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ABSTRACT 

With multilingualism being regarded a vital issue to be addressed in 
tackling discrimination and inequality associated with language, the 
purpose of this doctoral dissertation is to comparatively investigate 
stakeholders’ viewpoints about multilingualism to advance discussions 
about ways education and research may contribute to a change for great-
er social justice and betterment for all students. Consequently, separate 
studies included in this compilation thesis empirically investigate how 
language management in education takes shape in relation to socially 
situated discourses about multilingualism and (language) policy. The 
selected study contexts in Sweden and Switzerland share a similar socie-
tal composition and differ concerning their political organisation and 
language history. 

A systematic research review about multilingual educational language 
policies in Sweden and Switzerland (article I) provides an overview of 
explicit and implicit research discourses relevant for the contexts under 
scrutiny. Grounded in a sociocultural understanding of educational poli-
cy enactment, this thesis’ theoretical basis draws on an ecological 
framework of teacher agency, consisting of, among other aspects, the 
mediated collectivity of predominantly subjective elements in teachers’ 
cognition. As a means to systematically and empirically study these so-
called viewpoints, an innovative and inherently mixed method approach 
was selected. Q methodology’s benefits and limitations in educational 
research are investigated through a systemic research review (article II), 
drawing on 74 publications since 2010. Q methodological studies, con-
sisting of a Q sorting activity with 40 teachers in Sweden (article III) 
and 67 teachers in Switzerland (article IV) were conducted in 2017 in a 
face-to-face manner. A range of viewpoints in both study components 
(understanding and pedagogy) emerged through inverted factor analysis 
and were interpreted through abductive and iterative reasoning. 

The results of this thesis show a mostly atomistic view of multilin-
gualism in Sweden, standing in contrast to a more holistic one in Swit-
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zerland. Particularly the term multilingual student is conceptualised dif-
ferently, as it often excludes native Swedish speakers in the Scandinavi-
an context, indicating a monolingual habitus. A national identity and an 
intense professional development course in Switzerland seem to have 
led to a striking consensus in favour of multilingualism as resource in 
the first study component. However, more critical findings in the second 
study component illustrates how large-scale innovations involving a 
paradigmatic shift in teachers’ cognition demand long-term time frames 
and increased levels of trust, motivational conditions and recurrent input 
and feedback. 

Especially Q methodology’s flexibility concerning research design 
and study focus showcase why the approach is a valuable contribution to 
the educational researcher’s methodological repertoire, despite its time-
consuming and sophisticated preparation of data collection instruments. 
As an educational and mediational tool, Q methodology is considered a 
promising instrument leading to dialogues with participants form vari-
ous stakeholder groups. Research in this thesis further contributes to 
knowledge by uncovering communities of practice and suggesting the 
term situated teaching. Additional support measures within the context 
of teachers’ pre- and in-service education are needed to increase the en-
actment of educational policies regarding multilingual language man-
agement in the classroom. 

 
Keywords: Educational language policy, language, Q methodology, 
multilingualism, teachers, subjectivity, systematic review, viewpoints 
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INTRODUCTION 

“Language is not a problem unless it is used as a basis for discrimina-
tion” (Haugen, 1973, p. 54). 

 
Recent developments, often summarised under the umbrella term of 
globalisation, have raised the awareness of multilingualism, an ancient 
phenomenon that has long existed in many cultures (Douglas Fir Group, 
2016), both as an individual and a social practice. Linguistically diverse 
student populations are a reality in contemporary European societies and 
academia appears to have replaced the monolingual yardstick with the 
bi- and multilingual norm in societal language use (Jessner & Kramsch, 
2015, Aronin, 2015). European education policies however, seem to 
largely ignore children’s migrant languages by focusing on promoting 
the teaching and learning of national languages (Gogolin & Duarte, 
2013). It is therefore hardly surprising that numerous national and re-
gional educational settings continue to apply a monolingual understand-
ing, suggesting “monolingualism as natural, normal and desirable” 
(Ellis, Gogolin & Clyne, 2010, p. 440). As a consequence of this dis-
crepancy, this thesis is concerned with multilingualism as the issue that 
needs to be addressed in order to deal with discrimination and inequality 
associated with language (Salzburg Global Seminar, 2018), particularly 
in education, known as a key terrain where these struggles play out 
(Piller, 2016a). 

Contemporary research in language policy and planning and especial-
ly in the field of educational linguistics has yielded a stronger focus on 
individuals in policy interpretation and implementation processes. Most 
prominently, teachers have been regarded as key policy arbiters 
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(Menken & García, 2010, Johnson, 2013a) in a situated form of lan-
guage policy with the opportunity to shape the way a policy is enacted 
(see e.g. Hult, 2018a, Johnson & Pratt, 2014) in their “dynamic, daily 
practice of  [language planning] that resides in concrete activities, espe-
cially teaching” (Lo Bianco, 2010b, p. 154).  

This thesis draws on an ecological framework of teacher agency 
(Priestley, Biesta & Robinson, 2015), indicating that teachers make de-
cisions based on different components of their cognition, including 
knowledge, beliefs and experience. By conceptualising agency as “a 
configuration of influences from the past, orientations towards the fu-
ture and engagement with the present” (Biesta, Priestley & Robinson, 
2015, p. 626; emphasis in original), it becomes apparent how acknowl-
edging the full spectrum of multilingualism from the linguistic human 
rights of minorities to maintain one’s mother tongue to the opportunity 
to learn further languages in different educational settings “can enhance 
the quality, seriousness and equity for all learners, not just for those who 
were brought up multilingually” (Lo Bianco, 2014, p. xvi). de Jong 
(2016), in describing the particular challenge to create these more plu-
ralist spaces for “scholars, policy makers, and educators of multilingual 
learners who operate within an assimilationist-oriented environment” (p. 
380), indicates the need to comparatively investigate stakeholders’ 
viewpoints about multilingualism in different contexts. For the present 
thesis, two European countries with similar societal composition and 
noteworthy differences in terms of political organisation and their lan-
guage history were selected. Sweden, a traditional nation-state with a 
current curriculum for compulsory schooling based on a predominantly 
monolingual orientation (Paulsrud, Zilliacus & Ekberg, 2020) is con-
trasted with federalist Switzerland, which is known for its long tradition 
of multilingualism and where a new curriculum with the declared aim 
“to break the monolingual habitus of the school” (Bertschy, Egli Cuenat 
& Stotz, 2015, p. 4) was introduced not long ago. 

