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ABSTRACT 

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

Norway 

Author: Simen Alexander Westbø 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 & Iannuzzi, 2020), but 

previous research in Norway suggest that teachers hold conflicting views about pronunciation 

(Bøhn, 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.   
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NORSK SAMMENDRAG 

Tittel: Engelsklæreres holdninger til uttale i videregående opplæring i Norge 

Forfatter: Simen Alexander Westbø Mo 

År: 2022 

Pages: asd 

I løpet av de siste tiårene har det innenfor uttaleforskning vært en dreining bort ifra 

morsmålsnormer innenfor språklæring (Council of Europe, 2018; Levis, 2020). Tidligere 

forskning i Norge peker i retning mot at engelsklærere har ulike holdninger til uttale (Bøhn, 

2016; Hansen, 2011; Johannessen, 2019; Tveisme, 2021). Denne oppgaven undersøker derfor 

engelsklæreres holdninger til uttale og muntlig vurdering i videregående opplæring. Metoden 

som har blitt brukt er kvantitativ, men noen elementer har blitt analysert kvalitativt. 

Datamaterialet har blitt innhentet ved å sende ut en elektronisk undersøkelse til videregående 

skoler i Norge som resulterte i 107 besvarelser.  

De empiriske forskningsfunnene i denne oppgaven peker mot at majoriteten av lærerne 

vurderer uttale og at de forstår uttale som viktig for å oppnå høy karakter i muntlige 

vurderingssituasjoner, men at de har ulik forståelse for om hvorvidt uttalen bør vurderes opp 

mot morsmålsbrukeruttale eller ikke. Videre peker funnene i oppgaven i retning av at de fleste 

lærerne enten i noen eller stor grad anser kompetansemålet i læreplanen om at «eleven skal 

kunne bruke mønstre for uttale i kommunikasjon» som en viktig del av elevenes muntlige 

kompetanse. Samtidig i forhold til dette peker også funnene i oppgaven mot at mange av 

lærerne ikke forstår læreplanen som tydelig i sin beskrivelse av hva det vil si å kunne bruke 

mønstre for uttale i kommunikasjon. De empiriske funnene i oppgaven peker også i retning av 

at de fleste lærerne har positive holdninger til at felles vurderingskriterier på nasjonalt nivå for 

muntlige ferdigheter kan være et mulig bidrag til mer rettferdig vurderingspraksis, og at felles 

vurderingskriterier vil kunne være til hjelp for den enkelte lærer.   
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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 & Iannuzzi, 2020, p. 117). Studies suggest that EFL teachers in Norway 

might have conflicting views when it comes to pronunciation (Bøhn, 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 (Bøhn, 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 & Mølstad, 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 (Bøhn, 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 (Bøhn, 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 
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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 

I 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 LK06 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. I 

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 Bøhn’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 Bøhn’s concluding remarks in his doctoral 
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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 Bøhn, as I 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 
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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 I 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 

I will here briefly present and discuss a select few key terms that I 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 (Haukås, 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 

phonological inventory of a given language 

Speech sounds, phones 

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

 

Suprasegementals 
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Accent A particular pattern of pronunciation that is perceived to 

distinguish members of different speech communities 

 

Different speech patterns, salient 

speech differences 

Comprehensibility The ease or difficulty a listener experiences in 

understanding an utterance 

 

Effort, processing difficulty 

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

 

Actual understanding, comprehension 

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

Fluidity 

 

English native-speaker pronunciation (morsmålsbrukeruttale) 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 & Iannuzzi, 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 “morsmålsbruker”, 

and I have therefore chosen to use similar word choices in Norwegian, such as 

“morsmålsbrukeruttale”, 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. I find it purposeful to 

include here that the Norwegian word “forståelighet” has been used as the equivalent word to 

“intelligibility” in this thesis. 

Lastly in this section, I 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 vg1 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 
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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, I 

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, I 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, I 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 

Mønsterplan for grunnskolen (M-87) (Høvik, 2017, p. 200; Simensen, 2014, p. 14). 

Norwegian curriculums have traditionally for the English subject emphasized British or 

American pronunciation as preferred varieties (Høvik, 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 (Høvik, 2017, p. 204; 

Simensen, 2014, p. 10).  

The current subject curriculum in Norway, LK20, was introduced in 2020 and builds on the 

previous curriculum, LK06. 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 (Bøhn, 2016, p. 5-6; 
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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), I 

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. Bøhn (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.  
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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 Ronæs, 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, II, and III) are described.” 

