd en god mate. Ja, uttale ma
selvsagtvaere en del av vurderingen. Hyis uttale er s darlig atjeq ikke farstir eleven, 58 fir detjo inmwirkning pd kammunikasjionsevnen. Men, deter
mange la&rere sorm krever langt mer i forhold til "korrekt' ottale.

= Kanskje litt mange spersmal som er merja eller nei?
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Del 3 av 7: Uttaleméte

General American English (GA) - uttalen man oftest forbinder med amerikansk aksent

Received Pronunciation {RP) - britisk uttalenomm, ogsé kjent som Cedord Enghsh eller BBC English

Engelsk morsmalshrukeruttale kan i denne undersekelsen primaen forstés som britisk (RP) og amerikansk (GA) uttale. Grunnlaget far
definetingen baseres p4 den utbredte posisjonen disse to varietetene har | bide norsk og intemasjonal engelskopplasring. Hensikten med
definisjonen er & bidra til ryddigere spersméal, samtidig som det medferer at deler av datainnsamlingen p& en tydeligere méte kan brukes til
sarnmenligning i en internasjonal kontekst

Hvor enig er du i falgende pistander?

Svar fordelt pa antall

HE‘.t Ueniy L"? Litt enig Enig Sva_an
uenig uehig enig
1) Elevenes uttale ber ferst og fremstvurderes opp mot forst3elighet. 1] 1] 2 2] 45 47
2} Uttalsvaristeten man bruker har betydning for tvor enkelt det er & jare seq forstatt 2 21 12 il 22 a
3) Det er enklere for elevene &
utvikle muntlige ferdigheter i ; J 4 28 19 e

engelsk dersom detfremheves
eksempler pd god uttale.

4) Det ervanskelig & vurdere hva som er god uttale dersom man ikke har en uttalevarietet &
wurdere ] 11 pal a2 25 B
uttalen opp i mot.

) Elevene et ha engelsk

marsmalshrukerutiale som mal for egen engelsk uttale. 1% n 2 e 15 3
) Engelsk uttale med tydelige spor av engelsk morsmélshrokerottale teller mer positivt | muntlige 5 " 5 25 18 N
wurderings situasjoner enn engelsk uttale uten.
7) Elevenes uttale her vurderes opp mat engelsk morsmalsbrukeruttale 14 26 el 28 10 a
Svar fordelt pa prosent

u'lfllltg Ueniy ult;:Tg Litt enig Enig S;rﬁ]n
1) Elevenes uttale ber farst og fremstvurderes opp mot forstielighet. 0% 0% 18% B84% 458% 439%
2y Uttalevarieteten man bruker har betydning for hvor enkelt det er & gisre seq forstatt, 76% 0% 171% 295% 2% 48 %

%) Det er enklere for elevene &
utvikle muntlige ferdigheter |
engelsk dersom det fremheves
eksempler pd god uttale

0O% 08% 38% 64% 462% 21,7%

4) Det ervanskelig 3 vurdere hva sam er god uttale dersom man ikke har en Uttalevarietet &
vurdere 87% 106% 202% 308% 24% 58 %
uttalen opp i ot

&) Elevene bat ha engelsk
maorsmalshrukeruttale som mal for egen engelsk uttale. 142% 188% 208% 2892% 142% 18%

6) Engelsk uttale med tydelige spor av engelsk morsmalsbrukerutiale taller mer positvti muntlige

vurdetingssituasjoner enn engelsk uttale uten. BE% DA% 248% 371% 162% 38%

7) Elevenes uttale ber vurderes opp mot engelsk morsmalshrukeruttale 136% 28% 202% 260% O06% 48 %

Moen hevder at man i engelskopplaringen i for stor grad frembever britisk (RP) oo amerikansk (38 engelsk som eksempler pd god uttale.
8) Huordan tenker du at engelsklarere hgr undervise om og vurdere hva som er god uttale?

= Wlan kah godt ha som mél at eleven ber strekke sed mot RP eller GA, da dette vil gjare det lettere far derm & bl forstitt og & 13 troverdighet ivisse
situasjoner Samtidig s er detikke noe jen legge mye vekt pa i vurdering. Eleven med engelsk med indisk aksent vil kunne hli wordert like heyt som en
elev som strekker seg mo RP

Det er det samme om det er britisk eller amerikansk

Gom det allerede er rart ved tidligere | undersakelsen, er graden av farst3elighet det viktigste kriteriet, seerlig nér det gjelder elever som ikke har
forutsetninger for & hverken forstd eller nzerme seg hva RP og GAer Jeg erfarer at de som er interesserts i & legge uttalen sin opp mat
standardvarieteter allerede er godt p vel rmot dette nér de starter engelskundervisningen pé videregfende

Elewene ber fa hare farskjellig typer uttale, og 58 velge den som ligner dem narmest

Elevene her shakke mest mulig i grupper for & 18 mengdetrening, og noe for hele for & eve opp presisjon. Podcast har vist seg 8 vaere en god form for
presentasion som ojer elevens hevisst pi uttale.

RP og GAer likeverdige uttalernenster for norske elevar, Om der er elevar med australsk el.a. uttale er det OK, men her ikkje vere ei rettesnor for resten
av klassen.

Engelsklzerers bar snakke om rangfoldet i engelsk uttale og presisere at det ikke er noen korrekt & méte 8 snakke engelsk pd. Samtidig er detviktig &
ha noen standarder slik at det ikke flyter helt ut

Snakke mye | timene, stort fokus pd muntlig akdivitet, [vite til tekster. Unnga typisk norske uttalefeil slik som th-lyden

Elevene ber hare flere varianter av engelsk slik at de opplever at tydelig 0g konsekvent uttale fremmer god kommunikasjon. Gjennom samtaler, foredrag
ol gver de seg opp til 3 sely & vaere tydelige 0g konsekvente. Det er viktin & arbeide med stilnivd, far mange elever trenger & minnes pa at sprik skal
tipagses situasionen.
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Jeg synes det ervildig at elevene herer mest mulig engelsk uttalt av noen som har det som morsmal, men for meg er det ikke viktig hyilken variant de
hruker 1 tillegg synes jed det erviktig at lz2reren har god uttale 0g konsekvent bruker én variant av enogelsk. Jeg oppfordrer elever med hay
méaloppnaelse til & velge énvariant

Det er bra ndr l@reverk har lydfiler med tekster [2st av folk med engelsk som morsmal. Gieme frd Inand dersom teksta er fré Irland osv.

Jea mener at det er naturlig at uttalen er preget av morsmalet, altsd norsk. Se bare pd MATO-lederan og hans tydelio norske aksent. Denne er ikke
tilfeldig bruktl God uttale er positiv, men ikke avgjerende.

‘ed & fokusere p& spriklyder og intonasjonsmenstre som kan hindre forstielse, eller motsatt, styrke forstielse. Elevene ma bli bevisst"typisk norske”
uttalemdater som kan vesre til hinder for kommunikasjon.

Jeg mener man ma ha en variant an engelsk som en slags mal, hwis ikke s& har man jo ikke noen standard og det kan vere vanskelige for elevene &
vite tvordan et ord skal uttales. Dette gdr pd uttale o ikke intonasjon. Elever som har'norsk’ intonasjon far ikke lavers maloppnaelse, men hvis man
for eks. ikke behersker & uttale "three”, 58 er det klant at dette pAvirker kammunikasjonsevnen da det er kommunikasjonsforstyrrende

Iwiould include a broader range, butvery few to no students speak other varieties of English other than GA(and to a ruch lesser degree RPLAS a
sensor in privatist oral exams, we have had native Indian speakers or native speakers of African varieties of Enalish and we have not held that against
thern because itis a valid form of English. Mowhere does it say in the curriculum which English has to be the "correct’ ane. However, | have no problems
understanding all native varieties of English, while some may have more difficulty understanding varieties other than GAar RP.

Jeg tenker at det er helt naturlig at man underiser om RP og GA, mest fordi det er disse to variantens elevene forbinder mest med engelsk, samt harer
i sanger, seriet, irmer, 05w Sarntidig bar ran understreke at disse ikke ngdvendiavis er noe de mi ettetligne, samt at det innes mange variasjoner
innen engelsk som ogsd bar underises om.

Riktig uttale av lyder og hvor ran legger tykket. God Myt i spriket (ikke nelende), altsd at eleven har ettilstrekkelig ordfordd til & kunne uttrkke seg
spontant. Formelt sprak og unngr muntlio sprik og slang.

Jeg tenker at kommunikasjon er detviktigste, oy at vire elever lerer engelsk sam et fremmedsprik De frenger ikke & snakke som briter eller
amerikanere, s lenge de snakker tydelig. Jeg mener allikevel at alle tekster i l®reboka har leses inn av "native speakers” med tydelig uttale som kan
waere gode farhilder,

God uttale er uttale som mottaker forstir godt. Det er ogsd en uttale som gjer at sender blir sett som den personen hanthun ansker & framstd som

ved & bruke engelsk alltid i undervisning, og ved & bruke autentiske eksempler omm ikke de selve har god nok engelsk uttale

Jeo tror tendensen gir mot starre aksept av"all the Enalishes" og at den engelskspriklige verden er starre enn US og UK, Elevene bar derfor Iytte til
ulike talemalsvarianter for & sve opp forstielse. De kan gjerme velge en vatiant & rodellere etter, rmen det bar ikke viere et kray.

har knyttes til de to kategariens nevnt her.

‘ise til hvor mange warianter det er av spriket ihh til aksent, bdde i ferstesprikland og andresprakland, slik at det er ikke kun RP og GAsom er ‘godkjent’
engelsk uttale.

Eg meinet at elevar som alt er "pé ven" mot RP/GAEL kan oppruntrast til & sve pd den varieteten. Det gier spriklzeringa ekstra spennande for somme
Elles tenkjer ey stort setti retning “internasjonal engelsk's "glohal English”. Problemet kan vere & vurders intonasjondsetningsmelodi utan ein slags
standard & g8 utfrd -elevane legy seq oftast opp mot amerikansk eller britisk av seg sisly.

