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Abstract 
Due to an increasing number of students in the Swedish schools who has another first language 

than Swedish, multilingualism is now a feature all teachers must consider – and language 

teachers in particular. While multilingualism previously was believed to cause intellectual 

disabilities, more current research has showed the benefits of being proficient in several 

languages. Pedagogical strategies such as translanguaging, in which a students’ entire linguistic 

repertoire is recognized, has been developed, and studies have shown that this has increased 

students’ metalinguistic awareness. Despite this, a policy analysis of steering documents shows 

that other languages possibly could be interpreted as a problem in English education. By 

conducting interviews with English teachers I have identified positive as well as challenging 

aspects of using students’ first languages in English education in a multilingual classroom. This 

has concluded in a number of suggestions to policy makers, educators and researchers, in order 

to better make use of the positive aspects of multilingualism and solve some of the challenges.  
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1. Introduction 

During the last two decades, Sweden has had three different periods of increased migration. This 

has led to an increase of students with a foreign background1 in schools in Sweden. Between 

1994 and 2015 the amount of students with a foreign background in ninth grade increased from 

12.2 % to 22.7 %, according to a report by National Agency for Education (hereafter Skolverket) 

(2016). Thereby, an increased number of students in Swedish schools have another first language 

than Swedish. According to the same report, this has been a contributing factor to the decreasing 

results for the Swedish school in international tests. Exactly how this has contributed is not yet 

clear. It is, however, obvious that the change of linguistic practices in Sweden, as well as other 

aspects of multiculturalism have affected teachers in their educational practices. According to 

Lahdenperä and Sandström (2011), many teachers experience challenges and insecurities when 

teaching in multicultural and multilingual classrooms. To succeed with teaching in a 

multicultural classroom, teachers must become aware of their own attitudes, and actively avoid 

hierarchies of cultural features, including languages (ibid, 2011). However, languages spoken by 

minorities are often at a decrease, due to political power relations (Baker, 2006). Advocates for 

the preservation of a language usually argue from a geographical stance, claiming that the 

language is an important part of the culture connected to a certain geographical area. Baker 

(2006) problematizes this argument, since this view does not apply to the preservation of 

immigrant minorities’ languages, and puts their languages in a weaker position. A country’s 

language policy can reflect attitudes towards certain ethnical groups and other minorities. 

Historically, multilingualism has been viewed as a threat. In America, many people used to fear 

that bilingual children could not become “good Americans” (Cummins, 1981 p.17). The same 

attitudes can be recognized in Sweden. For example, Ulf Kristersson, leader of one of the biggest 

political parties in Sweden has claimed “I Sverige pratar man svenska / In Sweden you speak 

Swedish”2. However, attitudes towards English seem to have been an exception for at least a few 

decades. A study by Andersson (1999) showed that Swedes who speak Persian, a minority 

language, valued English higher than both Swedish and Persian. Furthermore, English counts as 

a core subject in the Swedish school, due to its significant role in today’s global society.  

 The negative views on minority languages has however been challenged, both from a 

scientific and political perspective. Development of one’s first language is now considered a 

right in the Swedish law (SOU 2009:600). Theories about how languages are integrated with 
                                                
1 Someone who is born outside of Sweden, or whose both parents are born outside Sweden  
2 My translation 
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each other have become more relevant in linguistic and educational research, one example being 

the translanguaging theory. The theoretical and pedagogical implications of translanguaging 

challenge the monolingual classroom, even in contexts where the goal is to acquire one specific 

language (García & Wei, 2018). Since teachers are required to conduct education in accordance 

with educational research, these implications should be considered in their pedagogical practice, 

which is why my interest in this topic has aroused.  

1.1 Terminology 

Some of the terms I will use in this essay require some introductory explanations. Within current 

research, there is not always consensus in how to define some of the terms that reflects linguistic 

practices. The purpose of this essay is not to contribute to discussions about terminology; 

however, with the aim of being as transparent as possible, I will briefly explain how I will use 

some of the more important terms.  

Monolingual is defined as either a person who is “speaking only one language” or a text 

or conversation that is “written or conducted in only one language” (Oxford Dictionary 2019-05-

03). In this essay, I will also use the term to refer to a pedagogical practice where participants are 

expected to use only one single language. Bilingual refers to a person who is fluent or close to 

fluent in two languages, a text or conversation conducted in two languages or a speech 

community (e.g. a country) with two official languages, while multilingual is used when there 

are more than two languages in the same contexts (Oxford Dictionary, 2019-05-03).  

 First language (L1) refers to a language that someone has been exposed to and begun to 

acquire since birth. The difference between second language (L2) and foreign language (FL) is 

more complicated. One definition is that a second language is taught and acquired in a context 

where the language is available in other domains outside the classroom, while a foreign language 

is taught in a context where there are no such official domains (Channa, Gilhooly, Lynn, Manan 

& Soorom, 2017). Since English is not an official language in Sweden, it will be referred to as a 

foreign language in an educational context. However, I am aware that this definition could be 

considered problematic, due to the increasing access to English in the everyday life, and the fact 

that it usually is the second language that is introduced in Swedish education.  

There are several languages that are not official in Sweden, but that is still considered a 

first language for individuals. First Language education/class/teacher will refer to the optional 

subject those individuals sometimes are offered in school, while Swedish/ Swedish as a Second 

Language will refer to the mandatory subject all students must take in the Swedish school. These 
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distinctions will be relevant since these subjects are considered factors that might affect English 

education.  

1.2 Purpose and Research Questions 

The purpose of this study is to examine whether, and if so, how the steering documents consider 

the use of students’ first language when English is taught as a foreign language, as well as 

teacher’s experiences and views on the matter. The research questions I aim to answer are the 

following: 

 

1. How are other languages than English considered in the steering documents for 

English in Secondary School and Upper Secondary School in Sweden?  

2. What are English-teachers views on the use of students’ first languages when 

teaching English in a multilingual classroom in Secondary and Upper Secondary 

School in Sweden? 

 

2. Theoretical Background  

In this section I will introduce the theoretical background that will be the foundation for my 

analysis. More specifically, I will present theories such as the Interdependence Hypothesis 

(Cummins, 1981), the Input Hypothesis (Krashen, 1985) and Translanguaging (García & Wei, 

2018). They all regard to the role of the first language in second and foreign language education, 

and reflect different views on multilingualism. These different views also lead to different 

language planning orientations, something that will be developed in this section.  