Grounded in the conceptualisation of multilingualism as a wicked 
language problem (Rubin, 1986), because different educational stake-
holders’ symbolic and material interests are at stake (Lo Bianco, 2015), 
research in this thesis investigates how the issue is debated in research 
about multilingual educational language policies in Sweden and Swit-
zerland and by especially foregrounding teachers’ viewpoints without 
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objecting them to researcher-imposed categories. Q methodology 
(Brown, 2019b), whose recent applications in educational research are 
reviewed in this thesis, has been selected as a fitting empirical basis for 
the investigation of multilingualism, due to its capacity to elucidate 
“dimensions, ideologies, and histories hidden within the way the prob-
lem is typically discussed or presented” (Lo Bianco, 2015, p. 70). 

Aims and Research Questions 
The overall purpose of the current investigation is to advance the discus-
sion about the way education and research may contribute to the change 
for greater social justice and betterment for all students (United Nations, 
2018). This is achieved by comparatively analysing stakeholders’ view-
points about multilingualism in different socioculturally embedded con-
texts on the one hand and illustrating the potential of an unconventional 
and innovative research method (Brown & Rhoades, 2019) to identify 
participants’ subjectivity for educational research on the other hand. 
Due to the twofold nature of this thesis’ purpose, two overarching re-
search questions guide the separate studies in this compilation thesis. 

 
1. How does language management in education take shape in relation 

to socially situated discourses about multilingualism and (language) 
policy? 

2. What are the benefits and limitations of using Q methodology in 
educational research? 

 
The first overarching research question is exploratory. In order to 

achieve the purpose of this thesis, articles I, III and IV fulfil some of the 
spadework needed to move towards linking overt and covert policy to 
practice. Based on an ecological understanding of situated teacher agen-
cy, article I aims to provide an overview of teachers’ larger context by 
comparing research about multilingual educational policies in Sweden 
and Switzerland. It therefore responds to the following research ques-
tion: How do research results on multilingual educational policies in 
Sweden and Switzerland differ? As teachers are assigned the key role of 
policy arbiters through their agency, articles III and IV aim to uncover 
the range of discourses about multilingualism in teachers’ cognition in 
the investigated contexts. These discourses form the ground for deci-



 

19 

sion-making in teachers’ daily practice. The following research question 
is posed to this end: What characterises teachers’ viewpoints about mul-
tilingualism in Sweden and Switzerland? 

The second overarching research question of this thesis, concerning 
the applicability of Q methodology in educational research, is the basis 
for a methodological research review. Article II provides an informative 
basis and investigates the application of Q methodology in educational 
research in the most recent decade and thereby responds to the question: 
What characterises Q methodological studies published between 2010 
and 2019 in compulsory education and in what way are their findings 
and implications relevant for the science of learning and development? 
In addition, articles III and IV provide a valuable contribution in ad-
dressing the second overarching question on a meta level, as first-hand 
experience from these empirical studies was especially helpful in fully 
understanding the scope of Q methodology. 

Significance and Contributions of Thesis 
Education is inherently connected to language, most importantly 
through its role as the prime tool for mediational activities such as 
knowledge development (Vygotskij, 1978). Research that illustrates 
how the linguistic repertoire of multilingual minority pupils is not valor-
ised for learning in mainstream classrooms (see e.g. Duarte, 2019) 
demonstrates the disadvantaged situation of many minority language 
speakers. Drawing on a multilingualism as resource orientation (Lo 
Bianco, 2017), even majority language speakers are expected to strive, if 
teachers make decisions in favour of the acknowledgment of the full and 
dynamic linguistic repertoire of their pupils. By investigating the 
grounds on which these decisions are taken, findings from the present 
thesis are of importance for any contemporary classroom.  

In methodological terms, this research project seeks to answer the call 
for alternative means “by which we can better understand the complexi-
ty of the world around us, which is not reducible to some central or sin-
gle essence” (Human, 2015, p. 422). In fact, the present thesis does not 
aim at reducing complexity to simplicity, but translating it into theory 
(Morin, 1994). Studying teachers’ subjective viewpoints about multilin-
gualism with an inherently mixed method and thereby adding to a more 
comprehensive representation of a timely topic by complementing so-
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called objective science, the present thesis makes an original contribu-
tion. Moreover, with the ability to investigate not only overt, but also 
covert educational language policies and underlying ideologies, the re-
sults of this thesis prepare the ground for an intensified collaboration 
between various stakeholders and future language planning activities. 
By uncovering teachers’ potential internal dilemmas concerning ques-
tions of language, in particular multilingualism in educational settings in 
Sweden and Switzerland, they are granted participation in a dialogue 
about opportunities and challenges of multilingualism (Jessner & 
Kramsch, 2015) through critical engagement and reflection (Lo Bianco, 
2010b) upon their own viewpoints about the subject matter. 