Forstielighet- uttale som en hvilken som helst person med engelsk som morsmél kan forstd - detvesre seqg en amerikaner, brite, inder eller nigetianer.
Here pa «native speakerss, leere seg & skille mellom ulike warianter, slik blir de nogs& mer oppmerksom pd sin egen uttale. God uttale bar vurderes etter
iyt, ikke nadvendigvis am det er GARP

Jeng synes man som engelsklzrer skal vaere flinkere til & vise bredde nér det knmmer il aksenter og dialekter, ag ojsre elevene forstatt med at det
finnes variasjoner som er helt"innafor. Elevens kan forttro at en afrikansk aksent ikke er *riktio", men det er den jo! Selv retler jeg kun uttale nér deter
lydene som skaper fowvirring, od jed roser elevene ndrde snakker med fiyt, ikke nér de heres mer ut som det ene eller det andre. Det er opp tl elevens
sely & be om hjelp med & here mer autentisk ut om de selv ensker det (noe de spsrom av og til

‘ise eksempler pd andre varianter, feks indisk og nigerianske, samt forskjellige varianter av RP og GA

Det hervel helst kamme implisitt og ikke eksplisitt. For mye fokus pa uttale kan gjsre eleven stressa. Det er jo mange som er usikre pd dette i
utgangpunktet Jeg méa ofte presisere at detviktigste er ikke uttale men & vise kunnskap om oppoitt terna. Ordioredd og god grammatisk forstdelse er
viktigers enn uttale 54 lenge eleven kommunisersr forstielig

Det erviktig at elevene fr flere ulike eksernpler pd hva som er god uttale, bAde britisk o amerikansk, samt andre typer engelsk uttale. Disse
fremkormmer ofte i forbindelse med arbeid med britisk historie 0g the Empire

Jea mener at man skal fokusere pf elevenes evne til & kammunisere, ng 53 lenge uttalen ikke adelegger for meninoen i det de kommuniserer, s& er
aksenten dems helt irrelevant. Det er 0gsé forskiell pd & uttale av enkeltord og intonasjon generelt satt opp mot aksent. & kreve at elevene skal kunne
etterlighe en morsmalsvariant av Engelsk vil jeg pAstd er gammeldags og utdatert. De fleste som snakker Engelsk i verden i dag har ikke Ennelsk sorm
marsmal. Engelsk er et globalt sprik, ikke lenger hare tilharende de landene som har det sam morsmal. Elevene mine skal mest sannsynlig
kommunisere pd Engelsk med andre sorm agsd har et annet rorsmal enn Engelsk (Lingua Franca). Selv omyi sorm lerere ofte "etterligner” eller
snakker en marsmélsvariant, & helyr ikke det at elevene ma.

Detviktioste er at elevens gjer seq forstitt pd en god mate. Om man har en "Trans-Aflantic" aksent, vil ikke dette hindre god kommunikasjon. Jeg ma
innramme at pAstanden ovenfar er uklar for meo. Det er mulig jen har en mer snever definisjon av uttale enn mange andre, men nar jeg snakker med
elevene mine am hvordan vi bar snakke engelsk, skiller jeg mellom aronunciation’, intonation’ og ‘accent. Det siste er i stor grad uvesentlio, men kan
fungere som et lite pluss i envurderingssituasjon fordi eleven benytter en kjent aksent som gjer kommunikasjonen mer tydelig (f. spsm. ). Det er for
@vrig pronunication’ og ‘intonation’ som ervesentlig, oo det farste av disse er ubilsomt aller viktigst. Dersom man feks. legger trekk pa feil stavelse i et
eller flere ord, kan kammunikasjonen bryte sammen. Med den stadig kende utbredelsen av engelsk pd verdensbasis er det blitt enda mer viktig
enes om de vesentlige sidene ved & knmmunisere pd engelsk Aksent er ikke en av dem

RP 09 GAher sidestilles med irsk, skotsk, australsk, newzelandsk, sorafrikansk osv. A den grunn blir detvanskelig & trekke far islett av norske
uttaletrekk. Ramrmen ervid innenfor den engelsktalende verden, men den finnes. Ulster-Seots ervel innenfor, men Yagsir Arafat var nok utenfor,

Alle uttaler fra land hvor engelsk er det farste eller andre spraket er lingvistisk likeverdine. Elever har prave & holde sen til en variant, og helsttil en de
Kienner | fleste tifeller er det snakk om RP eller GA.

Det er essensielt at engelsklzrere fokuserer pd riktig uttale. Elevene bar gjares bevisst pd at det finnes mange ulike typer uttale ng at kammunikasjon
er det viktigste. For elever som sikier mot hay maloppndelse, mener jey det er rikiig 3 veilede dem mot en konsekvent bruk v uttale (at de ikke blander
Ulike dizlekter). God uttale er en utale sorm kammuniserer godt med alle engelsktalende folk.

Det erviktig 3 njsre elevene noppmerksomme pd variantene av engelsk, ng oppmuntre dem til & skaife kunnskaper om, og dermed kunne velge en
annen variant om de opplever & ikke bli forstatt. (feks.: elev med afrikansk bakgrunn som har engelsk som maorsmél kan leke med & tilnerme seg RP
eller GA, slik 3t hen kan kstte orn hen opplever at kommunikagionen rmed f.eks en sensor stopper.

Gieme belyse dette giennom eksempler med RP eller GA, men elever er ikke nadvendiovis avhengig av & kunne etterligne dette i sveert hey grad for &
kunne vurderes i sitt muntlige nivd. Moe *norsk setningsmelodi* eller *klang’ | spraket hehever ikike & bety at uttalen mister presisionsniviet i stor grad
‘wed & spille av eks pa ulike typer uttale av engelsk, for & ske bevisstheten rundt-og betydningen av uttale generelt Yurderingen ses opp mot RP eller GA
Maorske engelsklzerere har ikke perfeit amerikansk sller RP sdlenge de ikke srmorsmalsbrukere (native speakers) selv. Det er ikke etmal at sleven
skal ha perfekt aksent, og jeg skiller mellom uttale o aksent. Eleven kan ha (delvis) norsk aksent, men likevel uttale ordene riktio.

Jeg tenker at det viktigste mip uttale er knmmunikasjan og forstielse

Fokuset ber ligie pd lydene man bruker til & sette sammen ord, ikke pd amm man ender opp med noe sorm kan ligne "idealet' RP eller GA. Jeg har brukt
&vise fram kansonantene i IPA, og kommentert litt rundt hwilke lyder man ber vaere spesielt varsomme pa Jeg klarer ikke & se noen grunn til at det skal
vaere nedvendiy 3 GAeller RF hverken sam etideal eller mélestokk, Hyis fien i spraket er god, grammatikken ikke til & mistolke (utover den generelle
ambivalensen som ligger i spréket som system) oo ordforrddet er presist, ber detvesre mer enn tilstrekkelio til & oppné toppkarakier,

Uttalen bar waere klar ng tydelig. Det mé ikke vare 1P eller G4 Mange av wire elever kammer fra Afrika 0g Asia ng de mé kunne bruke sine egne varianter
Likevel ma engelsken veere forstielig og tydelig, men jey synes engelskundervisningen skal reflekiere det mangfoldet engelsk er en del av pa
verdenshasis

lundervisningen bar man bruke video- ag lydklipp som representerer bide RF, G4 ng andre variasjoner inkludert ikke-morsméls-engelsk
Forhdpentligvis demonstrerer de fleste engelskliarers | Morge med sin sgen uttale hvordan man uten & ha engelsk som morsmal kan gjsre seg godt
farstitt pd engelsk, |vurderingen ber det l2gges vekt pd god oy forstdeli uttale som man ville klart seg godt med i internasjonale sammenhenger. Det
bar ikke veere et il at ran skal komme ut avvideregfende herende ut som en brite eller ametikaner. God engelsk uttale og intonasjon inhebarer
allikevel noe annet enn den typiske norsk-engelske varianten, men det ervanskelig & definere hva god engelsk (som fremmedsprak) uttale er. hye
varierer mellom engelskspriklige land, og derfor ber man heller ikke i vurderingen vaere veldig neve pi detaljer ved uttale. For 3 bli bevisste pa ulik
uttale kan ran préve & etterligne ulike variasjoner og dialekter, og shakke sammen om hva sorn skiller derm fra hwerandre. Dette kan veere bade
morsomt og lazrerikt for elevene

Jeg synes ikke det erviktig 8 holde seqg strengt til enten RP eller GA, eller andre uttalevarianter, for den saks skyld. En bar likevel tilstrebe uttale som
marsméalshrukere har. Det er et veldig stort spersmal & svare pd hvordan en ber underise om dette, men jeg tenker at den aller beste maten er &
“bade" i spriket, at elevene far hare og bruke 53 mys engelsk som mulig, i mange forskiellige former.

Det er ikke viktiy hwilken variant av engelsk som shakkes, bare det er en konsekvent aksent

God ultale er ndr man pjer seq forstitt og det ikke forekommer kommunikasjonsforstyrrende feil. Det er ikke hensikismessig & pitvinge noen RP eller
GA. Det gar an & snakke forstaeliy og kommunisere bra uten 3 fremheve RP eller GA. Detfins et utall eksempler pi mennesker som snakker god,
karrekt enelsk med forskjellige typer aksenter.

Jegtenker atman ber ha fokus pa iyt Det spiller ikke 53 stor rolle om eleven blander mellom RPiGA eller andre andre varianter av engelsk. Jeg harer
mest pd intanasjon for & unngd at denne blirveldig "norsk!, samt at ord uttales pd en mate slik at det ikke oppstir misforstielser ang&ende hvilket ord
det er snakk om

han ma ikke hores ut som en brite eller amerikaner, detfinnes mange andre varianter av engelsk. Jeg pleier 3 bruke Jens Stoltenbery som et
eksempel pd noen som kommuniserer ekstrernt godt uten & ha morsmalsbrokerttale

Som engelsklzerer ma man ngsa veere &pen for andre uttalevarianter enn RP og GA

Jegtenker det erviktio 3 legge vekt pd idiolekt — at man kan snakke sin egen versjon av engelsk, uten at det er noe problem.

Tydelighet og fiyt, variasjon avtonefall. Hyilken dialeki det er snakk om er mindre viklig, 54 lenge det er konselvent.
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‘Vemre hevisst og drefle egen uttale(rarietef) med elevene, hruke eksempler hide fra miljser elevene kjennertil og mindre kiente miljger, vise konkrete
eksermpler (fra musik, ilm, Tv osw) pd ulik uttale o hvordan det kan avgiste orm et budskap blir kommunisert godt eller ikke. God uttale holder seg |
hovedsak innen &n varietet {men trenger ikke bare vaere RP eller GA) for @ unngd misforstielser. God uttale er en kompleks prestasion som krever
mange slags kompetanser, b3de innen spraklige og kulturelle omrider, noe eleven ma gis innsikti og forstdslse for.

Detfinnes range ulike morsmalsfarmer av engelsk, for ikke & nevne alle de ulike dialektene sorm finnes [ hver(t) landistat der engelsk er det offisielle
spraket. Det erviklio st elevens blir gjort oppmerksomme pé o kjent med at engelsk ikke bare er engelsk At de klarer & uttale de ulike lydene | engelsk
riktin (hl.a. voicedfunvoiced TH og YMW) er for meog mer viklio enn om de blir sagt med hritisk eller amerikansk aksent.

‘Yariasjonen man velger har absoluttingenting & si pa karakteren til eleven. Det eneste som hlir vurdert er hvor godt budskapet blir kommunisert.

Jeg tenker det viktigste er & lzere uttale utifra skriftsprak slik at det er lettere & kjenne igjen bokstavene fonetisk, da dette gjer det lettere & shrive riktig
Teknisk sett ervel Indisk engelsk det sterste engelsk spriket i verden, verdien | engelsk er & kunne gjére seq forstt for folk randt om hele verden - slik
sett er Holywood engelsk en fordel, men her ikke definere karakterniviet

Jeg erenig iutsagnet og tenker at man skal undervise engelsk med den hensikt at elevene skal kunne uttale oo snakke med amerikansk eller britisk
uttale.

Peke p& markante forskjeller mellom amerikansk og britisk uttale av engelske lyder, men samtidig erkjanne mangfoldet av varianter.