(Communicare, 2020, p. 6, own translation). When asked about the CEFR’s connection to 

English specifically, Ronæs stated that the CEFR makes itself applicable in the assessment 

resource called descriptors (kjenntegn på måloppnåelse) (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 
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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 Haukås (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 
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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 I 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), I 

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).  

Bøhn (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 
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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, 

I will present and discuss relevant theories and terms within English language teaching, 

before I 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 I 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, I 

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 I 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, Bøhn, 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. 

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, A1 – 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 Volume, 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 (LK06) introduced in 2006. I 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 Bøhn 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 LK06 shifted the focus of the English subject 

towards a heavier emphasis on communication. Additionally, according to Speitz (2018), a 

characteristic trait of LK06 is its focus on competence aims in all subject curricula (p. 42). 

The original version of LK06 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 



23 
 

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 LK06 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 LK06 (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 LK06, 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.1 

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, I 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 Bøhn 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 & 

Iannuzzi, 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-20th 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 & Iannuzzi, 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 
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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 Bøhn (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 (Bøhn, 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 (Bøhn, 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. (Bøhn, 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 (Bøhn, 2018, p. 232). As Bøhn 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 

(Bøhn 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 (Bøhn, 2018, p. 233). 

I here choose to follow Bøhn (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 (Bøhn, 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 (Bøhn, 2018, p. 237). According to Bøhn (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 

(Bøhn, 2018, p. 236). As mentioned in the beginning of chapter 1, there does, however, not 



33 
 

seem to be a shared understanding of what constitutes adequate, good, and excellent 

pronunciation (Bøhn, 2016, p. 62, Johannessen, 2018, p. 79-80). Since assessment criteria 

alone may often not say anything about the level of performance, Bøhn (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 Bøhn (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 Bøhn 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 på måloppnåelse) 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 vg1 (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 vg1 (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 vg1. 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 på måloppnåelse) 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 Bøhn (2016) and Johannessen (2018), who both refer to the definition of validity presented 

by The Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing (henceforth: Standards) (Bøhn, 

2016, p 14, Johannessen, 2018, p 42). The decision behind this choice is that I 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 Bøhn (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” (Bøhn, 2018, p. 236).  

2.8 RELIABLITY 

According to Bøhn (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. 

Bøhn (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 

so, 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 Bøhn (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 (Bøhn, 2018, p. 236). Further, he 

points to assessment tools available in relation to the curriculum, such as guiding descriptors 

(see section 2.6.3) (Bøhn, 2018, p. 236). He also explains that “this is something that the 

Norwegian educational authorities strongly support, …” (Bøhn, 2018, p. 236). It can be 

argued, based on what has been presented here, that Bøhn places a certain responsibility on 

teachers, too, to help ensure good reliability. I 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. I 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 I 

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, I address the rationale behind the 

choice to employ an internet-based survey as the research instrument. I then discuss the 

development and content of the survey and the participants. Further, I address the data 

analysis process, identified measurement errors, and the aspect of translation. Lastly, I 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, I 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 I had the most 

knowledge about before I began working with this thesis. However, during the first phase of 

research I 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, I 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 I 

Oslo). These were key considerations, as ensuring anonymity and safely secured data must be 

seen as crucial for both ethical and analytical reasons. I 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 I 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, I 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, I 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, I 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 I could 

expect in terms of response rates, I 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, I 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, I 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 

(Dörnyei, 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 (Dörnyei, 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 (Dörnyei, 2010, p. 8). According to Dörnyei (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 (Dörnyei, 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 (Dörnyei, 2010, p. 8). Another potential issue with 

questionnaires is the halo effect. According to Dörnyei (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 (Dörnyei, 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 (Bøhn 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) 

 

 

 

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 

Method Quantitative 

Participants 107 teachers 

Research instrument 43-item questionnaire  

Data material for analysis Questionnaire responses 
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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, I 

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, I 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, I 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). 

 

 

County 

Number of 

schools 

approached 

Number of  

responding  

schools 

 

Number of 

participants 
Agder 24 1 8 

Innlandet 30 3 10 

Møre og Romsdal 24 1 3 

Nordland 21 1 2 

Oslo 35 4 12 

Rogaland 34 10 14 

Troms og Finnmark 24 7 8 

Trøndelag 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. I 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 I would first look for the English/language 

subject coordinator or the administrator for general studies/subjects. Whenever I 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.  