In the present thesis, teachers’ pre- and in-service education is seen as 
an important site for the development of teacher agency. Since teacher 
agency in general and policy engagement in particular are not necessari-
ly considered intuitive, educators at different stages of their career shall 
be encouraged by the findings of this thesis to increase the time spent on 
becoming critical practitioners (e.g. Hult, 2018a) and thereby realise the 
need to collaborate with other teachers across the curriculum, parents 
and the wider communities. Particularly the use of Q methodology as a 
suggested tool in educational settings will provide a starting point for 
activities in teachers’ professional development. 

Outline of Thesis 
This compilation thesis consists of four separate articles and an intro-
ductory and synthesising essay (kappa). The first two chapters in this 
essay introduce the reader to the theoretical perspectives of the thesis. It 
follows a section providing contextual background information of Swe-
den and Switzerland. Methodological considerations and procedures are 
presented and discussed in the following chapter, before the results from 
the four articles are summarised. The final discussion, structured accord-
ing to the overarching research questions and including a range of im-
plications is concluded by the project’s limitations, delimitations and 
suggestions for further research. In addition to the open access status of 
all included publications, summaries in three languages further enhance 
accessibility to the content of this compilation thesis. 



 

21 

EDUCATIONAL POLICY            
ENACTMENT 

This chapter provides an introduction to the field of educational policy 
research grounded in a sociocultural framework. A particular focus will 
be placed on teachers’ pivotal role as policy actors and their agency, 
consisting of individual and shared discourses. 

Almost thirty years ago, Ball (1994) provided a definition of policy, 
which is still true for many guiding documents: “Policies do not normal-
ly tell you what to do, they create circumstances in which the range of 
options available in deciding what to do are narrowed or changed, or 
particular goals or outcomes are set” (p. 19). Accordingly, the enactment 
of a specific policy is much more challenging than the policy itself. 
More recently, Ball, Maguire and Braun (2012) rejected the superficial 
definition of policy as “an attempt to ‘solve a problem”’ (p. 2) and 
stressed the importance of seeing policy as a process of repeated inter-
pretations within institutions and classrooms, with regard to the local 
context. As policies are usually written with the best possible and ideal-
ised school in mind, their envisioned form is not simply linearly imple-
mented, but dynamically translated from text to practice respecting con-
textual possibilities and limitations. Hence their enactment can result in 
a range of outcomes far from their envisioned form, such as for example 
a “creative non-implementation” (Ball, 1994, p. 20) or the incorporation 
into school documentation for reasons of accountability (Ball, 2001). 
Causes of the policy-practice divide have been investigated by numer-
ous scholars and are for example discussed in Schulte (2018). Common-
ly, a strong focus has been placed on school personnel, such as school 
principals and teachers, and their negotiation, adaptions and framing of 
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policies within their organisational context (Honig, 2006). A closely re-
lated and frequently discussed reason for a gap between policy and prac-
tice is the assumption of a temporal delay (Phillips & Ochs, 2003) and 
the expectation of witnessing changes in practice, generated by the poli-
cy, with sufficient time and patience. 

As the localised nature and therefore socioculturally embedded con-
text of policies plays a critical role in the shaping of the policy on the 
ground (Braun, Ball, Maguire & Hoskins, 2011), and because teaching 
is seen as “a complex interactive process of communication, interpreta-
tion and joint meaning making where teacher judgment and decision-
making are crucial” (Priestley et al., 2015, p. 4) this thesis not only fo-
cuses on teachers’ individual, but also shared policymaking within an 
enactment framework. The applied understanding of policy enactment 
draws from the conceptualisation of teachers’ sense-making of policy as 
social action (Scollon & Scollon, 2004) within different scales moving 
in nonlinearly directions. This goes beyond a more traditional macro-
meso-micro distinction of top-down and bottom-up practices and reso-
nates well with seeing “the full spectrum of connections” (Hult, 2019b, 
p. 137). Moreover, it allows the researcher to investigate individuals 
with their agentive power in a continuously (re)created context. 

The importance of teachers as “active, thinking decision-makers” 
(Borg, 2003, p. 81) or “historical, social, and culturally constituted sub-
jects” (Cross, 2010, p. 434) is uncontested in the transformation process 
from curriculum to practical teaching (Alvunger, Sundberg & 
Wahlström, 2017) and the associated potential success of educational 
reforms (Dori & Herscovitz, 2005). Hand in hand with teachers’ pivotal 
role as policy enactors with their professional identities, is the im-
portance of the particular organisational setting, they find themselves in. 
They are members of communities of practice (Lave & Wenger, 1991) 
and teach in classrooms, which are described “as simultaneously physi-
cal, social, and symbolic environments in which students’ mental pro-
cesses emerge in conjunction with opportunities to co-construct mean-
ing using new forms and functions of language” (van Lier, 2008 as cited 
in Hult, 2013, p. 3). 

With the development of the notion of situated learning, Lave and 
Wenger (1991) emphasised the importance of language and communica-
tion in collaboratively achieved learning processes. In sociocultural the-
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ory, language inherits a particular function as a symbolic tool “to medi-
ate and regulate our relationships with others and with ourselves and 
thus change the nature of these relationships” (Lantolf, 2000, p. 1) and 
eventually the human mind. According to Vygotskij (1978), all tools, 
both physical and symbolic ones, are culturally constructed artefacts, 
inherited from our ancestors. Inclusive in this view is the belief that arte-
facts, including language, are changed and developed over time in social 
contexts, mediated by the language choices and beliefs of individual 
speakers (Mufwene, 2001). 