2.1 Role of L1 in L2/FL education 

Contrary to historically common beliefs, the students’ first language can be a useful resource in 

their second language or foreign language education (Cummins, 1981). To eliminate someone’s 

first language might actually have a negative impact on their educational development. Cummins 

explains this by formulating the Interdependence Hypothesis. According to this hypothesis, 

instructions in one language can promote development not only in that specific language, but in 

other languages as well, if the learner is sufficiently exposed to it and has motivation for learning 

that language. This is possible since a person’s entire linguistic repertoire is integrated, even if 

the language production consists of two or more languages. Furthermore, language proficiency 
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consists of both visible proficiency, called Basic Interpersonal Communicative Skills (BICS), as 

well as “invisible” proficiency, called Cognitive and Academic Language Proficiency (CALP). 

Cummins explains this by using a dual iceberg as a metaphorical figure for how this is 

represented in bilinguals (see figure 1). Above the surface, the iceberg seems to be divided in 

what looks like two different icebergs. This represents the BICS, and seems to be divided in two 

different linguistic systems, that is, languages. Under the surface, invisible in production, there is 

the CALP. In the figure, this is represented by one single iceberg below the surface, which 

Cummins calls Common Underlying Proficiency (CUP).  

 
Figure 1. Common Underlying Proficiency (Cummins, 1981) 

 

 A strong English-only policy is usually employed in classrooms where English is taught 

as a foreign language (McMillian & Rivers, 2011, Debreli & Oyman, 2015), mainly because it 

leads to more input in the targeted language. According to Krashen’s Input Hypothesis (1985), 

we can acquire a language only by receiving a sufficient amount of comprehensible input, which 

is input just slightly above the student’s current knowledge. When subject content is acquired in 

a first language, the CALP is also developed, and the input of the same subject matter in a 

second or foreign language can be transformed to be comprehensible (Krashen, 1985). Despite 

the fact that more use of the first language might lead to less input of the second or foreign 

language, the input in the second language might be more comprehensible and therefore lead to a 

better language development because of the familiarity with the subject in the first language. 

Similar to Cummins’ idea about motivation (1981), Krashen (1985) uses the term “the affective 

filter”, and claims that this is an important factor when acquiring a new language. When the 

learner is anxious, unmotivated or lacks self-confidence, the affective filter is up, and acquisition 
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will not occur despite that the input is comprehensible. By avoiding the use of the students’ first 

language, their other language competences are marginalized (Hult, 2017), and their intrinsic 

motivation can decrease (Channa et al., 2017). By incorporating the students’ first language, that 

knowledge can be used as a mediating tool in acquiring a foreign language. This can also help 

strengthen the students’ academic identity, develop a feeling of ownership over their learning 

and develop critical literacy towards racialization of languages, language prejudice and language 

stigmatization (García and Wei, 2014). 

 In the discussion of language acquisition in bi- and multilingual contexts, the subtractive 

and additive views have been two contrasting views (Baker, 2006). According to the subtractive 

view, when a new language is learnt, together with cultural knowledge related to it, it should aim 

to replace the first language (for example, when immigrants learn the language of the new 

country they have arrived in). According to this view, bilingualism is considered to have 

negative cognitive effects for the individual, making both the first and the new language 

underdeveloped. According to the additive view, on the contrary, when another language is 

learnt this doesn’t cause any loss of previous language or languages. For the individual, the 

multilingual competences are seen as beneficial both for cognitive development and the 

economic, social and cultural benefits it provides (Baker, 2006). A third view that has been 

developed, both as a view on language and a theory on language pedagogy, is the so-called 

translanguaging view (García & Wei, 2014). As the additive view, a translanguaging view is 

positive towards multilingualism, but the additive view is considered to focus too much on the 

quantity of different languages. According to translanguaging theory, what is viewed as different 

languages is really just a cognitive process where the user sorts among their entire linguistic 

repertoire to make contextual choices about language use. This cognitive process works in a 

dynamic way, even if it can seem like individuals “act monolingual” in certain contexts (García 

& Wei, 2018, p.37). It is impossible for an individual to “turn off” a part of their linguistic 

repertoire, and activities that attempt this “may be working against the human brain” (Källkvist, 

Gyllestad, Sandlund and Sundqvist, 2017 p.29). This is supported by a study on Chinese-English 

bilinguals that by using eye-tracking data showed indications that translation from English to 

Chinese was activated even in non-linguistic tasks (Wu, Cristino, Leek & Thierry, 2013).  

According to García and Wei (2014), translanguaging as a pedagogical approach can also 

be used in contexts that officially are monolingual, such as in language education. By 

consciously making use of a student’s entire linguistic repertoire, the cognitive engagement in 

language acquisition is deepened and new linguistic practices can be developed. Strict control of 

the use of languages in education, even if it is done to raise the status of a low-status language, 
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might still lead to a separation of the languages, which is undesirable from a translanguaging 

view. Furthermore, a conscious translanguaging pedagogy provides the possibility to put the 

students in a position where they are authority of knowledge contributing to learning, making the 

teacher’s function mainly pedagogical. A Swedish study where the researchers followed three 

different students with various degree of multilingualism showed that when their teachers 

adopted a translanguaging approach, which included encouragement of using their first 

languages, translation concepts and cooperation with First Language teachers, all students 

developed their awareness of their multilingual identity (Torpsten, 2018).  

Cummins (2017) agrees with Garcia and Wei’s (2018) criticism of additive 

bi/multilingualism, since it indicates a complete separation of language storage. However, 

instead of the translanguaging approach, Cummins (2017) suggests the term active 

bi/multilingualism. This term shares a lot of aspects with translanguaging, but Cummins further 

stresses the importance of considering individual languages material and symbolic role in 

society. This does not rule out that languages are results of social constructs, and that language 

boundaries are fluid and dynamic. He argues that active bi/multilingualism also can be useful in 

a monolingual context where there is linguistic diversity among the students, to raise reflections 

on how language and power are related, as well as deepen the student’s metalinguistic 

awareness.  

2.2 Language Orientations  

Educational language policies are the results of political decisions that strive to influence the 

development of the citizens’ linguistic practices. Hult and Hornberg (2016) discuss three 

different language orientations previously developed by Ruiz (1984), and reflect on how these 

orientations can serve as a base for analysis on language planning and language policy. Each 

orientation reflects a different way to view language: as a problem, as a right and as a resource.  

 In the first orientation, some languages are considered to be a problem, and 

monolingualism is promoted before multilingualism. In this view, multilingualism and minority 

languages are seen as disabilities related to both social and educational problems. To reduce this 

disability, educational language policies should aim to transition the bi- or multilingual students’ 

language use to the dominant language. Otherwise, students’ bi- or multilingualism might cause 

disadvantages in education as well as social diversion between groups in society. This 

orientation reflects a subtractive view of bi- and multilingualism. 
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In the second orientation, languages are considered a right. Linguistic discrimination and 

inequality are believed to cause social problems. The negative right not to be discriminated 

because of one’s language, as well as the positive right to use and have access to one’s language 

in specific societal domains are both in focus. With this orientation as base, language policies 

should aim to compensate linguistic groups that have been denied language right historically. 