Jeo eruenig at det skal fokuseres pa britisk eller amerikansk uttale. Detfing alifor mange andre engelske uttalevarianter. Om en lerer ikke har en
distinkiiv uttale sely, hvorfor skal de vurdere elevene i det? [illegg, her i Morge, feler jeg at det er mange larere som verken prater britisk eller
ametikansk, samtidig som de har en god uttale

Som sagt pa fortige sporsmal tenker jeg at detvikligste er at de gjer seq forstatt pd engelsk. De kan gjeme ha en aksent som verken et RP eller GA.
Jen tenker at det er myttiy & ha standarder som RP og GAfor & samtale rundt spraket engelsk, men at de pa ingen méte er et mal for elever som lasrer
seq engelsk Som jeg nevnte tidligere i undersekelsen mener jeg atvi ma vurdere hva som er god uttale pd bakgrunn av om elevene kan gjere seg
forstitt, o orn de kan forstd og respondere pd det andre engelsktalende | en kornrmunikasionssituasjon sier Engelsklzrere bar derfor oi elevens
veiledning p& engelskuttalen dersam det de sier ikke gir mening, det oppstar misforstielser, ete. (nos det ofte kan gjers pa orunn av diskrepansen
mellom uttale og skrivemdate | engelsk). Undervisning om uttale ber dreie seg rundt utfordringer elever i den norske skolen (oo ellers) hari
engelskuttalen, da knyttet til typiske "feil" som forstyrer komrmunikasjonen og kan gisre uttalen uforstielig

Det et formnuftig at elevene jobber utfra en mal, rmen detviktigste er at det de sier kormmuniseret.

Jeg tenker at man kan ha god uttale selv am man ikke hares ut sorm arm man er morsmalshruker av engelsk, Uttale er mer enn regionale aksenter.

Jeo har stortro pd atvi m3 kammunisere at engelsk er et Lingua Franca, 0g at du kan kommunisere godt med norsk-enoelsk, svensk-enaelsk eller
polsk-engelsk.

Dette et ikke noe jey bruker mye tid pd - verken | tanker eller | klasseromn. Vurdere hva som er god uttale'? 777 Er detforstielig? Da er det god uttalel Og
- forstaelig for hwern? Det er mulig & snakke en engelsk sam bare andre nordmenn forstar - det er klart ikke malet for engelskundenisningen.

Med & tilby elever viden, podkast, opplesing avtekstene idet som er allerede gjort

‘ise varierte eksempler pd hvordan engelsk uttale er i ikke bare US# 0g Storhritannia, men ogsa andre land der enoelsk er morsmalet.

Lenoger ikke veki pa eksplisitt underisning om uttale, annet enn @ opplyse om at jeg lener mot britisk uttale, men elevene kan velge sely. Yurderer am
uttalen er tydelig og forstéelig

Elever og lzerer bar sti fitt il & undeniselleere ulike uttalenormer fra det store tilfanget av slike | engelsk. Hovedfokus for uttaleundenisning ma vaers
kommunikasjon og tydelighet,

Elevene mé stadig bli eksponert for native speakers (film, podcast, osy) slik at de kan sikte mot en mest naturlig uttale. En god uttalelse er ndr norsk
uttalelse og tonefall ikke kryper inn i spraket.

Jeg synes man her modellereivise flere varianter og ikke hare GAog RP som méluttale. Engelsk er st internasjonalt sprik som bestdr av merenn de to
hovedgruppene. Altsd har man leere om og lytte til flere varianter. Dette gielder spesieltfor de som har et annet morsméal hvor engelsk er pavirket av
andre sprik (seratrikansk engelsk, nigetiansk engelsk, australsk engelek etc) Man ber vite o varianter og Srsaker og ol aksept ogsé til dem som har
lert denne typen uttale

Jeg tenker at man farst og fremst bar undervise en version - og la elevene velge sin exen. Intonasjon, grammatikk og variert ordforcdd teller mer enn am
fman shakker RP

nan ber som lerer selv ha god engelsk ttale. Man kan velge & bruke RP eller GA, eller legye seg pd en slags neyiral, transatlantiskipan-engelsk uttale.
Men detvikligste er at man snakker tydelio 0g forstieliy. Det er likeoyldia om elevens bruker RP, GA, sarafrikansk engelsk eller enoelsk med
norskprenet uttale s& lenge de snakker tydelio ng forstielig. Utfardringen blir & skille hwilke uttaleirekk en ma /& pé plass for & knmmunisere godt, og
fwilke uttaletrekk sorm et mindre viktige for kommunikasjonen

Fokuset pé at man skal enten bruke hritisk eller amerikansk engelsk er en gammeldags og utdaterttankegang. | og med at engelsk er etverdenssprik

blir dette paradoksalt. Elevene (0o folk generelt] blir eksponert for alle slags engelske varianter hver dag, men kanskje aller mest amerikansk engelsk.
Fokuset hurde ikke veere at elevene mA velge mellom britisk eller amerikansk, men heller snakke pa en méte som faller naturlig for dem. Dersom
elevene har et anske am & snakke pd enviss mite, er det en annen sak. Men fokuset burde vaere hlant annet pé korrekt uttale av lyder som nordmenn
ofte ikke uttaler riktig “th*-lyden, forskjellen pa v og *w", overbruken av"sh'-lyden, etc)

i mA ha en standard & strekke oss mot, og det ber veere RP og GA. Men det ber pa ingen mate veere noe mal & oppna periekd RPIGA, Preg av
morsmélet er akseptabelt Uttale som er s langt fra RPIGA at en amerikanskibritisk native speaker ikke vil forstd det, mé papekes i vurderingen og
jobbes med 4 retts opp i oppleringen

Primaerttenker jeg at de skal veere kjent med de store varietetene, og gjerne kienne igjen britisk, ametikansk og e andre uttaler nr de harer det. Jeg
mener det er ungdvendig & snakke som en amerikansk film, selv om det kan veere ganske imponerende. Det er ikke skjemmends & avslsre egen
identitet

Alle varianter av engelsk mé sidestilles. hien en lerer ma ha god uttale

Jeq tenker at morsmal-uttale kan ve2re s& manot, =3 ikke noe poeng & bruke et 53 nenerelt mal som mal. Derimot, received pronunciation er en god
standard & méle mot.

Dret finnes utallige variasjoner av engelsk uttale. Det er lenge siden vi sluttet & vurdere eleven opp mot morsmalshrukeruttale. Enoelsk brukes i star
grad i "cross cultural encounters” hvor hide avsender og mottaker ikke er morsmalshrukere. Elevene bar utsettes for, og forberedes pé 3 kunne farstd,
mange ulike variasjoner av engelsk, og vi ber ikke vardere | hwilken grad de haeres ut som en marsmalsbruker, De fleste elever (o lerere) snakker en
skandinavisk variasjon av engelsk, o de lyiter mye til britiskiamerikansk uttale, vi bar derfar gisre plass for mange andre variasjoner i klasserommet.
Heldigvis finnes det nd mange gode ressurser man kan bruke for & sikre et mangfold.

Engelskiararar bat 4 fram at detviktigaste for elevane er § kommunisera, dvs. gjera sed forstitt pi engelsk. Dersom elevane villkan bruka
morsmalnorm mé dei sjighvsagt bli stetta i dette, men dei ber ikkje f3 "ekstrapoeng” far & ha RPIGA

Som engelsklzsrer snakker man naturligvis bide om RP og GA, men det & male elevens opp mot om de shakker 58 00 58ttt opp mot RP virker
meningslest. Elevene her sirebe etter & gjsre seq 53 godt forstatt som overhode mulig, men det er ikke malet, og det er heller ikke mulig, at de skal
oppnd marsmalshrukeruttale, Om de har en mer britisk eller en mer amerikansk tendens i sin uttale er rivende likegyldig. Det er agsé vanskelig &
snakke objektivt om hva "god uttale” er.

det viklinste er at uttalen er forstaelig, engelsk et et internasjonalt sprik med mange uttalevariater, ikke alle morsmalsyarianter

Farstmeiner eg at anglisismen "tenkjer ikkie ber brukast ) 58 meiner ey st ein ber introdusere elevar for fleire vatiantar av engelsk OF at god uttale er
uttale som kommuniserer. Samtidig vil nok majoriteten av munnlege deme vere henta ra britiske eller amerikanske kislder,

jed l2rer dem det phonstiske alfabetet og viser eksempler pd GAog RP

Jeq synes ikke det er noe mal i seq selv at alle skal strebe etter & snakke perfekt RP eller GA, men det er verdt & nevne at de elevene som faler
selvsikkerhet rundt egen aksent ofte gjsr det bedre pa muntlige vurdering e, nettopp fordi de er selvsikre og derfor tryggers pd egne evner i
vurderingssituasioner. Elever med sveer god uttale liker ofte engelskiaget godt, For at elevene skal bl tvggere pd uttale er det helt nedvendia at de
praktiserer muntlig engelski 54 stor grad som mulig. Engelsklzrere bar gi elevenes eksempler pd autentiske engelskspraklige tekster av ulik art (hide
formelle og uformelle), g s& bar elevene & snakke engelsk 58 mye 0g 5& ofte sam mulig

- Skape forstaing av at enoelsk er eitvariert sprik; Undervise om aksentar (i ulike er Aklege land) og dialektar (USA0g UK). Gjere merksam pa
at 0gsd engelske morsmalshrukarar kan ha utfordringar med 2 forstd kvarandre Ut fr3 uttale og wokahular. - Giennomgang av fonetiske symbal og bruk

av ordbok for uttale; dette for & bevisstojere elevane pa at detfins standarar innan uttale (som dei kan fdgje eller ikkje). - Gjere elevane kjend med reglar

fortrykklegging. - Gjere elevane medvithe pd bruk av pausar (td. ved munnleg framfsring. - Yed farmell vurdering/munnleg framfating: Setie opp kritetis
som eleven vert kjiend med pd farehand. Gje konkrettilbakemelding p8 2-3 element som kan jobhast meir med. Fakus pa: —-Karrekt uttale av lydar ag
ord —-Korrekt bruk av trykklegging --God bruk avternpo og pausar (3o gjer bodskapen tydelegare) - Medelev-vurdering [ klassar der elevane ertrygge
p& kvarandre), - Eigenvurdering ifor bevisstaeting av eigen uttale)

Fokusere farst og fremst pd at eleven klarer & gjare seq forstétt

Dettror jeq i stor grad avhenger av hvorvidt faglarer sely bruker RP eller GA. Jeg mener at elevers uttale ikke skal veare avhengig av en av de ieller
hegae) for & defineres som god. Etter at ags 8 kompetansemalet"bruke kunnskap om sammenhenger mellom engelsk og andre sprik eleven kjenner
tili egen sprakisting' har kommet, mener jeg det 093 er viktig & bruke det elevene allerede vet o sprak og Uttale. Undervisningen ber derfor dreie
seqg om uttale i den forstand at man kan vise til ulike enoelske aksenter oo veilede elevene i prosessen med & sve uttale i den retningen de sely er
tilnzermet lik i f eks. eget marsmal eller andresprik.