In summary, this thesis’ sociocultural theoretical basis lies in the as-
sumption that teachers’ agency is not a power that individuals possess, 
but rather is something one achieves “in and through engagement with 
particular temporal-relation contexts-for-action” (Biesta & Tedder, 
2007, p. 136) and should thus be regarded as mediated (Wertsch, 
Tulviste & Hagstrom, 1996). Lately, Biesta et al. (2015) have observed 
a tendency to have moved past an area with prescriptive curricula and 
oppressive regimes of testing and inspection that have de-
professionalised teachers by withdrawing their agency and therefore 
their possibility to actively contribute to shape their work and its condi-
tion. Hence, it can be argued that this thesis is located within a time of 
“renewed emphasis on teacher agency” (Biesta et al., 2015, p. 625). To 
fully capture the theoretical foundation of this thesis, the ecological 
model of teacher agency will be enriched with a bi-directional continu-
um of teachers’ professional competence (Blömeke, Gustafsson & 
Shavelson, 2015, Santagata & Yeh, 2016). 

Teacher Agency 
The understanding of teacher agency in this thesis is based on an eco-
logical model proposed by Priestley et al. (2015), drawing on work by 
Emirbayer and Mische (1998). Central to this conceptualisation of 
teacher agency is its position as an emergent phenomenon “through the 
interplay of personal capacities and the resources, affordances and con-
straints of the environment by means of which individuals act” 
(Priestley et al., 2015, p. 19). It is further suggested that agency is “a 
configuration of influences from the past, orientations towards the fu-
ture and engagement with the present” (Biesta et al., 2015, p. 626; 
emphasis in original). What Emirbayer and Mische called the chordal 
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triad of agency, therefore consists of an iterational, a projective and a 
practical-evaluative dimension, respectively. The iterational dimension 
will be referred to as teacher cognition in this thesis to be consistent 
with publications included in this compilation thesis. The step that even-
tually leads to an observable behaviour, will be labelled evaluation and 
decision-making and represents the practical-evaluative dimension. 

Teacher Cognition 
This cognitive dimension consists of anything “teachers know, belief, 
and think” (Borg, 2003, p. 81), sorted as “accumulated patterns of 
thought and actions of the past” (Leijen, Pedaste & Lepp, 2019, p. 3). 
Before distinctions of constituent parts within this dimension are made, 
it should be marked explicitly that the usage of the term cognition does 
not imply processes exclusively carried out by individuals. Instead, cog-
nition is understood as socially distributed (Hutchins, 1991) or socially 
shared (Wertsch, 1991) to the same amount as agency extends beyond 
the skin (Bateson, 1972) and is frequently a property of groups (Wertsch 
et al., 1996). Furthermore, the emergence of cognition at a collective 
level is crucially dependent on communication through human language 
(Lo Bianco, 2010a). 

Even though it is often difficult or even impossible to clearly deter-
mine whether the teacher knows or beliefs something (Pajares, 1992) 
and because the two concepts might not be held distinctively separate in 
their minds (Borg, 2006), the two categories of teacher competence are 
often conceived independently. Since beliefs do not have to be con-
sistent or justified when challenged, their epistemological statuses are 
different (Baumert & Kunter, 2013) than those of facets of knowledge. 

Drawing on Baumert and Kunter (2013), knowledge, that is declara-
tive, procedural or strategic, is regarded a key element in teachers’ com-
petence. They present several domains of professional knowledge, fol-
lowing the initial classification by Shulman (1987): 

 
1. Domain-specific knowledge, further differentiated into content 

knowledge and pedagogical content knowledge 
2. Generic pedagogical knowledge, including philosophical aspects and 

facets of lesson planning, classroom management and assessment 
3. Counselling and organisational knowledge 
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Teachers’ beliefs on the other hand are often characterised as the af-
fective-motivational aspects of teacher cognition (Borg, 2011) and have 
been known as a messy construct (Pajares, 1992) of neither observable, 
nor entirely consciously accessible elements (Rokeach, 1968). These 
understandings or premises that are personally felt to be true 
(Richardson, 1996) are not only largely resistant to change (Borg, 2011), 
but might even be contradictory (Pajares, 1992). An important charac-
teristic of individual beliefs is their subjective origin, which is of partic-
ular significance in sociocultural research, where subjective and inter-
subjective understandings constitute both the world and its experienced 
forms together with objective forms and systems of activity (Lave & 
Wenger, 1991). As the autonomy of an individual’s cognition, subjectiv-
ity “can be seen as the epitome of a person’s dispositions and capabili-
ties” (Harteis, Gruber & Lehner, 2006, p. 125). 

The origin of beliefs can be manifold as the review by Pajares (1992) 
shows. Of particular importance is the assumption that beliefs are 
formed early in life and are continuously tested in new situations. Espe-
cially schooling is a prime setting to introduce children to traditions. 
Biesta (2015) names this dimension of educational purpose socialisa-
tion, in which “education reproduces existing social structures, divisions 
and inequalities” (p. 77) and ultimately ensures the continuation of a 
given way of life, prone to reproducing existing power relations and so-
cial inequality (Bourdieu & Passeron, 1977). The result is what 
Bourdieu (1977) termed habitus, which works more effectively the less 
conscious teachers are about its existence.  
 
Teacher viewpoints 
With the intention to accentuate the predominantly subjective character 
of the mediated collectivity of elements in teachers’ cognition, regard-
less of consciousness level, the term viewpoint will be used in the re-
mainder of this thesis. Not only is this in line with the applied terminol-
ogy in the second of the two empirical articles in this compilation thesis 
(article IV1), but it also illustrates individual and shared cognition as a 
                                                        
1 In article III, the theoretical framework of teachers’ beliefs was used to discuss “teachers’ understanding of 
and pedagogical thinking about multilingualism and multilingual students” LUNDBERG, A. 2019a. 
Teachers' beliefs about multilingualism: findings from Q method research. Current Issues in Language 
Planning, 20, 266-283. 
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vantage point or way of seeing to analyse specific phenomena, in line 
with what Best and Kellner (1991) called a perspective. Because no out-
side criterion is applied to viewpoints investigated in this thesis, and be-
cause they are always selective, viewpoints reported in the articles of 
this thesis are “neither right nor wrong” (Brown, 1980, p. 4). It is how-
ever self-evident that viewpoints are in more or less agreement with the 
local policy documents in play or with the current state of research. 