Viewing language from the right-perspective can focus either on the right to be supported in one 

language in order to develop proficiency in a dominant language, or on the right to maintain the 

minority language, for the sake of individual and cultural freedom. While this orientation does 

not focus on the pedagogical implications of multilingualism per se, it still subscribes to a 

positive view on acquiring several languages, thereby leaning towards an additive view of bi- 

and multilingualism.  

In the third orientation, languages are considered a resource that provides both extrinsic 

and intrinsic value. Extrinsic values refer to benefits for society, for example in media, public 

relations, businesses, among other domains. Intrinsic values refer to benefits for the individual 

such as cultural identity, intellectual ability and academic achievement. Furthermore, 

multilingualism is considered to promote intercultural awareness, something that can reduce 

xenophobia. Language policies that orients towards language as a resource are not restricted to 

focus on linguistic minorities and their development, but can also acknowledge the importance 

for students who speak a majority language to develop their linguistic repertoire. The orientation 

takes a positive view on multilingualism and subscribes to the additive view on languages. 

However, this orientation has been problematized for risking to focus too much on the  extrinsic 

values for society of minority languages, while the intrinsic values for the individual such as tend 

to be toned down. A good balance of all these aspects should be considered instead, according to 

these critics (Hult & Hornberg, 2016).  

 

2.3 This study 
The language planning orientations: language as a problem, language as a right, and language as 

a resource, will serve as analytical tool in my policy analysis, where I aim to answer how 

languages other than English are considered in the syllabi and commentary materials for English 

in Upper Secondary and Secondary School. Considering the theoretical foundation regarding the 

first language’s role in foreign language education, the purpose of my interviews with the 

teachers will be to aim to answer what their views and experiences on the matter is.  
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3. Materials and Method  

In this study I have used a mixed method that includes a text analysis of policy documents and a 

qualitative analysis of interviews conducted with teachers. Each method will be presented 

separately. I will also acknowledge ethical aspects I have considered in the study. 

3.1 Policy documents 

 For the policy analysis, I have considered the syllabus for English for Upper Secondary School 

(Skolverket, 2011), the syllabus for English for Secondary school (ibid, 2011), as well as the 

commentary materials that have been published as additions to both of these syllabi (ibid, 2017). 

For contextualisation, the previous syllabus for English in Upper Secondary School from 1994 

has been considered to some extent. The main reason for this was because I wanted to focus on 

English education specifically. However, it is important to note that this means that the analysis 

does not include other legal documents English teachers must consider in education, such as the 

general curriculum and the school law. Therefore, the conclusions of my analysis does not 

reflects orientations towards languages and language us in the entire Swedish school system and 

its policies. 

I have used the three language orientations (Hult and Hornberg, 2016) as an analytical 

tool for this analysis, with the aim to identify what language orientation seems to be most 

prominent in the steering documents. My analysis have been inspired by the hermeneutic circle, 

a theory that promotes a dynamic process in which the analysis should alternate between 

interpretation of individual parts and the parts in relation to the whole (Ödman, 2007). Therefore, 

individual passages of the syllabi relevant to my first research question have been analysed 

individually, and then put in relation to the provided commentary, which contributes to the 

whole. The individual parts have then been analysed with a new understanding of the whole, 

along with other contextual factors that possibly have contributed. This has helped me get a more 

realistic analysis of the syllabi, since the statements were put in relation to guidelines provided 

by the commentary. 

3.2 Interviews 

The interviews conducted with teachers were semi-structured: they consisted of twelve different 

questions (see appendix 1) to which occasional follow up questions could follow, depending on 

the answer. The questions were divided in three categories: background questions (concerning, 

for example, teachers’ language proficiency in different languages), questions about the teachers’ 
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pedagogical practices and questions about their perception of attitudes. The interviews were 

conducted individually with eight different teachers (four women, four men) who all have some 

experience in teaching English in a multilingual context in Upper Secondary and Secondary 

school in Sweden. Their teaching experience varied between two to fifteen years. Five teachers 

had experience working in both Upper Secondary and Secondary school, two teachers only had 

experience in Upper Secondary School, and one teacher only had experience in Secondary 

School. Five of the teachers had some experience working in some sort of introductory program 

for newly arrived students. 

 All interviews were conducted in Swedish, audio-recorded and transcribed. All 

interviews have been analysed according to a thematic content analysis inspired by Braun and 

Clarkes six phases of thematic content analysis (2008). These phases consist of 1) familiarization 

of data by reading through the final material, 2) systematic coding of initial features, 3) 

structuring the codes in themes 4) review of the themes in relation to the initial coding, 5) 

specification of the themes, and 6) final analysis where the themes are reported. While all these 

stages have been a part of the process, the specific order of these stages have been a dynamic 

process where I have gone back and forth between the stages. My second research question, 

along with the theoretical framework has driven my analytical process, making the analysis 

deductive (Braun & Clarke, 2008).  

3.3 Ethical considerations 

The collecting and handling of the interviews have been considered ethically. The teachers were 

all given a consent form in which they consented to participation and audio-recording of the 

interview. They were informed of the purpose of the study, that all identifying factors would be 

anonymized and treated confidentially, and that they had the right to withdraw their consent any 

time before or during the interview. I have also carefully considered the so-called indirect 

participants, which is the students and colleagues that were brought up in the interviews. 

Information that could possibly identify them has been anonymized directly in the transcribed 

material. However, in some instances, their first language has been kept and used in analysis. I 

estimate the mentioned language to be so common that it should not be considered an identifying 

factor.  
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4. Analysis 
In this section, I present the analyses of the empirical materials I have gathered. The analyses are 

divided in two parts. First, I present the text analysis of the policy documents, where I aim to 

answer my first research question. Then I go on with the qualitative analysis on the interviews, 

where I aim to answer my second research question.  

4.1 Policy analysis 
Both the syllabus for English in Upper Secondary School and the syllabus for Secondary School, 

along with the provided commentary for both syllabi will be explored in an integrated analysis. 

The analysis is divided into two parts. In part one, I analyse the references to an English-only 

policy, while in part two, I analyse the references to multilingualism in English education.  