Elevene skal hgre en rekke ulike eksempler pd god uttale gisnnom opplzeringen, men det trenger ikke 3 vaere GAsller AR Jeg prever & vaere fink med
engelskhruken min, men er nok ganske neviral. Men jeg svinger ngsa pa aksenter etter hva jeg harer F.eks om klassen min far servert et lydklipp der
individet snakker en nord-engelsk aksent blir jeg pavirket og falger pd med noe av det samme selv etterpd:) Jeg ensker at elever skal delta mest mulig
tmuntliy og vil derfor ikke poengters at de skalini holde seg il en aksent Jeg har fokus pd uttale og forbedring spesielt etter muntlige vurdetinger. Da
kan jen vaere mer detaljert nar jeg faklisk harer hwa som er utfordrinmer for elevene. Moen nanger ma de eve pa wIyd og w-lyd, noen frenger mer
undenisningfrening th-lyd osv. Men jeq tar det etterhvert som jeg ser hva problemene er. Det er ogsd forskjell pé hvor stor grad de bruker fremmedord
oz fordi det krever mer forberedelse og sving pé nye ord. Meget god uttale er mer enn & snakke god engelsk man harer pa Metflix hver dag
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= e[ nar IKKE KIENNSKER T UTE 8 UNOERISES | 0EN VIDEIEJAENHE SKOIEN. LIET B STON ST SYE T Ie Nen0Y10r 3 TOKUSENE Pa UTAIE MEed norske elever oo
uttale barwuderes ut fra om eleven kan gjere seq forstatt, g i s fall i hvilken grad Mar det gjelder pastanden din om RP og GAer dette i praksis et ikke-
problem, da elevene selv stort sett ansker & normere uttale efter én av disse

RF ng GAhar ikke vare et mAl, men det er jo selvsagt enklere & rette fokuset mot disse da de er hwa elevene har best kiennskap til. Jeg mener allikevel
at det & gigre seg forstatt er vikligst. Det inkluderer riklignok at typiske feil norske elever har som kommer fra marsmalspévirkning ber til dels lukes ut,
da engelskirukere fra andre land ikke har samme bakgrunnierfaring for 3 forsta hra som menes nar norskbaserts feil oppstar

Ta utgangspunkt i det fonstiske alfabetet og lydskift | oppslagsverk for 3 definere riktig uttals. Eksponering av autentisk uttale av forskiellige varianter,
ikke berre RF og GA, er nyttig for at elevene skal f& en falelse av hva som er innafar og ikke. Dette hand|er 0gs3 om at elever m# lare seg 3 forstd ulike
dialekter og aksenter. | en vurderingssituasjon ber man stille sparsmal ved om en person med null kunnskap am det norske spraket ville forstatt hva
sleven praver 3 formidle

Eventuelle komrnentarer eller tilhakermeldinger til del 3 av 7

= Detkan kanskie nevnes atjeg heller ikke selv er noen stor tilhenger av & legge engelskuttalen opp mot standardvarietater, 0g at jeg snakker engelsk
med sheyirals andrespriksaksent i undervisningen. Med det mener jeg et engelsk som ikke er en simitasions av RP eller GA, men heller ikke et preget
av en &penbar norsk aksent

Jeg synes flere av disse spersméalene var lit knotete formulert. SparsmBl 1: hverm in forstielighet? Min? Elevenes? Ellers lit farvitra av bruken av
varletetshegrepet

Usikker p& hwa som ligger | sprm. 7. Elevene fr ikke hedre eller ddrligere vurdeting for & ligne mest rulio p& maorsmalsbruker. Er likevel viktig &t man
har en tydelig g presis uitale

Jeg er svzert lite opptatt av om elevens bruke hritisk eller amerikansk eller annen type uttale - 0g de kan gjerne blande for min del. Og det er ikke farlig 3
ha litt norsk aksent.

Spsm. Z) Dette sparsmalet forstar jeg slik at det blir enklere for feks. europesre & forstd en som benyiter GAeller RF enn om man velger variantsn de
benytter | Sierra Leone. Bildet kan vaere annerledes dersom man ser detfra et annet utangspunkt. Spsm. 3) Hvis man med uttale her mener
‘ronunciation’ 0g intonation’, er jey enig, men fwis spersméalet inkluderer aksent, bwilket jeg har forutsatt at det gisr, er jeg bare litt enig. Spsm. 4) Dette
er etveldig vanskelig spersméal. For det farste mé marvurdere hvilke elever som befinner seq i Wasserormmet. Jeg underiser hvert & en aruppe unge
mennesker fra all over the warld', 0g det er ikke uvanlia at noen korener fra feks. Pakistan eller India. Der har engelsk en viss posision (dog ikke helti
lik), rnen det er ikke uvanlig at den engelskvarianten har awikende trykkstavelse fra GAog RPJeq kan gjsre elevens oppmetksomme p8 ulikheten og at
dette kan medfare misforstielser i var del avverden, men jeg kan ikke nedvardere elevenes engelskkompetanse av den grunn, for dette fungerer
utrnerket der de kammer fra

Jeg er litt usikker p& om dere tenker p& intonasjon eller uttale i dette skjemaet Uttale av ard har en fasit (rettere sagl flere fasiter). Jeg mener at man
skal falge uttalereglene(lydskriften), og at man fint kan gjare det selv orm man feks. snakker norsk-engelsk.

Jeg stusser over fokuset pd RP f GAher. Leereplanen har ikke itt retningslinjer for hva som er riktig siden kunnskapslaftet. Dermed ma en som feks.
har nigeriansk engelsk som morsmal 3 lov til § bruke den engelsken, uten at det skal vaere til ulempe. Det er l&reren som ikke kan faget godt nok om
hen ikke forstér eleven. Jey synes eurosentrisme er problematisk, Likevel her elevens vite hvardan de best kan hanskes med fenomenet.

Spsrsmal 4 og & var uklare.

Spersmil 3) Deter enklere for elevens & utvikle muntioge ferdigheter | engelsk dersom detfremheves eksermpler pi god uttale. - Det er viktig at
engelsklzerere shakker forstielig engelsk og viser eksempler pi "god" uttale (mAl opp mot en viss standard), men det er 0gs viktig st det formidles til
elevene at"god" engelsk uttale ikke er begrensettil leererens eksempler pd "god" uttale. Dette kan gjeres ved & inkiudere ulike eksempler pi "god"
uttale fra mange ulike kilder fra hele verden

Selv hadde jeg problemer med & opprettholde egen amerikanske muntlige taleméte etter hwert som jeg ble voksen. Jeg snsket ikke 3 identifisers meg
med nog amerikansk. Jeg har likevel beholdt en del vokallyder fra amerikansk, og blander det med britisk brok av tyd. Jeg tror ikke selv atjey dermed
blir en dérlig rollemodell for elever.

Dette framstar som lite serigs eller lite gisnnomtenkt. “Elevens her ha engelsk morsmalshrukeruttale som mal for egen engelsk uttale " Hya er
altarnativt? At man skaper sitt eget sprik? "Engelsk uttale med tydelige spor av engelsk morsmalshrukeruttale teller mer positit i muntlive
vurderingssituasjoner enn engelsk uttale uten. Engelsk uten 'spor av engelsk morsmalshrukerttale? Hva hadde detveent? Uten spar, detvil si helt
Igsrevet fra vordan engelsk vanliois ottales? Sprak som er uforstielig tiener ikke sin hensikt, Detyil si, sprik er noe som finnes utenor klasserorm og
det er farst og fremst evhettil § kommunisere atenfor klasseram sarm er milet rmed engelskunderdsning. Kart, l2replanet har noen andre mél ogs,
Imen en engelskunderisning somm var (ssrevet fra verden utenfor klasseromrnet e ikke malet

Altfor mange elever i dag har en delvis amerikanisert uttale, selv om de kanskje | skolen har leert den britiske varianten

Som lzerer ber man vare obs pd at enkelte engelske aksenter kanskje forbindes med littlavere status. Man ber for eksempel vaere forsikig med & gi
glevens inntrykk av at RP er bedre eller holder en hayere kulturell standard enn for eksempel indisk-engelsk aksent,

Spm 8 burds vore oppdelt Yanskeleg & svare pd bade underisingsinnhald ogvurdering pa same tid

Jeg forstar det som engelsk morsmalshrukeruttale sam breiere enn GAeller RF, men i og med at det stér i undersekelsen at det i denne
undersakelsen forstas som det 58 blir jeo litt usikker pd hva jeg skal svare feks pd spersmal 6 og 7. Dersom en elev har tdelige spor av engelsk
morsmalshrokerottale =8 er det meget bra, men jeg forstir ogsd det som spor av Australian English, Jamaican English, Itish osy

Igjen, <& blir dette for uneyaktio. Ja, elevene mé nesten i en eller annen grad vurderes app ot rorsrmdlsbrukere av engelsk i forhold tl orn de kan
gjgre seq forstdtt Men samtidiy antyder spersmélet om deti seg selv skal veere et mal at elevene skal ha en bestemt uttale, som helt kiart er nei. Men
deter jo samtidiy helt tydelig at det store spersmélet man stiller seq ndr man vurderer uttale er orn en morsméalsiruker kunne forstdit eleven

Del 4 av T: Tydelig uttale

Segment - individuelle konsonant- og vokallyder (som lyden av 'th' i ordet 'then”)

1) | hvor stor grad anser du god bruk av falgende segmenter som viktige for at elevene skal kunne gjsre seq tydeliy forstatt nar de
prater engelsk?

Svar fordelt pa antall

Ikke relevant | veldig liten grad | liten grad | noen grad | stor grad | veldig stor grad

Dentale frikativer (sarm then'/ ten) 1 2 1 44 H 17
Fonemer {som 's'og 2'i lice'/ lies? o 10 15 a3 pal 7
Konsonantlyder (sam vet' i wet' og 'shurch'f 'church’) o 3 5 36 42 19
Wikallyder - lengde [som ‘ship'i 'sheep’) i i 4 30 44 ]
Wokallyder - kvalitet (som 1 lave you' ! e you'y 1] 4 12 B1 22 7
Andre fvennligst utdyp undery 14 0 1 9 a 1

Svar fordelt pa prosent

lkke relevant | wveldig liten grad | liten grad | noen grad | stor grad | veldig stor grad

Dentale frikativer (sarm then'/ ten] 09% 19% 10,4 % 41,9 % 292 % 16 %
Fonemet (sarm 's'og 'z i lice' [ lies). 0% 9.4 % 142% 50 % 19,8 % 65 %
Kaonsonantyder (som vet's ‘wet' og 'shurch'/ ‘'church’ 0% 29 % 48% 343 % 40 % 181 %
Wokallyder - lengde (som 'ship'f 'sheep’ 0% 0% 38% 283 % 41,5 % 26,4 %
ikallyder - kvalitet (somm 1 laveyou' ] T IEw you' 0% 3,8 % 1,3 % 575 % 20,8 % 6,6 %
Andre (vennligst utdyvp under) 46,7 % 0% 33% 30 % 167 % 33%
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Andre:

Feil trykk | ord kan hemme forstielsen

R-ene. Mine elever har en tendens til & skarre. Det praver jeo & 3 hort.