Projective Dimension 
In order to apply a holistic view of agency, it is important to consider it 
as temporally situated. Not only does this include the dynamics of a per-
son’s ongoing life history, but also their future goals, expectations and 
imaginations (Mercer, 2012). In the model by Priestley et al. (2015), fu-
ture aspirations are further categorised according to their nature as short-
term and long-term. Data in Biesta et al. (2015) suggest that most eve-
ryday situations requiring a teacher decision, such as student engage-
ment or efficient classroom management, might be based on rather 
short-term purposes. These dominant decision-making situations and 
actions stand in contrast to non-dominant ones, often linked to the sus-
tainability of innovations in school (Sannino, 2008). Nevertheless, these 
long-term aspirations, personal or professional ones, such as providing 
optimal circumstances for good education (Biesta, 2015) by “reproduc-
ing culture and social relations and providing students with tools to par-
ticipate in society” (Nocon, 2008, p. 340), can as well influence teacher 
agency, especially under convenient circumstances. 

Evaluation and Decision-making 
The idea that teacher cognition, consisting of teachers’ beliefs and 
knowledge, informs teachers’ perceptions, judgements, decision making 
and guides their behaviour or in other words drives their pedagogical ac-
tions is relatively uncontested in research (see e.g. Richardson, 1996, 
Pajares, 1992, Skott, 2014, OECD, 2009). In order to understand how this 
is the case, the central dimension of the ecological model of agency is in-
troduced.  Essentially, teachers evaluate a particular situation in a cultural, 
structural and material context, drawing on their individual and shared 
cognition and relating it to the projective dimension described above. In 
order to illustrate this dimension, the concept of competence as a continu-
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um (Blömeke et al., 2015) is proposed, which highlights the role of per-
ceptual, interpretive and decision-making processes that mediate the trans-
formation of what here is called teacher cognition into performance. The 
model aims to overcome an unnecessary dichotomy between cognitive 
and situated perspectives about teacher competence by combining them. 
As the final step before performance, teacher agency is best characterised 
as choosing between alternatives and thereby making decisions that even-
tually lead to “a relevant, inspiring and constructive environment for their 
pupils and themselves and their colleagues in changing professional con-
texts” (Toom, Pyhältö & O’Connell Rust, 2015, p. 615). In order to be 
able to do so, “teachers need to first perceive the enablers, constraints and 
resources specific to a temporal situation” (Leijen et al., 2019, p. 8). This 
part of the model describing teachers’ skills to identify noteworthy ele-
ments in the classroom is largely in line with research on noticing (see e.g. 
Meschede, Fiebranz, Möller & Steffensky, 2017, Santagata & Yeh, 2016). 
In terms of policy documents and interpretations thereof, sense-making 
theory (Spillane, Reiser & Reimer, 2002, Coburn, 2001) serves as the 
conceptual basis. What follows then, is their interpretation taking into ac-
count traits within the dimension of teacher cognition and purposes de-
scribed under the projective dimension. The interpretation phase can vary 
in length, depending on a variety of factors, such as the perceived com-
plexity of the situation, the teacher’s expertise and personal beliefs. In 
their revision of the concept of competence as a continuum, Santagata and 
Yeh (2016) stress the potential bi-directionality or even cyclicity of the 
described transformation processes. In other words, classroom practices 
are not only to be seen as a result, but can also lead to teachers’ 
knowledge development and adaptations in their beliefs through the per-
ception and interpretation of them. The ecological model of teacher agen-
cy, which serves as a theoretical foundation for this thesis, only detects 
agency when there are alternatives to choose from and teachers are able to 
judge the appropriateness of them. Hence, “if the teacher simply follows 
routinized patterns of habitual behaviour with no consideration of alterna-
tives” (Priestley et al., 2015, p. 141), or because no autonomy is assigned 
to teachers (Paulsrud & Wermke, 2019), no real agency is performed. 
With a mentioned (re)turn to teacher agency (Biesta et al., 2015) as “the 
socioculturally mediated capacity to act” (Ahearn, 2001, p. 112), teachers 
should not only be given permission to make use of their professional 
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competence, but also be situated in professional contexts where alterna-
tives exist. 

Teachers’ Performance  
Drawing on the conceptualisation of competence as a continuum 
(Blömeke et al., 2015), teachers’ situated pedagogical actions are the 
observable results of their decision-making process, or in other words 
their performance. It is here, where potential enactment of policies or 
teachers’ resistance to it becomes visible. It is also the site where suc-
cessful learning processes for pupils are initiated. Generic approaches to 
instructional quality usually comprise classroom management, student 
support and cognitive activation (Blömeke, Kaiser, König & Jentsch, 
2020). If applied to an ecological framework, the collectivity of teach-
ers’ performances in a school can be regarded as a basis of the context 
in and with which pupils’ learning and development is shaped. Darling-
Hammond, Flook, Cook-Harvey, Barron and Osher (2019) describe a 
deeply integrated approach to practice by drawing on the science of 
learning and development (SoLD), presented in a recent synthesis of re-
search (Cantor, Osher, Berg, Steyer & Rose, 2019, Osher, Cantor, Berg, 
Steyer & Rose, 2020). Based on a whole child approach to education, 
four areas of SoLD principles of practice are outline by Darling-
Hammond et al. (2019): 

 
1. Supportive environmental conditions that foster strong, positive and 

sustained relationships and community. As a result, relational trust, 
continuity and continuous structures contribute to a reduction of 
anxiety among pupils. Moreover, personalised learning in classroom 
communities that embrace supportive environments contributes to 
an increase in pupils’ feeling of safety, belonging and purpose re-
garding their physique, emotions and identity. 