 

4.1.1 Part one: English-only 

The syllabus for Upper Secondary School states that “[u]ndervisning ska i all väsentligt bedrivas 

på engelska / education should in all essential be conducted in English”3 (Skolverket 2011). This 

is a clear indication that other languages not will be prominent. In the commentary material to 

the syllabus this is motivated by the fact that the input of English increases, and that “[e]leverna 

stimuleras att själva använda engelska i klassrummet och får på ett naturligt sätt möjlighet att 

utveckla olika kommunikationsstrategier / the students are encouraged to use English in the 

classroom, and get to develop different communication strategies in a natural manner” 

(Skolverket, 2017 p.2). This aligns with McMillan’s and Rivers’ (2011) and Debreli’s and 

Oyman’s (2015) thesis that monolingualism is promoted in English as a Foreign Language-

classrooms mainly to increase input in the target language. Furthermore, the commentary states 

that it is usually not meaningful for students who have another first language than Swedish to use 

a contrastive approach between English and Swedish. The English-only indication is also 

motivated by the fact that the English subject does not hold any requirement for translation or 

interpretation between languages (Skolverket, 2017). 

 The syllabus for Secondary school does not provide any explicit statement regarding 

what languages to use in the English education, which indicates some pedagogical freedom for 

the teachers to incorporate other languages. However, the commentary provides some indications 

towards an English-only policy. It is explained that the central content of the syllabus for 

Secondary School is divided in the communicative competences reception, production and 

                                                
3 All translations from the document of Skolverket are mine.  
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interaction, in accordance with Common European Framework of Reference for Languages 

(CEFR, herafter GERS according to the Swedish abbreviation) (Skolverket, 2017). It is also 

stated that mediation, including translation and interpretation, also is  considered a 

communicative competence according to GERS, but that this has been consciously excluded “för 

att det ska vara möjligt att bedriva undervisningen helt på målspråket, något som kan underlätta 

för elever som inte har svenska som modersmål / to make it possible to conduct the education 

entirely in the target language, something that can facilitate learning for students who do not 

have Swedish as a first language” (Skolverket, 2017, p.10).   

 To have another first language than Swedish is thereby considered to prevent the 

contrasting perspective as a pedagogical practice in the syllabus for both Upper Secondary 

School and Secondary school. This indicates an orientation  towards other languages than 

Swedish or English as a problem in English education. According to Hult (2017), the statement 

in the syllabus for Upper Secondary School is a reflection on the habit in Swedish schools to use 

a contrastive approach between Swedish and English in English education. The syllabus for 

English in Upper Secondary School from 1994 does not provide any guidelines or policies 

regarding this matter, so the statement in the syllabus is an addition in the syllabus from 2011. 

Along with the explanation in the commentary, this can therefore be seen as an 

acknowledgement of the increasing number of students in the Swedish school system who has 

another first language than Swedish. 

The possibilities to use a contrastive approach to other languages than Swedish are not 

explored in relation to the statement in the commentary. This might reduce the possibilities for 

teachers to see other languages as a resource in English education. By excluding mediation as a 

communicative competence in the syllabus for Secondary School, and justifying the (almost) 

English-only policy with the lack of requirements for translation in Upper Secondary School, the 

syllabi might be interpreted to attempt to limit teachers from using translation as a pedagogical 

teaching strategy, or to promote this as a learning strategy for the students. The lack of 

indications to use translation in English education might correlate to Krashen’s idea that 

translation between languages does not lead to a better language proficiency (1985). 

 

4.1.2 Part two: Multilingualism 
 Despite the indications towards an English-only policy, the commentary for the syllabus for 

Upper Secondary School clarifies that the use of other languages is not forbidden.  
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“Uttrycket i allt väsentligt utesluter inte att enstaka inslag på svenska eller elevens 

modersmål kan förekomma i undervisningen. Det förutsätter en professionell bedömning av vad 

som på bästa sätt hjälper eleven mot målen och om det finns situationer där användningen av ett 

annat språk än engelska någon gång kan bidra till att stärka elevens förståelse och förbättra 

kunskapsutvecklingen, 

The expression in all essential does not rule out that occasional input in Swedish or the 

student’s mother tongue can occur. It requires a professional judgement of what can better help 

the student to reach the goals and if there are situations in which using of another language than 

English can some time contribute to strengthen the student’s understanding and increase 

knowledge development”. (Skolverket, 2011). 

 

The syllabus therefore refers to the possibility for teachers as well as students to sometimes use 

other languages. If other languages are to be used, they are to be seen as a resource with focus on 

the intrinsic value for the students’ knowledge development, which is indicated by the phrases 

“help students to reach the goals” and “contribute to strengthen the student’s understanding and 

increase knowledge development”. There is, however, no further guidelines or specification in 

how to use other languages as resources in those situations. This is left to the teachers’ 

professional judgement. Furthermore, it is not specified what is to be seen as “essential” and 

therefore obliged to be conducted in English. As stated above, the syllabus for Secondary school 

does not oblige the education to be conducted only in English. It is instead stated as an option for 

the teachers, and that steps have been taken to favour this. However, neither the syllabus for 

Secondary school nor the commentary provides any explicit alternative suggestion to the 

English-only approach.  

The syllabus for Upper Secondary Schools (Skolverket, 2011) states that the English 

education should “ge dem [eleverna] möjlighet att utveckla flerspråkighet där kunskaper i olika 

språk samverkar och stödjer varandra/ give them [the students] the opportunity to develop 

multilingualism where knowledge in different languages are coordinated and support each 

other”. The syllabus for Secondary School (Skolverket, 2011) states that “[s]pråk är människans 

främsta redskap för att tänka, kommunicera och lära. Att ha kunskaper i flera språk kan ge nya 

perspektiv på omvärlden, ökade möjligheter till kontakter och större förståelse för olika sätt att 

leva / languages are man’s primary tool to think, communicate and learn. To know several 

languages can provide new perspectives of the world, increase opportunities to contacts and 

broaden understanding of different ways of living”. 
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These passages indicate a positive view on bi-and multilingualism, where other 

languages are considered a resource that can help students in their academic performance as well 

as in their intercultural understanding. Language competences in different languages are 

considered to support each other. This might be interpreted as an acknowledgment of other 

languages as a resource in the English education, and indicates alignment with Cummin’s 

Interdependence Hypothesis. The term “samverkar”, “coordinated” might be interpreted as a 

reference to the concept of common “storage” of different languages, thus aligning with 

Cummins theory on the Common Underlying Proficiency. Moreover, according to Krashen 

(1986) different language can support each other by the fact that subject knowledge in a first 

language can transform the same subject matter in a second language to be more 

comprehensible. Another guideline that might be interpreted as support for Krashen’s 

Comprehensible Input Hypothesis is provided in the commentary to the syllabus for Secondary 

school. It states that “[det är] viktigt att [eleverna] får möta språket i sammanhang som är 

begripliga och intresseväckande för dem. Det är samtidigt viktigt att språket ligget på en nivå 

som innebär vissa språkliga utmaningar” / [it is] important that [the students] get to meet the 

language in contexts that are comprehensible and interesting for them. At the same time, it is 

important that the language is at a level that involves some linguistic challenges” (Skolverket, 

2017). However, neither the syllabus nor the commentary indicates how the students’ first 

language can help make the language input more comprehensible.  