Uttale alle deler av ordet, mange elever "svelger siste stavelse eller dropper stavelser inne i selve ordet, som er kammunikasjonsforstyrrende

B ikkie uttale stumme Iydar, som e i ed-endingar i verb i forlid "'marked" kan fart bli til "market”

Diftangene foul og faul kan noen ganger skape usikkerhet am hvilket ard eleven mener & uttrykke.

house vs hose, dearvs dare

Kiwaliteten pd vokallyd der lyden kan fore til misforstielse. Law - law er ikke s wrien, men der det blir lang vaokal i stedet for diftang f.eks., som kan fare til
misforstielse, erveldig viktiy

Dien klassiske think-sink, for eksempel

Uttale av"diftonger" sorm i "audio® og "Europe”

Wange elever sliter med & skille mellom worman og women. Slikt er viktig for 3 bl forst3t riktig

R mellom vokallyder

Spesieltvokaler o konsonanter sorm endrer meningen i ord er viktio for uttale og kormrmuanikasjon

At engelskspraklioe ikke skiller mellam 157 iMen dette er kanskje et starre problem for engelskspriklioe som laerer seg narsk, at det er farskiell pd uttale
i sikle 0g sykle, for eksempel) Det kan uansett veere greit & vaere oppmerksom pd nér man har engelsk som andresprak.

Ston seft bvis det er problemer som hindrer kommunikasion s& er det uttale av ord som ikke ligner pd hvordan ordet vanligvis heres ut.

2) | hvor stor grad anser du god bruk av fslgende alternativer som viktige for at elevene skal kunne gjgre seq tydelig forstatt nar de
prater engelsk?

Svar fordelt pa antall

lkke relevant | veldig liten grad | liten grad| noen grad | stor grad | veldig stor grad

Intonasjon {fonemeanstre) 1] 3 11 a4 Eal 2
Flas=ering av trjkk i ord o 2 a a7 a1 i
Plasseting av trykk i setninger 0 1 5 54 42 4
Rytme (kan forstds som uttalefyt over flere setninger for eksempel) 1] 2 12 54 33 2
Tydeline spor av engelsk morsmalshrukeruttale 4 149 32 36 12 3
Tempo 2 4} 13 a2 9 4
Walurm (stemmehbruk) 1 5 18 47 28 7
Andre (vennligst utdyp undery 14 0 1 i 1 1}

Svar fordelt pa prosent

lkke relevant | veldig liten grad | liten grad | noen grad | stor grad | veldig stor grad

Intonasjon tonemanstre) 0% 28% 10,4 % 857 % 292 % 1,9 %
Flassering avtrykk i ord 0% 1,9 % 4.7 % 349 % 481 % 10,4 %
Flassering avirykk i setninger 0% 08 % 4.7 % 50,9 % 396 % 38%
Rytme (kan forstas som uttaleflyt over flere setninger for eksempel) 0% 19 % n7% 824 % 32% 1,8 %
Tydelige spor av engelsk morsmalsbrukeruttale 38 % 17,9 % 302% 34 % 11,3 % 2,8%
Tempo 1.9 % a7 % 123 % 48,1 % 274 % 38%
wolum (stermmehruk) 0,9 % 4.7 % 17 % 44,3 % 26,4 % 6%
Andre fvennligst utiyn under 66,7 % 0% 4.8 % 23,8 % 48 % 0%
Andre:

= Atheile orda blir tatt med. Eg ser ofte at minoritetssprakiene elevar med andre morsmal enn norsk [es engelsk og “svelger” store delar av orda, og dd er
detikkie lett & farstd

Eleven kommer langt med riktig uttale og intonasion, selv orm den har et svakere ordforrdd. Jeg tenker likevel at muntlig bruk av mer avanserte ord ber
telle far noe, selv om de ikke blir uttalt rikiio farste eller andre gang

God aikulasjon

Marsk intonasjon og tonefall er annerledes og kan feiltolkes som usikkerhet. Mange nordmenn har 0gs en tendens til 3 ha monoton intonasjon, det
hindrer 0gs& god kommunikasjon.

volum (stemmebruk), hwis de ikke produserer lyd 58 gdr det ikke an & forstd, derfor har det teknisk sett betydning

Diette hekrefler visst at jeg har for lite muntlig kommunikasjon med elevene. Jeg er 53 opptatt av innhold | undervisningen at jeg ikke rekker over altjeg
s gierne skulle jobbet med.

Eventuelle korrnentarer eller tilbakemeldinger til del 4 av 7

Eleven ma gjsres klent med ulike typer uttale og veere klar over hvilke signal de sender om de velger 1 type over en annen

e synes ikke dette er 53 lett & male

Jeg menet alle disse momentene til sammen utgjar en avgjgrende helhet, men at eft enkelt segment alene ikke er & viktia, Om man uttalet flere
segmenter feil wil helhetsinntrykket ol svakere, oo matsatt,

Diette bekrefter visst at jen har far lite muntiig kommunikasjon med elevene Jeg er 54 opptatt av innhold i undervisningen at jeq ikke rekker over alt jeg
=& gjerne skulle jobbet med

Kommunikasion er kompleks og & er kammunikasjonsesne ganske sammensatt, Det skjer for eksempel sjelden st blanding av ten' og then' air
forstielsesproblemer ndr elever prater, Likevel et defle noe viklig & beherske - for mange slike fell vil undergrave muntig kommunikasjonssituas]oner,
for eksempel. Jeg ser mange elever som sliter med skriveell som blanding av ten’ og then', for eksempel. Dette er egentlig en uttalefzil, men det
korrmer til overflaten | skift. Jed ser 0gs at elevenes blanding av ten’ og then'itale skaper sieldent problemet, men de samme elevens har
vanskeligheter med & skille mellam ten’og then' n&r de harer ardene, og det skaper problemer. Uttaletrening er derfor wikti for & forstd muntlia engelsk
o far & skrive, ikke bare for & tale riktig
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Del 5 av 7: Manstre for uttale

Etter Wg1 YF og Vg1 SF er det ifalge lasreplanen et mal for opplagringen at "eleven skal kunne bruke manstre for uttale i
kommunikasjon"

Svar fordelt pa antall

Ikke lveldig liten  Iliten  Inoen  |stor [ weldig stor
relevant grad grad grad grad grad
1) | hwvar stor grad anser du det som en viktig del av elevenes muntlige kompetanse
3 4 5 52 5 4
at de kan bruke manstre for uttale?
Svar fordalt pa prosent
Ikke lveldig liten  Iliten  Inoen  Istor [ weldig stor
relevant grad grad grad grad grad
13 I har stor grad anser du det som en viktig del av elevenes muntlige kampetanse 20% 3.0% 49% 50,5 % 4% 3.0%

at de kan bruke manstre for uttale?

2) Dersom du vurderer hvorvidt elevene kan bruke mmstre for uttaie I Kommunikasjon,
Iwa pleier du a legye vekt pa i vurderingen?

Atde kan giere seg forstétti verden. Engelsk er etlingua franca og det erviklig & 73 en uttale som "alle” kan forstd, samtidig som man mé trenes i &
forstd mer enn bare RP oy GA. Det er livemestring.

Allid orm de har evne il & kommunisere

konsekvens i uttale ar ulike ord med samme uttalemsnster. Fokus pd sprikiyder som ligner hverandrea.

0m det er gjennomgaende eller bare sporadisk

rmommenta it idlegare sparsmél + at detikkje ber hayrast kamisk Morwenglish ut

Th-lyden og r-lyden. Gieme oosa forskiellene pd v ogw.

® De skal vaere konsekvente slik at samtalepartneren ikke blir forvirret 2v aventede varianter.

® | stor grad fworvidt det kammuniserer og er pragmatisk,

= Karrekt uttale | kva grad uttalen farstyrear eller legg til rette for karmrmunikasjon Interferens frd morsmal

= Grammatikk 0g setningsopphygging

= m det er umiddelbart forstielig for en native speaker eller er det knmmunikasjonsiorstyrende elementer sam gjar at de strever med & oppfatte alt
elevene sier- forstir jen det eleven sier mest fardi jeg oversetter til norsk i mitt eget hode eller hadde en hrite, som ikke snakker norsk, forstitt det
eleven sier? Formuleringer som "it stands in the book! ete. At de tr here autentiske native speakers er derfor veldig vikliy sorm et "manster for uttale"

= Intonasjon, spesielt forskjell pa & stille sprasmal ve. make a statement, lyder (th, vokaler ogv). Jeg pleier & undervise kot om intonasjonsmanstre pd
starten av vy,

= Hyior de legoer trykket, intonasjon, oo vokallyder

= yitale som har god fiytt 0g som har god rytme

= Omde har nddd malet ("ret’ uttale) eller om de ma eve mer. Gitips om hvar de finner kteeksempler.

= dette punkiet har eg aldrivurdert!

= | engelsk erdet mange ord som har like diftonger men uttales helt forskiellio, noen ganoer kan uttale av diftong gjsre storforskjell i hvilket ord man sier,
oy kan et mistorstis hvis man sier detfeil, slike sves det pd og hter jen etterved haytlesning eller annen murtlig fremfaring. Men, varderer det ikke
S0 noe som drar ned en hel karakter

= Flyt ng forstielse

= korrekt uftale av ord, lyder. | noen grad intonasjon

» God uttale av lydene og trykk

" Mener man med"manstre” det samme som "madeller?

Rikfiy uttale avvokaler og konsonanter o kg plassering av trkk.

Dette skal jeg innramme at er et kompetansemdl jeg er litt usikker pa. Jeg tenker p setningsopphyaging, noe jen legger vekd pa i wurderingen

Ty, (dvs. fraveer av neling eller repetision som oist detvanskelig for meg & falge med pé hva de vil i), samt uttale ws. skritsprak, dvs. at de ikke
leserigier ord som de er skrevet, men vet at det er stor forskell pi uttale og skiivem ite.

Farst og fremst at ikke uttalen star i veien for forstielsen og formidlingen av budskapet. God uttale vil som regel fremheve og kKlargjere hudskapet. Mest
vektvil jeq =i jeg legoer p viljen til & preve & bruke menstre far uttale fremfor om dizse er helt feilfrie.

Opp mot RRIGA

Jeg syhs dette er etvanskelig kompetansemsl, 0o pé skolen der jey underviser harvi ikke en felles tolkning av kompetansemalene pr dags data. Min
faglige talkning er at dette handler om uttale og ikke aksent

Atde eri stand il § gjsre seq forstitt og kammunisere effektivt

Skilnad mellam Iyder. Intanasjon eller "morsméalsialelse” vektiegoes i veldig liten grad

Jegwurderer elevenes uttale, og synes at kompetansermdlet burde vaere "8 snakke med god uttale”

Atde kan gjgre seg forstt og uttale ordene rikiig

Kornmunikasjonsforsterrende feil

Atikke uttalen blir for "norsk’ med tanke p& setningsstruktur og intonasjon

Legoer mervekt pd at de kan hare forskjellene mellom vatiantene oy elevene synes dette erinteressant. De behever ikke & hores ot som en RP-
speaker eller GA-speaker,

Atde erkonsekvente | ottalen av ard.