2. Productive instructional strategies that support motivation, compe-
tence, and well-scaffolded self-directed learning. Characterised by 
taking pupils’ prior knowledge into account and providing forma-
tive feedback, these strategies are best applied in connection with 
rich and engaging tasks. As a further component of this area, col-
laborative learning opportunities encourage pupils to act in a coop-
erative and communicative manner. 
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3. Social and emotional learning that fosters skills, habits, and mind-
sets that enable academic progress, efficacy, and productive behav-
iour. Pupils need guidance in developing perseverance, resilience, 
agency, and self-direction. 

4. Systems of support that respond to pupils’ needs, and address learn-
ing barriers. By granting them access to a range of services, from 
measures of prevention, on to selective or even intensive interven-
tion in the form of special education, pupils’ healthy development is 
enabled. 

 
Locating teacher performance in the SoLD principles of practice 

clearly illustrates the cyclic and context-related nature of the central di-
mension of teacher agency called evaluation and decision-making in this 
thesis, where practice is described as a source of new information that 
leads to the adaptation of teacher viewpoints, consisting of knowledge, 
beliefs, attitudes, and experience. 

Development of Teacher Agency 
Teacher agency can be developed in many ways. Nevertheless, most ad-
vances will be located within the iterational dimension, or what is 
termed teacher cognition in this thesis, consisting of anything teachers 
know or believe concerning the subject matter. According to the concep-
tualisation of teacher agency and teacher beliefs here, professional de-
velopment for teachers should encourage an innovative, critical and 
growth-oriented mindset. Due to the early onset of teachers’ profession-
al socialisation, including their beliefs, it is a paramount, yet challenging 
task of teacher education institution to develop teachers’ capacity to in-
terrupt their habitual way of thinking about schooling (Priestley et al., 
2015). This resonates well with the described difficulty of reforming an 
educational system by Pajares (1992). 

 
Most students who choose education as a career have had a positive 
identification with teaching, and this leads to continuity of conven-
tional practice and reaffirmation, rather than challenge, of the past. It 
does not occur to most preservice teacher, for example, that one of  
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their future functions might be, should be, as agents for societal 
change. Students become teachers unable, and subconsciously un-
willing, to affect a system in need to reform (p. 323). 

 
A result of this is the resistance to enact new policies, even if they are 

drawing on up-to-date research and claim to improve education, for ex-
ample as a form of protective mediation, based on teachers’ conviction 
of their role to protect their pupils from what they consider to be damag-
ing effects of new policies (Osborn, Croll, Broadfoot, Pollard, McNess 
& Triggs, 1997). This dynamic is particularly relevant for educational 
reforms consisting of policies that represent a paradigm shift, often 
characterised by a conglomeration of new approaches and methods. 
Frequently, these so-called complex and multilevel innovations 
(Century & Cassata, 2016), and their partial enactment are coupled with 
a considerable level of self-doubt and uncertainty among teachers 
(Geijsel, Sleegers, van den Berg & Kelchtermans, 2001) as issues of 
normativity are inevitable (März & Kelchtermans, 2013). What follows 
from this is the need to raise teachers’ awareness of an issue, include 
them in collaborative policy navigation activities and develop their ca-
pacity to act accordingly in the future. This is also, and maybe even 
more so, true for educators that might not recognise their agency, leav-
ing policy to the domain of politicians and administrators (Hult, 2018a). 
In the words of Shohamy (2006), and with respect to language policies, 
uncritical teachers serve as “soldiers of the system” (p. 78). 

Policy engagement and ultimately the ability to interpret and evaluate 
practical teaching situations is not necessarily intuitive and needs to be 
learned and facilitated. Thereby becoming more effective, confident and 
successful with students can be trained during initial teacher education 
(Darling-Hammond, 2000). Much needed guidance and opportunities to 
reflect on their awareness-raising as shown by Hélot (2010) or Hult 
(2018a) or with techniques such as dialogic inquiry (Wallen & Tormey, 
2019) or learning rounds (Philpott & Oates, 2017) is set to increase oppor-
tunities for collective sense-making that eventually reduce teachers’ con-
fusion about or superficial and vague understanding of the subject matter 
(Biesta et al., 2015). In this sense, teacher education is understood as situ-
ated learning, where (new) policy and knowledge is discussed through in-
dividual and subjective viewpoints drawing on personal and professional 
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experience. It follows from the ecological understanding of teacher agen-
cy in this thesis that attention should not only be paid to the capacities of 
individuals, but also “the factors and dimensions that shape the ecologies 
of teachers’ work” (Priestley et al., 2015, p. 3). This could be achieved 
with further development courses for whole schools to foster their func-
tion as a professional learning community. 