45 
 

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 21,5 % 

Total 107 100 % 

 

AGE 

19 - 29 12 11,2 % 

30 - 44 52 48,6 % 

45 - 59 33 30,8 % 

60+ 10 9,3 % 

Total 107 100 % 

 

TOTAL TEACHING EXPERIENCE 

0 – 5 years 25 23,4 % 

6 – 12 years 30 28 % 

13 – 19 years 25 23,4 % 

20+ years 27 25,2 % 

Total 107 100 % 

 

EDUCATION 

Allmennlærerutdanning 6 5,6 % 

Grunnskolelærerutdanning 1. – 7. trinn 0 0 % 

Grunnskolelærerutdanning 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 % 

Møre og Romsdal 3 2,8 % 

Nordland 2 1,9 % 

Oslo 12 11,2 % 

Rogaland 14 13,1 % 

Troms og Finnmark 8 7,5 % 

Trøndelag 8 7,5 % 

Vestfold og Telemark 5 4,7 % 

Vestlandet 19 17,8 % 

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; Bøhn, 2016, p. 

33). However, a few published studies in Norway have dealt with teachers’ orientations 

towards pronunciation at the upper secondary level. Bøhn 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 Bøhn 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, I found it necessary to develop a new questionnaire to address the 

issues that I 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 I 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 I found it difficult to formulate 

the intention of the questions concisely. Additionally, an entire part of the questionnaire was 

removed as I 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, I 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 I 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: 

• Background information 

• Pronunciation in oral communication 

• Native-like pronunciation 

• Segments and suprasegments 

• Pronunciation patterns in the curriculum 

• Teaching pronunciation 

• 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, I decided to not send the e-mail invitation to all eleven counties 

at once. Instead, I 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, I 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 I 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 I had made lists with contact information for close to every school in each county in 

Norway, I 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. I 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, I therefore invited new schools to participate 

in intervals based on the county lists I 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 I 

followed the progression of county-participation every day during this period, I 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, I 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, I decided to close 

it for participation due to the time frame so that I 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 I 

have chosen to focus on in this thesis. However, I 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 I have afterwards deemed suitable for the current thesis. 

Guided by the research questions, the analysis and the following chapters are therefore based 

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

• Part 2 - Pronunciation in oral communication 

• Part 3 - Native-like pronunciation 

• Part 5 - Pronunciation patterns in the curriculum 

• 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 

Discussion 5.1 

Overarching thesis aim 

 

Statements: Item 12, 15, 16 and 19 

 

Findings 4.2 

Discussion 5.2 

1. What are teachers’ 

beliefs about native-speaker 

pronunciation? 

Statements: Item 23 and 25 

Question: Item 26 

Feedback: Item 27 

 

Findings 4.3 

Discussion 5.3 

2.What are teachers’ beliefs 

about ‘pronunciation 

patterns’? 

Statements: Item 45 and 47 

Question: Item 46 

Feedback: Item 49 

 

Findings 4.4 

Discussion 5.4 

What are teachers’ beliefs 

about common assessment 

criteria?  

Statements: Item 83 and 84 

Feedback: Item 85 

 

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 I made was to identify incomplete responses. During this process, I 

identified several items in the questionnaire that had a lower response rate than the average, 

which I 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 I 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, I 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, I entered the file with the 

closed-ended responses into the analytical software program SPSS (Version 28; IBM 2021). 

Here, I 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 

(Dörnyei, 2010, p. 28), I 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 (Dörnyei, 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 (Dörnyei, 

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 exemplify, 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.  

I 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 I argue is an important, though perhaps 

minor nuance: The respondents have chosen to lean either towards disagreement or agreement 

with the statements, which I 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 I 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, I 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, I read through all the responses to each item to get a general 

idea of the data material at hand, where I 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 I took note of immediately. As 

a next step, I began coding all the data (Creswell, 2018, p. 193). This was a time-consuming 

procedure, so I 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, I 

allowed the categories to emerge during the analysis of the data (Creswell, 2018, p. 196). 

When coding the responses to an item, I 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, I eventually decided after some attempts and closer 

consideration to use this item as a source for supplementary data instead. Thus, from that 

point on I 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?”. I 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 I 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 I 
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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 I had categorized each response into topics, I made a table 

and counted the occurrence of each topic. Next, I 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, I 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, I 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 I 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, I argue that the most impactful measurement error that I 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, I 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” (svært 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.  

I 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, I 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 I 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 I became aware of the mistake, I 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 (Dörnyei, 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 I 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. I find 

this item to be worth addressing because I 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 I 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 I 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.  