Atde pjar seq forstatt Uttale ma ilkke hindre kommunikasjonen

vanskelig & i hva som menes utifra manstre, men viktinst er at en kan utirykke 58 nestt sam mulig de fonetiske elemnentene til at det er forstieliy - hwa
sorm er skillet ar vanskelig & definers.

Har elevens riktig uttale av ord og er detfiyt i spraket? Klarer eleven 3 bruke riktig intonasion og uttale av ord 53 vil de gjare seg tdelin og godt forstatt pi
engelsk.

Fokuszet er pa riktig uttale av ord (trykk blant annety, men ikke nedvendigvis at de kan faghegrepene (dental frikativer, fonemer, osv).

De elementene jeg krysset av for i sparsmalens pé forige side (spesielt lengde pi vokaler, kansonantiyder, setmingstrykk)

Ord som uttales pd en otydelig m3te som kan skape misforstdelser

O man er noen lunde kansekvent og at man klarer & bruke lyder p& en riktio m3te

O noe av det elevene ensker & kommunizere forsvinner, eller om de klarer § kommunizere det de ansker.

Furiksjon - dvs. forstielighet

Uttale av ord

Atuttalen er god, tydelig, forstielig

Koammunikasjonshemmende feil vil pdvirke vurderingen negativt

Intonasjon, lite Morwenglish

Dette er etwanskelig kompetanzemdal, men jeg praver & lytte etter det de fartil frernfor & arrestere derm pé det de fArtil

At de uttrykker spriklyder som er viktige for forst3elsen noenlunde karrekt At de falger sit valgte uttalemsnster noenlunde konsekvent. Men de flaste
norske elever er pivirkel av amerikansk uttale oo snakker deretter, s& detle blir sjelden en relevant problemstilling

Spraklyder, intonasjon, trykk

Dette er det sikkert rulia & ta doktorgrad pé. Men Jeg har aldri forstatt iva som er snsket produkt av det rdlet. Ji ow-lyd | town 00 grow. Engelsk har vel
alddri veert kient for menster for utale 00 staving? Moen av 0ss synes det er gy (Teks. laerere). Andre synes det bare er frablete.

hignsire for uttale skal, slik jeg ser det, i hvert fall ikke handle om i twilken grad man kan etterligne en morsméalsbruker. Dette virker ellers litt utydelig, ng
hier kan det sikker bl mange ulike tolkninger - og feiltalkninger.

tydelig uttale, det & gjere seq forstit

rriye av det som var listet pd forige side
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Hva menes egentlig med "manstre for uttale"? Jeq svarte "i noen arad” fordi jeg synes dette ervanskelig & definere. Jeg legaervekt pé karrekt uttale pé
ordnivd, od jed bruker & gi elevens tilbakemelding pé st GAog RP ofte har "fallende tone” mot slutten av setninger. Det kan weere fordelaktiy 8 veere
oppmetksom pé typiske kiennetegn ved enaelskspraklio uttale, men det kan kanskie argumenteres far at det blir it mekanisk om man skal leere seg
sprikved & fokusere pd disse manstrene. MEr man er oppe pé etvisst niv muntlig kan det imidlertid vaere fint & justere eget muntlig sprik hasert pd
disse manstrene.

Uttale av enkelthydar. Uttale av ord. Trykkleaging i enkeltord. Intonasjon.

For eksempel at de ikke skal kunne forskiell pd norske lyder og engelske lyder At de laerer seg noen av de eksemplene som var i farrige spersmal (v ag
i) th-lyd o=w

Jeg legger vekt p& om en marsmalsbruker ville forstitt dem

Mest pd ordniva - uttale ord riktig (trykk, diftongar o)

At uttalen ikke er kommunikasionsforstyrrende, som i praksis betyr at eleven mestrer morsmalsnasr uttale av engelsk.

Hvor enig er du i felgende pastander?

Svar fordelt pa antall

Helt ) Litt Litt Swaart
- Uenig ; Enig i
uernig uernig enig eng
3 Leereplanen i engelsk er tvdelig pa hva det vil si a kunne bruke menstre for uttale i 17 37 28 12 7 3
kornmunikasjon
43 Manstre for uttale | engelskfaget baserer seg primesrt pd
X A i 7 14 27 34 8
uttalermanstre man finner i engelsk morsmalshrukeruttale.
Svar fordelt pi prosent
Helt Ueni Litt Litt Svaart
B enig ; Enig .
uEhiy ushig  enig enig

3) Lezreplanen i engelsk er tydelig p hva detvil i & kunne bruke menstrs for uttale | TBA% 2650% 272% 117% 62% 19%
komrmunikasion
43 Manstre for uttale | engelskfaget baserer sey primesnt pd

uttalemenstre man finner i engelsk morsmalsbrukeruttale 5% TA% 147% Z04% 358%  04%

Eventuelle kommentarer ellet tilbakemeldinger til del 5 av 7:

Jeg ville aldri lest lsereplanens mal om “msnstre for uttale” som & ha noe & gisre med morsmalsvarianter,

| "t lzzrehok er Iydiilene lest av éstlendinger { med tydelig estlandsk intonasjon) | afrikanere { med afrikansk intonasjon ) osy, avhengig avtekstens
termalopprinnelzesland.

Eg har ikkie jobba spesifikt med dette lzzreplanmalet-men det mé d& handle om & kunne uttale dei"typisk” engelske yvdane, som stemt! ustemt th?
Hva menes egentlig med "manstre for uttale"?

Siden det er ufarstielio hva leereplanen mener har jeq ikke svart ovenfar,

er ikke helt sikker p& hva man skal fram il i sparsmal 4

Engelsk har & mange awik fra uttalerealene at det pé videreadende nivé erviktigere & fokusere pd awikene enn det som faver seg inn i et manster.
Péstand 4 her er en del av problemet: de skal ikke trenge & neerme seq RPIGAT falge leereplanen, men likevel virker det som om det er det sam er tenkt
i dette kormpetansemalet Manster for uttale er jo noksA forskjellig | Skottland, pi Jamalca og | Buckingham Palace.. Det er et lite giennomitenkt punkt,
opplever jeg.

Jeg tenker at maten man tolker hva leereplanen legger i "menstre for uttale” fom man har morsméalsfokus eller ikked har stor betydning for hvordan man
legoer opp engelskundervisningen og ikke minst hvordan elever rundt o | landet blirvardert i faget engelsk- og at fordi lsreplanen er svaert lite tydelig
& dette punktet & varierer underisningen og vurderingen deretter.

Det erviktio 8 ha noe bevissthet runde uttalermanstre | sitt eget sprik, men disse kan ikke danne mal for uttale av et annet sprik, ellers snakker vi ikke
orn sprakopplating.

pd dette punktet frermstdr som nesten umulig far min del
Kommentar til spersmal 4: Det bar ikke haseres pa dette
Underviser ikkje i den nye leereplanen i &r Kjenner den for dirleq til svare pd spm

og RP? Dette med "karrekt! uttale vil kanskie utfordres de neste tifrene, i takt med internasjonalisering av engelskspriket? (Det har jo til enviss grad
skiedd allerede )

1) Forstér ikke helt hva de legger | det kompetansemé&let, ikke mine kollegaer heller. 4) vet ikke

Sprm. 4 - her er detvanskelig 3 i noe sikkert. Klan at det er noen faringer for hvordan dette skal se uti alle landets kiasserom, men det 3 i noe generelt

Jeg trar man mé sperre seg om hva morsmalshrukerottale er Er nigerianskenoelsk og jamaikaengelsk like gode standarder for uttalemenstre som GA
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Del 6 av 7: Undervisning

Huvor eniy er du i felgende pastander?

Svar fordelt pa antall

14 Jegunderviser om uttale i lapet av skoledret.

2 Jeg gir elevene formative
tilhakermeldinger om uttale | lpet av skoledret

31 Jeq forklarer for elevene hvilken uttalevarietet de bar bruke

41 Jeq forklarer for elevene hvilke meanstre for uttale de ber bruke.

&) Dersom jeq underviser eller gir tilbakemeldinger om uttale, viser jeq som regel til engelsk

morsmilshrukeruttals som
eksempler pa god ultale.

) et er nyttio & |a elevene arbeide med menstre for uttale | klasseromsundervisningen.

TiJeg har god tilpang pd l@rinosressurser som kan bidra til elevenes ubvikling av muntlige

ferdigheter i engelsk.

21.Jeg har god tlgang pd l@ringsressurser som kan bidra til tilpasset oppleering av elevenes

muntlige ferdighstar.

Svar fordelt pa prosent

11.Jeg undervizer om uttale i lspet av skoledret.

2 Jeq gir elevens formative
tilbakemeldinger om uttale i lapet av skoledret

3y Jed forklarer for elevene hwilken uttalevarietet de bar bruke

43 Jeg forklarer for elevens bvilke manstre for uttale de ber bruke.

&1 Dersom jeq underviser eller gir tilhakemeldinger om uttale, viser jeg som regel til engelsk

morsméalshrukeruttale som
eksempler pd god uttale.

5y Det er nyttig & la elevene arheide med menstre for uttale i klasseramsundervisningen.

TiJeg har god tilgang pé leringsressurser som kan bidra til elevenes ubikling v muntlige

ferdigheter i engelsk

21 Jeg har god tilgang pd leringsressurser som kan bidra til tiipasset opplsering av elevenes

muntlige ferdigheter.

Helt i
UEnig 9
2 a
0 2
il 29
4 13
7 10
3 i
8 16
10 20
HE'.I Llenig
uEnig
189% 47%
0% 19%
% 1%
39% 127 %
BT% 95%
20%  40%
7% 162%
Q6% 192%

Litt

uEenig

"

20

2

Litt
uenig

10,3 %
47 %

159 %

245 %

152 %

1,58 %

19 %

20,2 %

Litt
enig

a0

a0

16

36

26

44

a2

36

Litt
eniy

28%

8%

16 %

35,3 %

24,8 %

30,5 %

34,6 %

Enig

43

47

2

a4

24

22

Enig

40,2 %

439%

121 %

206 %

324 %

235%

1%

135 %

9) Dersom du underviser eller gir veiledning om menstre for uttale i l¢pet av skolearet, i hvor stor grad pleier du a ta i bruk

falyende laringsressurser / verktsy?

Svar fordelt pa antall

Laereverk (hok)

Leereverk (digitale ressurser)

Internett frennligst utdyp under)
Selvlaget undervisningsopplegy
Undervisningsoppleay laget av kolleger
Spraklaboratorium

Wideoer {rouTube o)

22

5]

| veldig liten grad

12

I liten grad

| noen grad

39

349

3z

39

28

55

| stor grad

7

24

29

29

22

]

Swazrt
enig

Swaart
enig

15 %

215%

04 %

29%

11,4 %

88%

86 %

29%

| veldig stor grad
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Andre drennligst utdyp under) 50 % 18,2% 0% 273% 4,5% 0%

Andre letingsressurser [ verktey:

Je bruker mys Youtube-Kipn pd internett

Internett: Ordheker med uttale pa lydfiler

MNDLA, MDLAFyr, Kittys engelskoppogaver

Spesisltved undenisning av ulike aksenter av engelsk, bruker jeg mye videoer tvor de fr lvtte til feks komikers som har ulike aksenter. De far ogs3 se
filmer fra ulike engelskspraklige land. Det som er viktigst er dog at det jobbes med et utvalg av hva som er seregent | etterkant, slik at de kan lage en
oversikt for & skille ulike aksenter.