However, a different interpretation towards the attitude to the multilingualism can be 

drawn by analysing the commentary text, where it is stated that “flerspråkighet/multilingualism”, 

considered according to the CEFRs account, refers to of how knowledge in “det andra språket 

/the other language” (2009, p.45 in Skolverket, 2017) can contribute to openness for cultural 

experiences and an intercultural awareness. The reference to GERS is introduced by “[…] 

tydliggörs hur kunskaper i ytterligare ett språk berikar individen/ it is clarified how knowledge 

yet one other language enriches the individual” (Skolverket, 2017). While the definition GERS 

(2009) seems to refer to any other language, the phrase “the other language” as well as “yet one 

other language” in the syllabus might be interpreted as to only refer to the targeted language in 

the course, which in this case is English. If we consider that the commentary refers only to 

English, the reference to multilingualism in the syllabus for Upper Secondary School might then 

refer only to English as well, and how the acquisition of this language can support the acquisition 

of other languages, rather than how other languages can support the acquisition of English. 

While the alignment with the theoretical perspectives still seems to be indicated, there are no 

indications or guidelines in neither the syllabus nor the commentary on how to make use of these 
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theoretical implications in English courses specifically. Lastly, there are no implications in 

neither of the syllabi nor the commentaries that other languages are viewed according to the 

second language orientation: language as a right.   

4.2 Interview analysis  

By adopting a thematic content analysis, I have identified several recurring themes that have 

emerged from the interviews with the teachers. Some of them are related to positive aspects, 

while others are related challenging aspects that the teachers perceive with using the students’ 

first languages in English education. These themes are not mutually exclusive; often certain 

practices brought along both positive and challenging aspects. Both positive and challenging 

aspects must be considered in the specific contexts. The pedagogical situations the teachers 

accounted for varied in terms of the students’ backgrounds as well as other contributing factors. 

The tables I will present should not be viewed as exhaustive; they do not rule out that other 

aspects might be relevant. Nor should they necessarily be seen as the most occurring in 

quantitative terms, but rather the most prominent in relation to the purpose of my research.   

4.2.1 Positive aspects  

Among themes mentioned by the teachers, the positive aspects of using students’ first language 

in English education have been divided into three different categories: pedagogical, linguistic 

and cultural. These categories consist of factors where the use of the students’ first languages 

could be considered beneficial. It should be noted that all these factors might overlap and affect 

each other.  

 

Pedagogical Linguistic Cultural 

Increased motivation Vocabulary Cultural content 

Students’ safety Grammar and syntax Language relations 

Increased participation Phonetics Text interpretation  

Table 1. Positive aspects of using the student’s first language 

 

One overlapping aspect of English in a multilingual classroom that the teachers brought up in 

was the benefits of collaborating with the First Language teachers. This was considered to have 
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both pedagogical, linguistic and cultural benefits. Since this is was an overlapping aspect, it will 

not be considered a separate category, but rather as something that follow throughout the other 

categories.   

According to the interviewed teachers, pedagogical factors contributing to the benefits of 

using students’ first language included both affective factors as such as increased motivation and 

feeling of safety in the classroom for the students, as well as strategies to increase participation 

among the students. For example, one teacher remarked that when they used comparisons 

between languages some of students had proficiency in, they tended got more motivated and 

interested in the subject, which in turn led to an increase of participation. He also said that he 

sometimes brought up how languages are related to each other, which also would increase the 

students’ motivation. These discussions of comparisons and language relations had sometimes 

led to the fact that a student who rarely contributed in oral discussions had the courage to do so, 

probably because they felt secure in their knowledge in their first language. This might indicate 

alignment with the aim of translanguaging pedagogy; to promote students as authorities of 

knowledge that can contribute in the classroom, which in turn also can help to strengthen their 

academic identity (García and Wei, 2018). An increase in participation was also mentioned to 

occur when two or more students shared a first language and were allowed to use it in smaller 

group discussions. Two of the teachers mentioned that this was especially obvious when one of 

the students had low proficiency in both English and Swedish. The more proficient students 

could in these cases use the shared first language for support to explain exercise etc. for the less 

proficient students. This did not only lead to higher participation among the more proficient 

students, but was also believed to increase the less proficient students’ feeling of safety in the 

classroom. One teacher spoke about a particular situation where he had taught a group of newly 

arrived students from Somalia at an introductory program, and collaborated with the teacher in 

Somali as First Language. He experienced that the students felt a lot safer and managed to 

acquire more English when the Somali teacher was there and could speak Somali with them 

when it was necessary, compared to when he had taught the class alone. This might confirm that 

when the first language is used as a mediating tool, student’s intrinsic motivation can be affected 

positively (Channa et. Al, 2017). It might also provide support for Krashen’s (1985) hypothesis 

about the affective filter, which was put down when someone who knew the students’ first 

language and with whom they could communicate with fluently was present.  

All interviewed teachers thought it would be beneficial for them to learn more of their 

students’ first languages, so that they easier could understand why the students struggled with 

certain things. One teacher also mentioned the aspect of fair assessment in relation to this. She 



16 
 

said that certain mistakes made by students whom had Swedish as a first language sometimes 

tended to be more overlooked. For example, some students would sometimes write ”I don’t feel 

again you”, which is faulty word-by-word translation of ”jag känner inte igen dig / I don’t 

recognize you”. Because of her knowledge in Swedish, she could understand why they have 

made this mistake. However, similar mistakes were not possible to recognize when the students 

had a first language the teacher did not know, which could lead to a more strict assessment.  

Regarding cultural aspects of language education, the teachers provided several examples 

where pedagogical collaboration with the First Language teachers would be beneficial for the 

students. For example, one teacher mentioned a collaboration he had been a part of between 

Swedish as a Second Language and First Language education, which he thought could be useful 

in English as well. The students had read a children’s story in both languages (Swedish and their 

first language, which varied) and then discussed differences and similarities between the two 

versions, with focus on whether they could be considered the same story. This had led to 

discussions about cultural aspects of languages. This might be interpreted as a pedagogical 

strategy to use active bi/multilingualism (Cummins, 2017), since both languages individual roles 

are considered, but at the same time integrated in an educational practice which could lead to 

development of the students’ metalinguistic awareness. The teacher said that if English could be 

included in collaborations like that, the students’ comprehension could be even more nuanced. 