I 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 “læreverk”, “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 “læreverk”. 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. I 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, I 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, I 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 I 

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, I 

therefore opted to explain the term “engelsk morsmålsbrukeruttale” (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 “morsmålsbruker”. 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, “morsmål” may also be translated into 

“mother tongue”. Additionally, “native speaker” is a debatable term (Davies, 2017, p. 185). I 

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), I 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-



61 
 

mail invitation, I 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 I 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, I 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 I have had 

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

Regarding interviews, I 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 
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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, I 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). I 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.  
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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, I 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. I 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, I argue that the current approach can function as one piece of a bigger 

puzzle. To elaborate, I 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, I 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, I 

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 

Disagree Somewhat 
disagree 

Somewhat 
agree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

Total 

15: Good pronunciation is 

important to achieve a high 

grade in oral assessment 

situations 

0 3 

 

8 39 49 7 106 

16: I assess pupils’ 

pronunciation in oral 

assessment situations 

1 1 9 30 49 16 106 

 

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 

Disagree Somewhat 
disagree 

Somewhat 
agree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

Total 

12: Being intelligible is the 

most important aspect when 

speaking English 

0 0 4 16 39 47 106 

19: Pupils’ pronunciation 

should first and foremost be 

assessed against intelligibility 

0 0 2 9 49 46 106 

 

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, I 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. “It is 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, I understand why it has been left out”.  

Indeed, upon consideration during the design of the questionnaire I decided to not define the 

term “uttale” anywhere in the questionnaire, nor in the invitations. I 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, I 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 

2 Completely 
disagree 

Disagree Somewhat 
disagree 

Somewhat 
agree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

Total 

23: Pupils should have 

English native-speaker 

pronunciation as a goal for 

their own pronunciation 

15 20 22 31 15 3 106 

25: Pupils’ pronunciation 

should be assessed against 

English native-speaker 

pronunciation 

14 26 21 28 10 5 104 

 

 
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 
pronunciation  

3 3.19 1.360 -.072 

2 Pupils’ pronunciation should be assessed against native English 
pronunciation  

3 3.09 1.373 .208 

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 I 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. I 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 I 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 I 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, I 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 

3 Not 
relevant 

To a very 
small 
degree 

To a small 
degree 

To some 
degree 

To a 
large 
degree 

To a very 
large 
degree 

Total 

45: To what extent do you 

consider being able to use 

pronunciation patterns an 

important part of pupils’ oral 

competence? 

3 

 

 

4 

 

 

5 

 

 

51 

 

 

35 

 

 

4 

 

 

102 

 

 

 

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 
patterns an important part of pupils’ oral competence?  

4 4.21 .968 -1.228 

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 

4 Completely 
disagree 

Disagree Somewhat 
disagree 

Somewhat 
agree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

Total 

47: The English subject 

curriculum is clear about 

what it means to be able to 

use pronunciation patterns 

in oral communication  

17 

16,67% 

37 

36,27% 

27 

26,47% 

 

12 

11,76% 

 

7 

6,86% 

 

2 

1,96% 

102 

100% 

 

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 able to 
use pronunciation patterns in oral communication 

2 2.62 1.211 .709 

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 

Native-speaker considerations 4 

Grammar (sentence structure) 3 

Avoid sounding Norwegian 3 

 

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 I have interpreted to mean that the 

teacher assesses the pupil against these two varieties. Another response that has been placed I 

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 I 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 “mønstre for uttale”? 

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

above.” 

3. 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 relation to this point, the teaching and assessment varies accordingly 

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

…” 

4.4 COMMON ASSESSMENT CRITERIA 
Table 12 Teachers’ response to item 83 

5 Completely 
disagree 

Disagree Somewhat 
disagree 

Somewhat 
agree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

Total 

83: The English subject 

curriculum is clear about 

how oral skills should be 

assessed and weighted 

during the course and for 

the final grade. 

9 33 30 19 13 1 105 

 

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) 

Rank-order Items Md M SD Skew 

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

 

3 2.97 1.197 .330 

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 I 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 

criteria on a national level 

for oral skills will 

contribute to ensure fairer 

assessment practices 

4 5 7 30 38 21 105 

85: Common assessment 

criteria on a national level 

for oral skills will be of aid 

to me as a teacher 

4 6 6 32 36 21 105 

 

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 
contribute to ensure fairer assessment practices 

 

5 4.49 1.241 -.997 

2 Common assessment criteria on a national level for oral skills will be of 

help to me as a teacher 
5 4.46 1.256 -.995 

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. 

2. 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).  

3. 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. 