“Internett’ erveldig upresist, men BBC og British Council har gode ressurser. 58 ar det Iitt tilfeldig hvilke ressurser man kjienner til da

Internett: Jeg instruerer elevene | 4 benytte 'online dictioharies’, og viser derm et utvalg, slik at de selv kan velge hilken de foretrekker Jeg bernytter disse
0g=8 ndr jeq oir elevene formativ tilbakemelding p& muntlioge vorderingssituasjoner.

Bruker oftest rouTube.

ESL library har gode, nividelte ressurser, mye med lyd. British council har 0gs3 noe. Ellers harvi det asy med & finne feks. fotballspillere pd youtube og
efterligne dem, for & hli bevisst p& forskiellige méater & bruke lang/kort vokallyd v s. diftanger, oy,

Bruker internett som ressurs for & hente eksempler pa uttale fra nyheter, faglige temaer, sanger o.l. Her m& ngsa nevnes streamingtienester som
brukes i stor grad ved filrmer, og ikke minst at dette gir en svaertgod anledning il & lese engelske undertekster. Trorveldig pd at dette bide styrker
leseferdigheter o muntige ferdigheter.

Internett: MDLA, dokumentarar pd engelsk

/i far opp Iyd gjennom ulike programmer pa nett, slik som Screencast-o-matic. YouTube er ellers den vikinste kilden fil fd

IP4,

Finner gjeme bade undervisningsvideoer og andre videoer fra youtube for & forklare og eksemplifisere uttale.

Youtuhe: how do you pronounce....

MDLA, BBC, online dictionaries, MPR, sosiale medier

iserf.eks. videoer p& youtube hvor det snakkes GARP eller andre varianter av engelsk. Dette er for 8 pi elevene forst@else av det finnes ulike manstre
for uttale i engelsk. Jeq tror dette er med pa & gjsre dem trygge pa sin bruk av engelsk, og oir dem en forstelse av at detikke er farventet at de shakker
nerfekt RPIGA.

Jeq har ofte brukt hitps:#soundsofspeech.uiowa eduhome Men denne har dessverre blitt nedlagt M3 finne ut av appen eller et alternativ. | tilleoy bruker
jeg mange youtube videoer, tilbudet er uendelig

British Council eller andre ressurssider for engelsklarare

Bruker ofte nettsider med lister/oversikter med eksempler p# ord og uttale som supplementtil egen undervisning | muntlige ferdigheter.

Jeg berytter gierme ordbaker pd nett (ola. Oxford online dictionary) og viser elevene at de kan selv Iytte til uttale der og forsske & gjenta méten ord blir
uttalt pd.

Kombinasion av eget utvikiet arbeid, ilag med feks. fonetisk fokuserte youtube videaofer).

Grundig opplaeting 1 lingdys som hjelpemiddel for opplesning og uttale.

Interaktive kilder nd nettet - lite brukt, men det hender,

Detfinnes oode videoer pd YouTube av engelsklzererdoggere, som tar for seq vanlioe utfordringer med uttale.

Jeu er native speaker 53 jeg er min egen, autentisk ressurs )

Wi servideoer og Wtter til innspillingeriydfiler av fagtekstene =3 ofte vi kan. Elevene snakker enoelski kiasserommet og har muntlige presentasjoner.
Ved haytlesing bruker jeg & korrigere uttale av enkeltord dersom eleven gjer feil som forstyrrer kommunikasjonen. Ved tavleundersisning skriver jeg
ordene og sier derm heyt

Videaer, filmer, podeaster der elevene kan hare forskjeller pa enoelske varianter.

Samtale elevens imellom og samtale med mey. Samarbeid om & I5se en oppoave - o det er et spill (Leks. Keep Talking and Mobody Explodes) eller
orm det er en mer kreativ oppyave. Personlig erfaring tilsier at det & sitte sammen med andre oy kisne og lete 0g samarbeid om 3 finne lasninger
fungerer svaer godt, og hidrar til mestring - hvis man da har klart & skape en tryog hule | lasserommet

Tidligere hadde vi spriklaboratoriurm, og da brokte jen det ofte nettopp til & sve uttale og intonasjon

Iyttetekster eller filrner

Etav knmpetansemilene i Intemasjonal engelsk (KOB) er & "gi eksempler p4 andre varianter av engelsk enn dern sorm brukes i det angloarnetikanske
Kjemeomradst, og reflektere over deres sesrpreg”. For & kunne reflektere over disse variantenes serpreg mé man nedvendiguis kunne sammenligne
med eksempler fra “standardengelsk’, og da er eksempler pd muntliio kommunikasjon ofte mest hensikismessig. Her fangerer YouTuhe fint

Internett: englishclub.cam, learmenglishteens. britishcouncil.org, diverse blogginnlegofartikiar om aksentar og dialektar.

Internett: - F.eks BBC Leaming English som har en del praktiske videoer med farskiellioe lyder (fanetikk). - British council - NDLA har ogsd fine
ressurser (varities of English] der man lett kan here ulike varianter av engelsk. Detvar viktinere i forrige leereplan, men tenker at det er en grei ressurs
for & vise elever at det er ulike mater 3 ha god uttale pd. Moen syns det er rarsormt & tenker at de kan giennormfare et &r med indisk engelsk, men det
har til nd ikke skjedd)

ouTube, ordbsker med lyd, rim, sanger som man finner pa nett

Suprasegment (prosodi) - Uttaletreld som strekdker seg over flere segmenter (som intonasjon, trdkdk og rytme).

10) Dersom du underviser eller lar elevene arbeide med uttale i Ispet av skolearet, i hvor stor grad pleier du & vie tid til fslgende
alternativer?

Svar fordelt pa antall

Aldri I veldig liten grad | liten grad | noen grad | stor grad | veldig stor grad

"English as a lingua franca’-uttale 7 g 10 46 23 T
Engelsk morsmalshrukerutiale | England og USA. 2 G 16 43 7 7
ron Engnt 03 UBA (aom s, Hans g St Atia) : ’ 2 5 & 2
Haldninger til ulike varieteter av muntlig engelsk 5 10 i 44 249 2
Hatlesning 2 10 18 43 24 g
Lytteoppgaver 0 1 8 38 449 B
Seqmenter (individuelle konsonant og vokallyder). B 25 32 25 12 1

Suprasegmenter (som intonasjon, trykk og reime). " 18 33 a0 7 2
Spontan kommunikasjon 2 1 0 186 a5 29
Andre (rennligst utdyp under) 1 1] 0 6 1 1]
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Svar fordelt pi prosent

Aldri Tveldig liten grad | liten grad | noen grad | stor grad | veldig stor grad

"Englizh as a lingua franca’-uttale. B,9% 8.8% 9.8 % 45,1 % 225 % 6,9 %
Engelsk marsmalshrukeruttale i England og USA, 2% 59% 158 % 4206 % 26,7 % 6,9 %

Engelsk morsméalshrukeruttale

utenfor England og USA (sarn Australia, IMand 0o Ser-Afrika). 3% 1A% 2E% 0.5 % 12,9 % 2%
Holdninger til ulike varieteter av muntlio engelsk A% 99% 109 % 436 % 287 % 2%
Heytlesning 10% a7 % 18,4 % T % 23,3 % 48%
Lytteappgaver 0% 1% 78 % 373 % 48 % a9 %
Segmenter {individuelle konsonant og vokallyder). 599% 248% 3T % 248 % 11,9 % 1%
Suprasegmenter (sorm intonasjon, trkk og ndme) 10,9 % 17,6% 327 % 297 % 6,9 % 2%
Spontan kommunikasjon 1,9% 1% 0% 15,5 % 534 % 82%
Andre fvennlinst utdyp under) 61,1 % 0% 0% 333 % 58 % 0%

Andre alternativer:

® Jegunderviser vgs og de allemeste elever snakker godt engelsk, Utfordringen er mer & utvide ordforedd og bl trvggere § diskusioner. For mye pirk pi
uttale vil hare gjare elevens utyoge.

Da jeq har mange elever sorm sliter med skriflig engelsk og dysleksi, bruker jeg noe tid p& artikulering av enkelte avanserte ord {(gloser i plenum
ichoral reading)

Uttale trening fokuserer jeg primasr mot elever sorm er under kompetansenivi - de sorm mé jobke seg opp mot & gisre seq forstitt Altematia,
individuelle elevers fanetiske svakheter.

Eventuelle kommentarer eller tilbakemeldinger til del 6 av 7

Har lite direkte undervisning i uttale, men vi jobber med ulike typer uttale giennom andre trper oppoaver Lyting har jo blitviktigere etter ny laereplan i
engelsk 5 bruker det mye nd, men ikke for & ave uttale. Det handler mer om forstielse for hva sam blir sagl. Ellers snakker vi om uttale nér elevene
lurer pd fsyne det ervanskelig & uttale enkelte ard. Blir ikke en spesifikk undervisnings ekt av det, men blir en del av helheten.

Svarene over blir pd etvis en blanding av aktiviteter jeg gjennornfarer | de ulike kiazsene. NArman pi vas har sveert ulike kKlasser, blir aktivitetene ogsd
svart ulike. | engelsk pa vy2 (pd min skole) e det svaert lite behov for undervisning knyttet til uttale; i den internasjonale klassen er situasjonen en helt
annen

Madvendigheten og nytten av 3 lzere muntlige ferdigheter defineres av den individuelle eleven og ikke klassen. Formuleringen av spersmdalene virker
derimat primaert rettet mat kiassesetting, ikke justering av individer.

Jeq inkiuderer maorsmélsuttale fra ulike deler av verden prirmeert for & vise bredden som finnes ogsd | de landene i verden hvor engelsk er maorsemal for
mange, men jobber mad & 13 fram at disse uttalemanstrane ikke reprasenterer en standard elevane skal lers.

Jeg underviser pi Vo3 engelsk programfag. Elevens mine er over 15 &r og harfor det meste solide, ofe fremragends, sprikferdigheter
Moen av disse sparsmélene er ja-nei sparsmdl - det er litt vanskelig & skjanne hvordan man skal svare p en skala
o) Forstdr fremdeles ikke hva som ligger | manstre for uttale

Del 7 av 7: Vurderingspraksis

Hvor enig er du i félgende pastander?

Svar fordelt pa antall

Helt uenig Uenig Litt uenigLitt enig Enig  Sveert enig

1) Det er tydelig for reg hwordan

uttale barvurderes og veklliegges i muntlige varderingssituasjoner 4 8 2 a7 a0 E
2) Uttale vurderes og vektlegoes likt blant lrere p skolen 8 12 35 26 22 1
3) Holdninger den enkelte lerer har il varieteter av muntliy engelsk kan pivirke wurdetingen 1 3 1 33 43 12
4) Leereplanen i engelsk et tydelio pa hvordan muntige ferdigheter skal vekilegges ivardering g 13 20 19 13 ’

underveis og til standpunkt.