Another example of a cultural aspect several teachers brought up was that First Language 

teachers have a greater understanding of what terms and concepts in English that are likely to be 

unfamiliar to the students, due to different cultural references. For example, one teachers said 

that he had had a group of newly arrived students who did not know what a reindeer is, since 

they did not have a term for that in their first language. Collaboration could then provide positive 

aspects both for increasing vocabulary, which is a linguistic aspect, and also raise cultural 

reflections. Another example mentioned was the terminology related to family and relatives. 

These terms can differ a lot in usage in both English, Swedish and other languages, something 

had led to discussions about how such linguistic differences could say something about cultural 

views on these concepts. One teacher mentioned the importance of listening to the students, and 

be aware of cultural norms that could lead teachers to take certain concepts for granted, 

regardless if they collaborated with a First Language teacher or not. Another teacher brought up 

that collaboration could be useful if it was surrounded by certain themes, such as “holidays”. She 

said that this would be beneficial both for a greater understanding of terminology, as well as a 

chance to compare different holidays in different countries, which could be interpreted as a 

possibility to integrate cultural content with the help of other languages. 
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Other than vocabulary, which integrated a lot with cultural content, linguistic aspects 

such as grammar was considered an aspect where collaboration would be positive. One teacher 

exemplified it like this: “om jag ska jobba med grammatik, så kan de gå igenom den 

grammatiken på somaliska. Om vi t.ex. ska prata om verb, så har de koll på vad ett verb är innan 

vi pratar om det på engelska / if I’m gonna work with grammar, then they can go through that 

grammar in Somali. If we for example are going to talk about verb, they will have some 

knowledge what a verb is before we talk about it in English”4. This reasoning is similar to 

Krashen’s (1985) idea about how input is made more comprehensible when content knowledge 

first has been acquired in the first language. In this example, the knowledge of what a verb is 

would first be acquired in the first language, which was assumed to make the grammar lesson in 

English more comprehensible. Further implications of this, but with a different pedagogical 

practice was expressed by another teacher who stated that he uses Swedish during English 

lessons when lecturing about grammar rules. His experience was that this leads to a better 

understanding, also for the students for whom Swedish is a second language. He justified this 

since the goal of these lessons is not to practice listening comprehension in English, but to learn 

the grammar. This was therefore a pedagogical strategy to make sure that everyone understood 

the grammatical concepts.  

Some teachers said that they have some knowledge of grammatical structures in other 

languages, despite the fact that they could not speak them. This had on some occasions been 

useful in English education. For example one teacher had knowledge of how Bosnian verb forms 

differed from English, which he could point out to his Bosnian students when they struggled 

with the difference between “is” and “are”. Many of the interviewed teachers encouraged the 

students to write both English, Swedish and their first language (if they had another first 

language than Swedish) in vocabulary lists. One teacher also said that when they practiced 

vocabulary orally together, she would sometimes have a tour among the students and ask them 

what the word would translate to in their first language “för att det är kul för mig att lära mig”, 

“because it’s fun for me to learn”. This would also put the students in a position of authority of 

knowledge, in accordance with translanguaging pedagogy (García & Wei, 2018). However, she 

highlighted the importance of bringing the first language of all students to not exclude any 

group. It was important for her to not send out signals of a hierarchy among languages, and this 

included English as well. Discussions where other languages were included could lead to 

discussions about language relations and how languages are connected both linguistically and 
                                                
4 All quotes from the interviews have been rephrased slightly to eliminate colloquial language, but without 
changing the meaning. All translations from the interviews are mine.  
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culturally. She said “kärnan i kunskapen är global, och man kan utnyttja det här. Det är 

intressant att se hur mycket beröringspunkter det finns i språken / the core of the knowledge is 

global, and you can make use of it here. It is interesting to see how many points of contact there 

are in the languages”. This can be interpreted as a strategy to include students’ entire linguistic 

repertoire, as well as raising metalinguistic awareness. Languages are not seen as entirely 

separated systems. Instead, dynamic aspects of language are highlighted, which aligns with 

translanguaging theory (García & Wei, 2018). Two teachers mentioned phonetics as an area 

where comparison with the first language was useful for students who have Somali or Arabic as 

first language. Both used the sounds connected to “b” and “p” to exemplify this. One teacher 

said that he sometimes gave Somali students who struggled with pronunciation of these letters to 

find a word in Somali who begun with a “b” or “p”-sound for practice. He said “det är ovanligt, 

men det finns / it is rare, but it occurs”. The students’ knowledge of how to pronounce these 

letters in their first language was then used as a mediating tool to practice pronunciation in 

English.  

 All teachers were negative to the idea about a strict English-only policy. However, some 

of the teachers thought it was a goal to strive for, but that it in reality was unrealistic unless all 

students were very proficient in English. Other teachers, on the other hand, claimed that it should 

not be desired regardless of the students’ proficiency level, because of the many benefits of using 

the first language.  

4.2.2 Challenges 

Teachers also mentioned some challenges in making use of student’s first language. I have 

identified three different categories of contributing factors. These are extrinsic factors that relate 

to institutional structures and norms, intrinsic factors, that relate to learning in the individual, and 

pedagogical factors, which relate to pedagogical challenges that might occur in the classroom.  
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Pedagogical factors Extrinsic factors Intrinsic factors 

Lack of factual knowledge Time-consuming Loss in input 

Lack of control Prestige Confusion 

Linguistic division Institutional structure Students’ lack of L1 proficiency 

Lack of pedagogical tools   

Table 2. Challenges with using the students’ first language 

 

A pedagogical problem all interviewed teachers were concerned with was that they could not 

understand everything the students said if they spoke in another language than English or 

Swedish with each other, and therefore they would lack control in the classroom. One particular 

concern was that there might occur bullying that the teachers would fail to notice. A strategy 

teachers claimed to use was to analyze the student’s body language to figure out what their 

discussion was about. One of the teachers had consciously learned phrases such as “what is it 

called” and “what does this mean” in some of the students’ first languages to easier identify if 

they used it to discuss schoolwork. However, several teachers expressed a wish to have more 

knowledge in their students’ first language to solve this problem. A few teachers said that they 

usually learned some more important features of other languages when they had a group of 

students with many speakers of that language, but that it was difficult to maintain that 

knowledge. Furthermore, some of the teachers thought that they lacked good pedagogical tools 

to make use of the students’ first languages, and that the tools they had access to brought along 

certain challenges. For example, some teachers allowed the students to look up words in 

dictionaries in their first language. However, since only Swedish-English dictionaries were 

physically available in the classroom, they had to use digital dictionaries on their phones. Some 

students could easily be distracted by other applications when they used their phone, and this 

was also an instance where it was difficult for the teachers to have control of what they were 

doing.  