4. Question 5 and 6: The reason for why I only somewhat agree is that I 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.  

5. 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. 

6. 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, I 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. 

7. 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 I 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 I 

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 Iannuzzi, 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 Bøhn’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 

questionnaire 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), Bøhn (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 



83 
 

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 (Dörnyei, 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, I 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 & Iannuzzi, 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 



86 
 

therefore have provided more accurate data, but since participant fatigue was a constant factor 

to consider in the questionnaire design I 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 Bøhn (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 

(Bøhn, 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 I 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, I 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, I 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 Westbø Mo, og jeg er en lektorstudent i kultur og språkfagenes didaktikk 

ved Høgskolen i Innlandet. I forbindelse med mastergradsprosjektet “Hvordan engelsklærere 

i videregående skole forstår uttale» sender jeg ut en spørreundersøkelse til alle 

videregående skoler i ____ fylkeskommune. Formålet er å undersøke hvordan 

engelsklærere i videregående skole forstår uttale i engelskfaget. 

 

Du mottar denne e-posten fordi du ut ifra tilgjengelig informasjon på skolens hjemmesider ser 

ut til å være nærmeste kontaktperson dersom man ønsker å nå engelsklærerne ved din 

skole. Jeg vil sette stor pris på om du sender e-posten nedenfor til alle som underviser i 

engelsk ved skolen. Merk at jeg også gjerne vil nå lærere som har undervisningskompetanse 

i engelsk, men ikke underviser i faget på nåværende tidspunkt. Alternativt er det veldig fint 

om du sender meg e-postadressene til engelsklærerne ved skolen slik at jeg selv kan sende 

invitasjonen nedenfor. 

 

Deltakelse i prosjektet er selvfølgelig helt frivillig og opp til hver enkelt lærer – lærerne er på 

ingen måte forpliktet til å svare selv om de mottar invitasjon til undersøkelsen. Det vil være til 

stor hjelp for meg i denne prosessen om du bekrefter eller avkrefter at invitasjonen under 

sendes videre til engelsklærerne ved din skole. Dersom du ikke er riktig kontaktperson er det 

fint om du kan sette meg i kontakt med engelsklærernes avdelingsleder eller fagkontakt, så 

kan jeg ha den videre kommunikasjonen med dem. 

 

Med vennlig hilsen 

Simen Alexander Westbø Mo 

Lektorstudent i kultur og språgfagenes didaktikk 

Høgskolen i Innlandet, campus Hamar 

Tlf:  

E-post:  

  
Jeg håper du vil sende følgende invitasjon (+ vedlegget) til engelsklærerne ved din 
skole:  
  
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
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Hva tenker du om engelsk uttale? 

 

  

Hei! 

 

Du mottar denne e-posten fordi du jobber som lærer i videregående skole i ___ 

fylkeskommune og har engelsk som fag. 

 

Mitt navn er Simen Westbø Mo, og jeg er en lektorstudent som skriver masteroppgave i 

kultur og språkfagenes didaktikk ved Høgskolen i Innlandet. Oppgaven min har 

arbeidstittelen «EFL Teachers’ Orientations towards Pronunciation at the upper secondary 

level in Norway», og jeg undersøker hvordan engelsklærere i videregående skole forstår 

uttale i engelskfaget.  

 

Jeg håper du vil ta deg tid til å svare på en elektronisk spørreundersøkelse om dine syn på 

engelsk uttale. Undersøkelsen vil ta anslagsvis 15-20 minutter å gjennomføre, og du vil være 

helt anonym. Jeg er interessert i å høre fra så mange engelsklærere som mulig (uavhengig 

av eksempelvis alder, utdanningsnivå, og hvilke klassetrinn/studieretninger du underviser 

på). Merk at jeg også gjerne vil høre fra deg dersom du ikke underviser i engelsk på 

nåværende tidspunkt. 

 

Lenke til spørreundersøkelsen: __________________ 

 

Hensikten med spørreundersøkelsen er å utforske hvordan lærere ser på ulike aspekter ved 

uttale, som eksempelvis hvilke tanker du har om engelsk morsmålsbrukeruttale i 

engelskfaget. Utgangspunktet mitt er ikke at enkelte syn på uttale er bedre enn andre; jeg er 

interessert i å undersøke hvordan engelsklærere i videregående skole forstår ulike aspekter 

ved uttale. Det finnes lite data på dette området i Norge, og dine svar vil være av stor verdi 

for oppgaven. 