In this chapter, it was outlined how teacher agency in a general educa-
tional enactment framework is conceptualised. The following chapter 
will introduce the field of educational language policy as the chosen fo-
cal point to investigate how teacher agency is promoted or inhibited re-
lated to questions of language and multilingualism. 
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EDUCATIONAL LANGUAGE   
POLICY AND MULTILINGUALISM 

Subsequent to the previous chapter’s introduction to educational policy 
enactment, the present chapter will now explore the problematic issue 
education systems face when serving a linguistically diverse society 
with a traditional agenda to suppress the very same linguistic diversity. 
In the words of sociolinguist Dell Hymes (1996), schools’ language-
related hidden curriculum serves “a latent function of the educational 
system […] to instill linguistic insecurity, to discriminate linguistically, 
to channel children in ways that have an integral linguistic component, 
while appearing open and fair to all” (p. 84). Gogolin (1994) coined the 
term monolingual habitus, and described it as “the deep-seated habit of 
assuming monolingualism as the norm in a nation” (Gogolin, 2013, p. 
41). She was thereby inspired by Pierre Bourdieu’s (1977) use of the 
term habitus as a deep structural disposition that is acquired in the 
course of social interaction for a modus which generates dynamic 
changes in human activity. 

Consequently, it becomes apparent how language may reinforce dis-
parities in educational outcomes and potentially jeopardise the quality of 
education received by linguistic minorities (Piller, 2016a). This present 
project sheds light on multilingualism in educational settings and there-
fore locates itself as a study within the wider field of educational lan-
guage policy and planning. Language policy and planning (henceforth 
LPP) is an area within language studies with a wide range of “conceptu-
al frameworks for understanding the policymaking process in various 
social contexts” (Tollefson, 2013, p. 25). Recent developments in LPP 
have yielded a stronger focus on individuals, such as teachers in educa-
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tional settings, and made its research “more reflective and open to di-
verse kinds of socio-political activities” (Lo Bianco, 2017, p. 31) in 
what used to be a field traditionally dominated by the top-down plan-
ning and policymaking by the state to resolve problems of national con-
struction (Fishman, 1972). It is valuable to clarify that the conceptuali-
sation of the notion of problems has evolved in line with LPP as a field. 
While Fishman’s use of the word is connected to linguistic conflicts in 
the process of nation-building efforts (Ruíz, 1984), problems in contem-
porary LPP are simply to be understood “as issues or themes that 
emerge from practical needs and circumstances” (Hult & Hornberger, 
2016, p. 34). 

Through their agency within different scales, teachers as an important 
group of stakeholders in the discussion of wicked problems such as mul-
tilingualism, can allow anything between the creation of “areas in lan-
guage policies that can be leveraged or exploited to promote multilin-
gual education” (Hult, 2014b, p. 168) known as implementational spac-
es (Hornberger, 2002) and the implementation of a more traditional ap-
proach influenced by a monolingual habitus (Gogolin, 1994). In other 
words, teacher viewpoints are a key mechanism through which local 
policy discourses are shaped in schools and classrooms. 

Language-in-education Planning 
Due to the common existence of explicit national or regional education-
al language policies, language policy and planning is to a high degree 
often dependent upon state-owned education systems as the sites for 
powerful mechanisms in creating and imposing language behaviour 
(Shohamy, 2006). The expectancy of teachers to navigate these policies 
in light of their viewpoints, consisting of the various elements of teacher 
cognition described earlier, transforms educational contexts into power-
ful arenas of LPP. Within the theoretical orientation of LPP called ac-
quisition planning (Cooper, 1989), which is also referred to as language-
in-education planning (Kaplan & Baldauf, 1997), educational language 
policy research has been established as a vibrant field “to expose and 
challenge hegemonic practices, to understand the historical and structur-
al forces that influence LPP, and to work toward a social justice agenda, 
that has as its focus equal education opportunity for minority-language 
users” (Johnson & Pratt, 2014, p. 5). This also strongly resonates with 
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the definition of language planning provided by Mühlhäusler (2003) 
who applies the idea of language ecology to the field: 

 
In an ecological approach language planning is seen as a process 
which is a part and closely interrelated with a large range of natural 
and cultural ecological factors. It is focused on the question of main-
taining maximum diversity of languages by seeking to identify those 
ecological factors that sustain linguistic diversity. Linguistic diversi-
ty in turn is seen as a precondition of maintaining cultural and bio-
logical diversity. The ultimate aim of ecological language planning 
differs from most conventional approaches to language planning 
both in its aims (diversity rather than standardisation) and the aims 
required (community involvement rather than specialist manage-
ment) (p. 306). 

 
Ecology of language was set forth as “the study of interactions be-

tween any given language and its environment” (p. 325) by Einar 
Haugen in 1972 and has since then become an important conceptual ori-
entation in language policy and planning for researchers focusing “on 
relationships among languages, on relationships among social contexts 
of language, on relationships among individual speakers and their lan-
guages, and on inter-relationships among these three dimensions” 
(Hornberger & Hult, 2008, p. 285). As a matter of course, drawing on 
language ecology, linguistic diversity and multilingualism are seen as 
the normal condition in human societies and the various relationships 
mentioned above “need to be understood and addressed in order to fos-
ter parity for all people in a polity, regardless of the language(s) they 
speak, particularly with respect to education” (Hult, 2013, p. 2). 