 The students were also encouraged to receive help from each other in the first 

language when it was needed, and to compare syntax between English and their first language by 

search for explanations on YouTube. While this was used as a pedagogical strategy, the teachers 

were concerned that they could not confirm the accuracy of the explanation, neither by the 
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YouTube video nor by the explanations the students provided for each other. This could lead to a 

faulty comprehension of both languages. Collaboration between English teachers and First 

Language teachers was considered a possible solution to solve this issue. However, due to 

institutional factors, collaboration was said to be difficult. Firstly, First Language courses were 

usually not a part of the regular school activity. It was usually scheduled outside school hours, 

often at another place, and all of the First Language teachers were not integrated as a part of the 

teachers’ staff team. Secondly, many classes consisted of up to seven first languages. To 

collaborate with this many teachers was considered to be too time-consuming and challenging. 

To exclude some of the languages was ruled out. The only instance of successful collaboration 

between English and First language that any of the teachers had managed to do was at an 

introductory program where the entire class had the same first language, which was considered a 

rare exception. Thirdly, some teachers expressed that this would require that the First Language 

teachers had high proficiency in English, something that was not always the case.  

Further pedagogical challenge was that to use other languages than English or Swedish 

could reinforce the linguistic division and segregation that already existed in the classroom. One 

teacher, who was a native speaker of a minority language, said that she rarely could make use of 

this knowledge with students who had that language as their first language, since this would 

cause exclusion of other students and could possibly be considered favoritism. As mentioned 

previously, many teachers expressed that if they were going to use other languages in the English 

classroom, it was important that all languages that were represented among the students were 

included in order to not create language hierarchies and linguistic division. However, some 

teachers still used Swedish in some cases, probably since all students were expected to have at 

least some proficiency in Swedish.  

 Related to extrinsic factors, the use of other languages than English was also believed to 

cause a loss of input of the target language due to the limitation of time they had with the English 

subject in school. This was considered a hindrance in the students’ language development. This 

indicates subscription to Krashen’s (1985) theory that a sufficient amount of input is crucial to 

acquire a language. Furthermore, loss of output in the target language was brought up as a 

problem. It was considered important to let the students practice to develop strategies for 

expressing themselves in different ways in the target language, especially strategies related to 

problem-solving in cases where their vocabulary was insufficient. Three of the teachers 

mentioned that they sometimes had isolated part of lessons where they adopted a strict English-

only policy to make sure that the students got sufficient training. This was considered important 

both in order to pass the national speaking test, where no other languages are allowed, and to 
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manage a conversation with a person where the only shared language is English. However, the 

importance of being explicit when the English-only policy was adopted was highlighted, to not 

cause confusion among the students. While most of the teachers thought that English-teachers in 

general would not oppose the use of other languages, some teachers thought to only use English 

was considered more prestigious and therefore desirable. This was something they believed 

could affect pedagogical practices, despite a presumed strong awareness of the benefits of the 

first language.  

Related to intrinsic factors, confusion for the students was considered a problem which 

the use of other languages could contribute to, both related to grammatical aspects and 

vocabulary and spelling. One teacher thought that it created difficulties in keeping the language 

rules apart if the students practiced the same language features, for example a grammatical rule, 

simultaneously. Therefore, she thought it was beneficial to keep the languages separated, so the 

students could connect grammatical rules to certain classroom contexts and teachers instead of a 

specific language. This experience could possibly question the concepts of translanguaging. 

Furthermore, she said that students sometimes mixed up the vocabulary and used for example 

Spanish or German words in an English text, especially when they were similar to each other. 

This might indicate support for the idea that languages are not store stored separately, and 

therefore cannot be separated completely in usage (García & Wei, 2018, Cummins, 1981).  

Lack of proficiency in the first language was considered a hindrance for the students to 

become proficient in English, and also something that hindered the teachers to pedagogically 

make use of the first language. This was mostly a concern for students who were born in 

Sweden, or had arrived here at a very early age. One teacher experienced a correlation between 

students who did not participate in the first language course that was offered to them, and 

students who struggled with English. Furthermore, he experienced that those students often 

lacked fluent proficiency in their first language.  

 

”Ett problem som många av våra elever har är att de har inget riktigt förstaspråk [...], 

och har du inte ett förstaspråk som du är duktig på, då är det svårare att lära sig nya språk, för 

då har du inte ett språk du kan hänga upp sakerna på/ 

 A problem many of our students have is that they do not really have a first language [...], 

and if you do not have a first language that you are good at, then it is more difficult to learn new 

languages, because then you do not have a language that you can connect things to”.    
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He said that while these students might never be considered native speakers of their “first 

language”, development of that language could still promote development of English as well. 

This reflection can be supported by Cummins’ interdependence hypothesis, that is, one language 

can promote development in other languages as well, due to the fact that the Cognitive and 

Academic Language Proficiency are integrated together in the Common Underlying Proficiency. 

Assuming this is true, students’ lack of proficiency in their first language would be considered a 

challenge that could hinder them to use their first language as a mediating tool in their English 

education. Several teachers thought that encouragement of taking the First Language course was 

important, but that many students lacked motivation for it. The fact that First Language 

education often was scheduled outside school hours was believed to be one factor that made the 

education less attractive. Furthermore, some teachers claimed that many students did not think 

First Language education would be useful for them. 

5. Discussion 

In this section, I will firstly discuss the results that have derived from my analysis in relation to 

the background of the essay topic. Secondly, I will discuss limitations of the study. 

5.1 Discussion on results 

Originally, my interest in this topic rose from an impression that the syllabus consisted of 

contradictory statements that would be difficult for English teachers to implement 

simultaneously. This impression was based on two claims in the syllabus for Upper Secondary 

School: that education mostly should be conducted in English, and that English education should 

encourage students’ multilingualism. However, my analysis indicates that the references to 

multilingualism in the syllabus refer to students’ acquisition of the English language specifically, 

and the multilingualism that comes along with that. As indicated by Andersson’s (1999) study, 

English tends to be valued higher than other languages. While other language courses in Upper 

Secondary School not has been considered in this analysis, and therefore not been compared 

with, the syllabus clearly promotes knowledge in English as important, since the importance of 

input in English is prominent. Furthermore, I was sceptical towards the implications for 

monolingualism in English education and wanted to explore alternative options such as 

translanguaging, and especially consider classroom contexts that originally are multilingual.  