 

Dersom du synes at dette temaet er interessant kan du også melde deg frivillig til å bli 

intervjuet via Skype (det er ikke bindende å melde seg som frivillig). Du vil bli anonymisert i 

oppgaven, og det vil ikke være mulig å knytte deg til din besvarelse av spørreundersøkelsen. 

Om dette virker interessant så ville jeg satt stor pris på om du sender et svar på denne e-

posten (til ___________) hvor du oppgir følgende informasjon:   

- Navn 

- Hvilken skole du jobber på.   
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I vedlegget vil du finne mer detaljert informasjon om spørreundersøkelsen og prosjektet 

generelt. Ta gjerne kontakt om du har spørsmål.  

  

Med vennlig hilsen 

Simen Alexander Westbø Mo 

Lektorstudent i kultur og språgfagenes didaktikk 

Høgskolen i Innlandet, campus Hamar 

Tlf: 

E-post:  
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APPENDIX B – INFORMATION FORM 
 

  

 Forespørsel om deltakelse i forskningsprosjektet 

Hvordan engelsklærere i videregående skole forstår uttale 

Dette er et spørsmål til deg om å delta i et forskningsprosjekt hvor formålet er å undersøke hvordan 

engelsklærere i videregående skole forstår engelsk uttale. I dette skrivet får du informasjon om målene 

for prosjektet og hva deltakelse vil innebære for deg. 

 

Formål 
Dette prosjektet gjennomføres i forbindelse med min mastergrad i kultur og språkfagenes didaktikk 

ved Høgskolen i Innlandet. Hensikten med prosjektet er å utforske hvordan lærere forstår uttale i 

engelskfaget. Du er spurt om å delta fordi du er lærer i videregående skole og har engelsk som et fag 

du underviser i. Ved å invitere engelsklærere som jobber i videregående skole til å svare på denne 

spørreundersøkelsen ønsker jeg blant annet å kunne undersøke følgende problemstillinger: 

 

Hvordan forstår engelsklærere i videregående skole engelsk uttale i muntlig kommunikasjon? 

Hvordan forstår engelsklærere i videregående skole «mønstre for uttale»? 
 

Det finnes lite data på dette området i Norge, og dine svar vil være av stor verdi for oppgaven.  

Prosjektet avsluttes etter planen senest 15.09.21. 

 

Hvem er ansvarlige for forskningsprosjektet? 

Lektorstudent: Simen Alexander Westbø Mo – _________ 

Veileder: Knut Øystein Høvik – _________ 

Skole: Høgskolen i Innlandet  

Elektronisk undersøkelse: Nettskjema (Universitetet i Oslo).  

 

Hvorfor får du spørsmål om å delta? 

Du har blitt spurt om å delta i denne spørreundersøkelsen fordi du underviser i engelsk på en 

videregående skole. Denne henvendelsen sendes ut til et stort antall videregående skoler i Norge, 

hvor hensikten er å få så mange besvarelser som mulig fra lærere som har engelsk som fag. 

 

Kontaktopplysninger er hentet fra skolenes hjemmesider. I nesten alle tilfeller har enten 

avdelingsleder, fagleder eller rektor ved skolen fått tilsendt en forespørsel på e-post om å videresende 

denne invitasjonen til lærere som underviser i engelsk. 
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Hva innebærer det for deg å delta? 

Dersom du velger å delta i prosjektet, innebærer det at du svarer på en anonym, elektronisk 

spørreundersøkelse i Nettskjema som vil ta anslagsvis 15-20 minutter å gjennomføre. Undersøkelsen 

krever ikke innlogging. 

 

Ditt personvern 

Ingen personopplysninger blir lagret dersom du velger å delta, og prosjektet samler heller ikke 

identifiserbar informasjon om deg som deltaker. For å sikre anonymitet og uidentifiserbare besvarelser 

sendes invitasjonen til undersøkelsen ut samtidig til de videregående skolene i hvert enkelt fylke. 

 

Det er frivillig å delta 

Det er frivillig å 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 
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APPENDIX D – QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSES 
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APPENDIX F – TRANSLATION EXAMPLES 

 

Example 1 – Norwegian 

Jeg tenker at måten man tolker hva læreplanen legger i "mønstre for uttale" (om man har 

morsmålsfokus 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 læreplanen er 

svært lite tydelig på dette punktet så 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 på hvor fornuftig og 

tydelig dette blir, særlig med henblikk på 'Kjennetegn på måloppnåelse' som allerede er laget, 

der det kan være vanskelig å skille mellom de ulike nivåene. 