5) Felles wurderingskriterier pa
nasjonalt nivi for muntlige 4 5 7 a0 33 21
ferdigheter vil hidra til & sikre en mer rettferdig vorderingspraksis

) Felles wurderingskriterier pa
nasjonalt nivi for muntlige 4 [ [ 3z el 21
ferdigheter vil vazre til hjelp far meg sam laErer.

Svar fordelt pa prosent

Helt uenig Uenig Litt uenigLitt enig Enig  Svasrt enig

1) Det er trdelig for meg hvardan
uttale barvurderes og vekliesges | muntige vurderingssituasioner. 38% 1% 8% 348% I83% AT

2) Uttale vurderes og vektlegges liktblant lssreme pé skalen T7T% 115% 337% 25% 212% 1%
3) Holdninger den enkelts lzrer har il varieteter av muntlig engelsk kan pavirke vurderingen 1%  29% 106% 317% 413% 129%

4) Laereplanen i engelsk er tydelig p& hvardan muntlige ferdigheter skal vekilegges i vordering
underveis o til standpunkt. BE%  S14% ZEE% A81% 1A% 1%

) Felles vurderingskriterier pi
nasjanalt niv& far muntline 38% 48% B7% 286% 362% 20 %
ferdigheter vil bidra til & sikre en mer retiferdiy vurderingspraksis.

6) Felles vurderingskriterier pi
nasjanalt nivi far muntline 38% 7% A57% 3058% 343% 20 %
ferdigheter vil vazre fil hjelp for meg sorm lerer,
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Eventuelle kammentarer eller tilbakemeldinger til del 7 av 7

Ang. sparsmal B: Jeg mener detvil veere til stor nytte hwis de er kankrete nok og ikke far generelle.

Felles kriterier ma i 53 fall utarbeides med tydelige eksempler. Hyis ikke, vil vi alle tolke det pa var mate. Da er vi like langt.

Utfardrende hya ev. felles kriterier skal ta utgangspunkt i Postmoderme uttale, der"anything goes" er kanskje virkeligheten, men jeg mener jo ikke vi skal
ha heltfrislipp i en opplearingssituasjon. & velge et"menster” far uttale hetyr nedvendigvis & velge noe foran noe annet.

Spsm. 5 og B Grunnen til atjeg kun er litt enig er atjeqg er usikker p& hvar farnuftio og tydelio dette blir, searlia med henblikk pd 'Kjennetegn pé
méaloppnelse’ som allerede er laget, der det kan vaere vanskelig & skille mellom de ulike niviene.

spm. 53 0g BY: det kammer helt an pé hvar tydelia de erformulert. Skal de veere til hjelp, & ma de veere tydelige oo mélbare, oo det ma vaere lite rom for
tolkning.

Jeg tenker at mine egne universitetzstudier som lektar har lite intonasjon i fagkretsen. Jeg hadde nokintonasjon i utdanningen i 1978, men jeg erikke
god nok i dettil at jeg kan undervise britisk og amerikansk intonasjon. Det er jeg glad for at lszrere | grunnskolen harveert flinke til.

Felles vurderingskriterier pd nasjonalt nive vil kanskje kunne vaere til hjielp, men detvil muligens ogsd kunne oppfattes som begrensende. Som leerer
pé en skole med star andel flerkulturelle elevervil jea nedig at elevene skal matte presses inn i rammer dersom disse er smale. Hyis det skal
utarbeides nasjonale vurderingskriterier ma disse ta hensyn til at elever i Morge kammer fra en rekke ulike sprikline bakgrunner. De uttalemanstrene
som ervanskelige for en elev fra Taten er ikke nadvendiavis vanskelige for en elev med italiensk eller somalisk bakgrunn, eller motsatt, Ulike marsmal
(ellertil og med dialekter) gir muligens ogsd ulike utganaspunkter for prosodi. Tanefallmansteret til en eley fra Finnmark er kanskie annerledes enn
tonefallet il en elev fra Oslo vest, for eksempel. M er det jo slik at nasjonale varderingskriterier sikkert er hedre enn ingen kriterier | det hele tatt,
poenget mitt er bare at"one size does not necessarily fit all*. Man ber i 58 fall ta mange hensyn nar slike kriterier skal utarbeides.

Jeq erlitt ambivalent til felles varderingskriterier skal veere far styrende om de feks plutselig skal mene at elever har snakke med en viss aksent for &
kunne oppnd en god karakter at noe annet jeg mener ervel s viktia ikke skal telle noe seerlig. Samtidia 54 vil noe pd nasjonalt nivd kunne fare til mer
reftferdig vurderingspraksis. Det finnes feks ikke noen nasjonale vurderingsskjemaer til muntlig eksamen i engelsk som man kan statte seg pé.
Muntlin eksarmen utarbeides jo lokalt, men det er likevel en utfordring & rmatte forsvare eller argurnentere for sin vurderingspraksis overfar sensar eller
eksaminator am man ikke har en felles plattform. (Det er sjelden at dette skjer, men det kan skjel)

Tusen takk for at du tok deg tid til & b ed 1 kelsen!
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APPENDIX F — TRANSLATION EXAMPLES

Example 1 — Norwegian

Jeg tenker at maten man tolker hva lzereplanen legger i "menstre for uttale” (om man har
morsmalsfokus eller ikke) har stor betydning for hvordan man legger opp engelskundervisningen og
ikke minst hvordan elever rundt om i landet blir vurdert i faget engelsk - og at fordi leereplanen er

sveert lite tydelig pa dette punktet sa varierer undervisningen og vurderingen deretter.

Example 1 — English

I think that the way in which one interprets what the curriculum means by “pronunciation patterns” (if
there is a native-speaker focus or not) matters a lot for how one conducts English language teaching,
and not least for how pupils around the country are assessed in the English subject — and since the

curriculum is very unclear in this aspect, the teaching and assessment varies accordingly.

Example 2 — Norwegian

Spsm. 5 og 6: Grunnen til at jeg kun er litt enig er at jeg er usikker pa hvor fornuftig og
tydelig dette blir, seerlig med henblikk pa 'Kjennetegn pa maloppnaelse' som allerede er laget,
der det kan veere vanskelig a skille mellom de ulike nivaene.

Example 2 — English

Question 5 and 6: The reason for why | only somewhat agree is that | am not sure how
sensible and clear this will be, especially considering the guiding descriptors that have already

been made, where it may be difficult to distinguish between the different levels.
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APPENDIX G — ANALYSIS OF ITEM 46

-: Segments

- = Suprasegments

B - intelligibility

YELLOW = Grammar

- = Communication

- = Unclear/confusing competence aim
GREY = Consistency

- = In favor of Native-speaker norms

-= Fluency

CYAN = ‘Correct’ or ‘good’ pronunciation

=Avoiding Norwegian

3. Konsekvens i uttale av ulike ord med samme uttalemenster. | NGcGcIcNGEGEGEGEGEGEGE

4. Om det er giennomgaende eller bare sporadisk

5. momenta frd tidlegare sparsmal + i SHRRCIERNGIIGSHROISNG NSO

7. De skal veere konsekvente slik at samtalepartneren ikke blir forvirret av uventede varianter.

8. 1 stor grad hvorvidt det kommuniserer og er pragmatisk.
10. Grammatikk og setningsoppbygging.
11.

"it stands in the book" etc. At

15. Om de har nadd malet ( "rett" uttale) eller om de ma gve mer. Gi tips om hvor de finner
lytteeksempler.

16. dette punktet har eg aldri vurdert!

18. Flyt og [EIEEIER
19. korrekt uttale'av ord, Il 1 noen grad NN

20. God uttale av lydene IR
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77 Riktig uttale av vokaler og konsonanter 1 rikiiq plassering av ki
23. Dette skal jeg innremme at er et kompetansema jeg er litt usikker pa. Jeg tenker pa

setningsoppbygging, noe jeg legger vekt pa i vurderingen.

24. - (dvs. fraveer av ngling eller repetisjon som gjar det vanskelig for meg a falge med pa hva de
vil si), samt uttale v.s. skriftsprak, dvs. at de ikke leser/sier ord som de er skrevet, men vet at det
er stor forskjell pa uttale og skrivemate.

25.
_ Mest vekt vil jeg si jeg legger pa viljen til & preve &

bruke mgnstre for uttale fremfor om disse er helt feilfrie.

28. NN ERRERERINEN . kommunisere effektivt.
29. _ Intonasjon eller "morsmalsfalelse" vektlegges i veldig liten grad.

30. Jeg vurderer elevenes uttale, og synes at kompetansemalet burde vaere "a snakke med god
uttale".

31. IR oo uttale ordene riktig

34. Legger mer vekt pa at de kan hare forskjellene mellom variantene og elevene synes dette er
interessant. De behgver ikke & hgres ut som en RP-speaker eller GA-speaker.

35. At de er konsekvente i uttalen av ord.

hva som er skillet er vanskelig & definere.

38. Har elevene riktig uttale av ord SEICHECHNIISBIEREE < arer eleven & bruke riktig NG og

uttale av ord sd vil de gjgre seg tydelig og godt forstatt pa engelsk.
39. _riktig uttale men ikke ngdvendigvis at de kan
fagbegrepene (dental frikativer, fonemer, osv).

40. De elementene '|eﬁ krisset av for i sparsmalene pa forrige side (GGG

42. Om man er noen lunde konsekvent og at man klarer a bruke lyder pa en riktig mate.

45. Uttale av ord.
46. Atuttalen er god, tydelig, NN

48. | NEIESN - NORVERGHSH
49. PetieleretVanskeligikompetansemal, men jeg prover 4 lytte etter det de far til fremfor & arrestere

dem pé& det de far til.

50. _ som er viktige for _ noenlunde korrekt. At de fglger sitt valgte

uttalemgnster noenlunde konsekvent. Men de fleste norske elever er pavirket av amerikansk
uttale og snakker deretter, sa dette blir sjelden en relevant problemstilling.

o1 RGN intonasjon, trykk|

52. Dette er det sikkert mulig & ta doktorgrad pa.

al, slik '|eﬁ ser det, i hvert fall ikke handle om i hvilken ﬁrad man kan etterliﬁne

- og feiltolkninger.
54_tydelig uttale. det & gigre seg forstatt
55. | ENSNSONIE stet pa forrige sidel

53. Mgnstre for uttale sk
en morsmalsbruker.
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56. _ Jeg svarte "i noen grad" fordi jeg synes dette er

vanskelig & definere. Jeg legger vekt pa korrekt uttale pa ordniva, og jeg bruker a gi elevene
tilbakemelding pa at GA og RP ofte har "fallende tone" mot slutten av setninger. Det kan veere
fordelaktig & veere oppmerksom pa typiske kjennetegn ved engelskspraklig uttale, men det kan
kanskje argumenteres for at det blir litt mekanisk om man skal lzere seg sprak ved & fokusere pa
disse mgnstrene. Nar man er oppe pa et visst nivd muntlig kan det imidlertid veere fint & justere
eget muntlig sprak basert pa disse mgnstrene.

o 7. MR 1.2/ < o101, Trykklegging i enkeltord. Intonasjon

60. Mest pa ordniva - Uttale ord riktig (HHIEE HEEEGEG
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