In the steering documents for English, there are indication towards a view on other 

languages as a problem – more specifically, other languages than Swedish. In the syllabus for 
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Upper Secondary School, students who have another first language than Swedish are specifically 

pointed out as a contributing factor to how the syllabus is conducted. This might be understood 

as a strategy to raise the general school results in Sweden, with background in Skolverkets 

(2016) report, which claims that students with a foreign background has contributed to the 

general fall of Swedish school results. It is not excluded that teachers could view other languages 

as a resource in English education. However, my analysis concludes that the indications toward 

an English-only policy are most prominent. Since the steering documents provide no guidelines 

in how to make use of the students’ first language, there is a risk that teachers fail in this aspect 

of English education.  

The teachers, on the other hand, to some extent expressed an opposing view. While this 

study confirms that multilingual classrooms can provide certain challenges for teachers 

(Lahdenperä & Sandström, 2011), the teachers I have interviewed also highlighted many positive 

aspects; both pedagogical, linguistic and cultural. Several pedagogical practices the teachers 

accounted for aligned with a translanguaging pedagogy, providing support for García and Wei 

(2018) that this pedagogy could be beneficial also in classrooms where the goal is to acquire one 

specific language. Cummins’ (2017) idea of active multilingualism was also indicated by the use 

of contrastive approaches between several languages. The students’ first language was used as 

resource in several ways, both by students and by teachers, which goes against the English-only 

recommendations in the syllabi. Some teachers said that an English-only policy was adopted 

only when there was a specific purpose for it, but not as a general approach. Despite this, some 

of the teachers experienced that the students’ proficiency in their first language was insufficient, 

and that many students had a negative attitude toward taking the First Language course that was 

offered. In light of Baker’s (2006) claim that minority languages are at risk of decreasing, this 

must be taken seriously, if English teachers are going to be able to make use of the positive 

aspects multilingualism can provide in the English classroom.  

5.2. Limitations of the study  
One limitation of the policy analysis is that I have not considered cultural aspects of the syllabi. 

Rather, my focus has been on the specific mentioning of other languages. Since this focus aligns 

with my first research question, I do not consider it to have affected the validity of the study. 

However, further analysis of the syllabi in which cultural aspects are regarded could provide a 

deeper understanding on what implications there are for pedagogies such as translanguaging. 

This is especially relevant considering the fact that language and culture are highly integrated, 

something that becomes obvious in my analysis. Furthermore, it could be considered a limitation 
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that I have not considered documents such as the general curriculum and the school law.  

 By using interviews as my tool for gathering data, the study is limited to analyse 

teachers’ views and reflections. Conclusions about the actual pedagogical practices cannot derive 

from this material. While I have no reason to doubt the teachers honesty in the interviews, 

factors such as memory, faulty interpretations of pedagogical situations and presumed 

expectations might have affected the information they provided . Observations of pedagogical 

practices in the classroom could therefore have provided more validity to the results. For the 

interviews, I followed a complete set of interview questions which I asked all the teachers. The 

way the questions were formulated might have affected the outcome of the interview. While 

most teachers said that they thought many benefits could come from collaboration with the First 

Language subject, it is possible that some of the questions led them to consider that. 

 Several of the teachers had experience of teaching English in both Upper Secondary and 

Secondary school. However, the interviews were conducted in a way so that it was impossible to 

tell which grade, if any specific, they referred to in their reflections. Since Upper Secondary and 

Secondary school has different syllabi and might consist of different pedagogical practices, a 

distinction between this could have made the analysis more detailed.  

6. Conclusions and further suggestions  
Despite an indication of an English-only policy in the steering documents, it seems that both 

teachers and students to some extent use other languages in English education. While the 

syllabus does not suggest any option to use a contrastive approach between other languages than 

Swedish, it is still used in English education. However, to some extent the teachers own 

knowledge of other languages seems to be relevant. Teacher’s individual knowledge of other 

languages may vary a lot due to several different factors, and cannot be taken for granted. 

Therefore, pedagogical strategies to make use of students’ First Languages despite the teachers’ 

lack of proficiency in those languages should be developed. Moreover, English teachers should 

be open to learn from their students and find strategies where the students’ knowledge is 

considered a resource.  

The aspiration towards a monolingual English-classroom indicated by the syllabus seems 

to be both unrealistic and undesirable according to practicing English teachers. The interviews 

indicate that there are several benefits of making use of the students first language, of which 

several examples seems to align with a translanguaging pedagogy. However, as is made obvious 

in the analysis, it brings along challenges as well. In order to solve these challenges and increase 
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possibilities of a translanguaging approach to English, I have derived three suggestions directed 

towards researchers in the linguistic and pedagogical field, policy-makers and practicing 

English-teachers.  

Firstly, the indications towards an English-only policy should be down tuned in the 

syllabus. While it is important for the students to get sufficient amount of input in the target 

language, education should focus on how that input can be made comprehensible, and not limit 

the use tools which can be used for that. While the current syllabi does not prohibit other 

languages, the indications towards an English-only policy might set certain expectations on 

English teachers that leads to a more extensive exclusion of other languages, thus failing to 

recognize the students’’ first language as a resource.  

 Secondly, teachers must get proficient guidance in how they can make use of a 

translanguaging pedagogy in English education from both the steering documents and by further 

education. For this, more research of translanguaging in English education in a Swedish 

multilingual context must be done. Some research on this matter has already begun to take shape 

(e.g. Källkvist et.al, 2017). However, it must be made sure that relevant research reaches English 

teachers and provide sufficient support in how they can make use of the results in pedagogical 

practices, for example by further training in additional courses directed to teachers.  

 Thirdly, First Language education should be more integrated in the schools’ institutional 

structure. Many teachers thought that collaboration with the First Language subject would be 

beneficial for English education, but that it was difficult due to how that course was structured. If 

the First Language education would be integrated as solid part of the schools’ structure, more 

collaboration could be facilitated. Furthermore, if the First Language education is made more 

attractive and its status is raised to a similar status of other languages, this might lead to an 

increase of students who will take the subject. While this can serve many purposes, for this essay 

it is relevant that first language development could lead to a higher proficiency in English.   

 If these suggestions are met, English education could provide great opportunities for 

pedagogical concepts such as translanguaging, which could facilitate learning especially for 

students with a foreign background, but also to create more intercultural awareness in the school 

as a whole.  
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