Example 2 – English 

Question 5 and 6: The reason for why I only somewhat agree is that I 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 
 

GREEN = Segments 

RED = Suprasegments 

BLUE = Intelligibility 

YELLOW = Grammar 

PINK = Communication 

LIME = Unclear/confusing competence aim 

GREY = Consistency 

PURPLE = In favor of Native-speaker norms 

GOLD = Fluency 

CYAN = ‘Correct’ or ‘good’ pronunciation 

BLUE-GREEN =Avoiding Norwegian 

 

 

1. At de kan gjøre seg forstått i verden. Engelsk er et lingua franca og det er viktig å få en uttale som 
"alle" kan forstå, samtidig som man må trenes i å forstå mer enn bare RP og GA. Det er 
livsmestring. 

2. Alltid om de har evne til å kommunisere 

3. Konsekvens i uttale av ulike ord med samme uttalemønster. Fokus på språklyder som ligner 
hverandre. 

4. Om det er gjennomgående eller bare sporadisk 

5. momenta frå tidlegare spørsmål + at det ikkje bør høyrast komisk Norwenglish ut 

6. Th-lyden og r-lyden. Gjerne også forskjellene på v og w. 

7. De skal være konsekvente slik at samtalepartneren ikke blir forvirret av uventede varianter. 

8. I stor grad hvorvidt det kommuniserer og er pragmatisk. 

9. Korrekt uttale I kva grad uttalen forstyrrar eller legg til rette for kommunikasjon Interferens frå 
morsmål 

10. Grammatikk og setningsoppbygging. 

11. Om det er umiddelbart forståelig for en native speaker eller er det kommunikasjonsforstyrrende 
elementer som gjør at de strever med å oppfatte alt elevene sier - forstår jeg det eleven sier mest 
fordi jeg oversetter til norsk i mitt eget hode eller hadde en brite, som ikke snakker norsk, forstått 
det eleven sier? Formuleringer som "it stands in the book" etc. At de får høre autentiske native 
speakers er derfor veldig viktig som et "mønster for uttale" 

12. Intonasjon, spesielt forskjell på å stille sprøsmål vs. make a statement, lyder (th, vokaler osv.). Jeg 
pleier å undervise kort om intonasjonsmønstre på starten av Vg1. 

13. Hvor de legger trykket, intonasjon, og vokallyder. 

14. uttale som har god flytt og som har god rytme 

15. Om de har nådd målet ( "rett" uttale) eller om de må øve mer. Gi tips om hvor de finner 
lytteeksempler. 

16. dette punktet har eg aldri vurdert! 

17. I engelsk er det mange ord som har like diftonger men uttales helt forskjellig, noen ganger kan 
uttale av diftong gjøre stor forskjell i hvilket ord man sier, og kan lett misforstås hvis man sier det 
feil, slike øves det på og lytter jeg etter ved høytlesning eller annen muntlig fremføring. Men, 
vurderer det ikke som noe som drar ned en hel karakter 

18. Flyt og forståelse 

19. korrekt uttale av ord, lyder. I noen grad intonasjon 

20. God uttale av lydene og trykk. 

21. Mener man med "mønstre" det samme som "modeller"? 
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22. Riktig uttale av vokaler og konsonanter og riktig plassering av trykk. 

23. Dette skal jeg innrømme at er et kompetansemål jeg er litt usikker på. Jeg tenker på 
setningsoppbygging, noe jeg legger vekt på i vurderingen. 

24. flyt, (dvs. fravær av nøling eller repetisjon som gjør det vanskelig for meg å følge med på hva de 
vil si), samt uttale v.s. skriftspråk, dvs. at de ikke leser/sier ord som de er skrevet, men vet at det 
er stor forskjell på uttale og skrivemåte. 

25. Først og fremst at ikke uttalen står i veien for forståelsen og formidlingen av budskapet. God uttale 
vil som regel fremheve og klargjøre budskapet. Mest vekt vil jeg si jeg legger på viljen til å prøve å 
bruke mønstre for uttale fremfor om disse er helt feilfrie. 

26. Opp mot RP/GA 

27. Jeg syns dette er et vanskelig kompetansemål, og på skolen der jeg underviser har vi ikke en 
felles tolkning av kompetansemålene pr dags dato. Min faglige tolkning er at dette handler om 
uttale og ikke aksent 

28. At de er i stand til å gjøre seg forstått og kommunisere effektivt. 

29. Skilnad mellom lyder. Intonasjon eller "morsmålsfølelse" vektlegges i veldig liten grad. 

30. Jeg vurderer elevenes uttale, og synes at kompetansemålet burde være "å snakke med god 
uttale". 

31. At de kan gjøre seg forstått og uttale ordene riktig 

32. Kommunikasjonsforstyrrende feil 

33. At ikke uttalen blir for "norsk" med tanke på setningsstruktur og intonasjon. 

34. Legger mer vekt på at de kan høre forskjellene mellom variantene og elevene synes dette er 
interessant. De behøver ikke å høres ut som en RP-speaker eller GA-speaker. 

35. At de er konsekvente i uttalen av ord. 

36. At de gjør seg forstått. Uttale må ikke hindre kommunikasjonen. 

37. Vanskelig å si hva som menes utifra mønstre, men viktigst er at en kan uttrykke så nært som 
mulig de fonetiske elementene til at det er forståelig - hva som er skillet er vanskelig å definere. 

38. Har elevene riktig uttale av ord og er det flyt i språket? Klarer eleven å bruke riktig intonasjon og 
uttale av ord så vil de gjøre seg tydelig og godt forstått på engelsk. 

39. Fokuset er på riktig uttale av ord (trykk blant annet), men ikke nødvendigvis at de kan 
fagbegrepene (dental frikativer, fonemer, osv). 

40. De elementene jeg krysset av for i spørsmålene på forrige side (spesielt lengde på vokaler, 
konsonantlyder, setningstrykk) 

41. Ord som uttales på en utydelig måte som kan skape misforståelser. 

42. Om man er noen lunde konsekvent og at man klarer å bruke lyder på en riktig måte. 

43. Om noe av det elevene ønsker å kommunisere forsvinner, eller om de klarer å kommunisere det 
de ønsker. 

44. Funksjon - dvs. forståelighet. 

45. Uttale av ord. 

46. At uttalen er god, tydelig, forståelig 

47. Kommunikasjonshemmende feil vil påvirke vurderingen negativt. 

48. Intonasjon, lite Norwenglish 

49. Dette er et vanskelig kompetansemål, men jeg prøver å lytte etter det de får til fremfor å arrestere 
dem på det de får til. 

50. At de uttrykker språklyder som er viktige for forståelsen noenlunde korrekt. At de følger sitt valgte 
uttalemønster noenlunde konsekvent. Men de fleste norske elever er påvirket av amerikansk 
uttale og snakker deretter, så dette blir sjelden en relevant problemstilling. 

51. Språklyder, intonasjon, trykk. 

52. Dette er det sikkert mulig å ta doktorgrad på. Men jeg har aldri forstått hva som er ønsket produkt 
av det målet. Jfr. ow-lyd i town og grow. Engelsk har vel aldri vært kjent for mønster for uttale og 
staving? Noen av oss synes det er gøy (f.eks. lærere). Andre synes det bare er trøblete. 

53. Mønstre for uttale skal, slik jeg ser det, i hvert fall ikke handle om i hvilken grad man kan etterligne 
en morsmålsbruker. Dette virker ellers litt utydelig, og her kan det sikker bli mange ulike tolkninger 
- og feiltolkninger. 

54. tydelig uttale, det å gjøre seg forstått 

55. mye av det som var listet på forrige side 
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56. Hva menes egentlig med "mønstre for uttale"? Jeg svarte "i noen grad" fordi jeg synes dette er 
vanskelig å definere. Jeg legger vekt på korrekt uttale på ordnivå, og jeg bruker å gi elevene 
tilbakemelding på at GA og RP ofte har "fallende tone" mot slutten av setninger. Det kan være 
fordelaktig å være oppmerksom på typiske kjennetegn ved engelskspråklig uttale, men det kan 
kanskje argumenteres for at det blir litt mekanisk om man skal lære seg språk ved å fokusere på 
disse mønstrene. Når man er oppe på et visst nivå muntlig kan det imidlertid være fint å justere 
eget muntlig språk basert på disse mønstrene. 

57. Uttale av enkeltlydar. Uttale av ord. Trykklegging i enkeltord. Intonasjon. 

58. For eksempel at de ikke skal kunne forskjell på norske lyder og engelske lyder. At de lærer seg 
noen av de eksemplene som var i forrige spørsmål (v og w) th-lyd osv 

59. Jeg legger vekt på om en morsmålsbruker ville forstått dem. 

60. Mest på ordnivå - uttale ord riktig (trykk, diftongar o.l.) 

61. At uttalen ikke er kommunikasjonsforstyrrende, som i praksis betyr at eleven mestrer 
morsmålsnær uttale av engelsk. 

 