Language Management 
A useful understanding of language policy is its dichotomy of overt, ex-
plicit, de jure policies on the one hand side and covert, implicit, de facto 
policies on the other hand side. In other words, much of what would be 
regarded as language planning occurs informally and hidden and might 
be contradictory or at least challenging or subverting de jure policies 
(Schiffman, 1996). This holds of course true for educational settings as 
well, as only a few schools have explicit language policies. In fact, they 
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might be reacting to national or regional policies in their official lan-
guage management strategies (Spolsky, 2009) and yet, “the real lan-
guage policy of a community is more likely to be found in its practices” 
(Spolsky, 2004, p. 222). Spolsky’s suggestion of considering language 
policy from the point of view of practice highlights the close connection 
of language policy and the notion of policy enactment and enables in-
vestigations into the negotiations of contested ideas “in attempts to in-
fluence language behaviour in schools and classrooms” (Hult, 2018b, p. 
39). His tripartite definition of language policy consists of “three interre-
lated but independently describable components–practice, beliefs, and 
management” (Spolsky, 2009, p. 4) and illustrates the vital role of 
teachers as language policy arbiters (Johnson, 2013a, Menken & García, 
2010) and their influential viewpoints about language in general and 
named languages, varieties, and features in particular. For the conceptu-
alisation of shared viewpoints, this thesis draws on the notion of linguis-
tic culture, a term introduced by Schiffman (1996) to summarise the to-
tality of a speech community’s beliefs about language in general and its 
language in particular. Beliefs in his usage of the term encompasses 
even “behaviours, assumptions, cultural forms, prejudices, folk belief 
systems, attitudes, stereotypes, ways of thinking about language, and 
religio-historical circumstances associated with a particular language” 
(p.5). It is self-explanatory that Schiffman’s notion of linguistic culture 
is made up of highly subjective elements, potentially far from objective 
truth and therefore similar to the aforementioned notion of cognition in 
terms of its epistemological nature. 

The third component of Spolsky’s (2009) definition of language poli-
cy is “the explicit and observable effort by someone or some group that 
has or claims to have authority over the participants in the domain to 
modify their practices or beliefs” (p. 4). In the educational domain, any 
pedagogical actions by teachers concerning issues of multilingualism 
can be regarded as language management tools in their classrooms. Ac-
cording to Spolsky (2009), determining aspects of official language use 
by law in a polity is the most obvious form of organised language man-
agement. He continues by mentioning the “requirement to use a specific 
language as language of instruction in schools” (p. 5) as an example. 
The issue of medium-of-instruction is interesting for language classes 
and of even greater relevance for subject classes as it defines the access 
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to content for pupils with limited knowledge in the local school lan-
guage. Depending on the totality of their teacher cognition, labelled 
teacher viewpoints, the local habits and traditions in the school and the 
wider ideological climate of the society, teachers will decide upon the 
situated language policy in line with anything between target-language-
only and a translingual pedagogy that welcomes all the languages spo-
ken by pupils at home. If these two outcomes are seen as the tail ends of 
the continuum, it can also be expected to find teachers opting for exten-
uated versions or combination. Their management of the situation is not 
only, but also based on the potential insecurity about the outcome of 
their decisions or discrepancies between their own preferences and 
eventual official recommendations. 

Even if the issue of medium-of-instruction only serves as an example, 
it is in this context that the present thesis investigates teachers’ view-
points about multilingualism which is ultimately “associated with shared 
communication, social cohesion and economic and civic betterment” 
(Lo Bianco, 2017, p. 46). 

Multilingualism 
Language, whether spoken or written, is inseparably embedded in net-
works of sociocultural relations (Ahearn, 2001) and understood as the 
most important factor of educational success as it is used to organise 
knowledge and create meaning. However, neither languages nor their 
speakers do start out equal. Speakers of other languages than the domi-
nant local school language are discriminated against because they have 
only limited access to resources (Blackledge, 2008). 

Multilingualism has existed for as long as human societies (see e.g. 
Lo Bianco, 2010a, Douglas Fir Group, 2016), even if the phenomenon 
has taken different forms and popularity throughout history. As a conse-
quence, there does not exist a unified theory of multilingualism 
(Coulmas, 2018) and the term and the concept behind it are far from be-
ing unequivocally understood (Melo-Pfeifer, 2018). While Laakso, 
Sarhimaa, Spiliopoulou Åkermark and Toivanen (2016) state that the 
default case of multilingualism is people with an assumedly monolin-
gual background acquiring major European languages, a research over-
view about multilingualism by Hyltenstam, Axelsson and Lindberg 
(2012) mainly discusses migration-induced multilingualism. As the 
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phenomenon of multilingualism seems to become more complex, its 
terminological clarification is crucial (Bonnet & Siemund, 2018), espe-
cially during a time of a paradigmatic shift in the conceptualisation of 
language and multilingualism in education, which is sometimes referred 
to as the multilingual turn (May, 2014b, Conteh & Meier, 2014). 

A first distinction in multilingualism can be drawn between its socie-
tal and individual dimension (Cenoz, 2013). The former is characterised 
by a sociolinguistic orientation of the study of language use in a social 
context, such as a country, but also a school or a classroom. Research 
about societal multilingualism traditionally focuses on assumingly mon-
olingual speakers in the same social context. Individual multilingualism 
on the other hand, is also known as plurilingualism (Moore & Gajo, 
2009). To ensure continuity with earlier research as much as respect the 
dominant use of the respective translations in the study’s contexts (in 
German-speaking Switzerland: Mehrsprachigkeit and mehrsprachig and 
in Sweden: flerspråkighet and flerspråkig), the terms multilingualism 
and multilingual are used as umbrella terms including both dimensions 
of the concept supported by a wider understanding of societal multilin-
gualism including every social context inhabited of multilingual indi-
viduals, as they automatically generate a multilingual context. 

Despite the different levels of complexity of bilingualism and multi-
lingualism (Aronin & Jessner, 2015), in the present thesis, the former is 
understood as a form of the latter (Cenoz, 2013). While illustrating the 
full complexity of multilingualism is not the aim here, the present de-
scription of multilingualism lays the foundation for the methodological 
choices outlined later. 

Concerning individual multilingualism, the tensions between tradi-
tional understandings of language as a bounded entity in the individual 
and more recent discourses are evident and depict the shift from the 
monolingual stage to the multilingual stage regarding the awareness of 
language and languages (Aronin & Singleton, 2019). Central to the un-
derstanding of individual multilingualism is the notion of linguistic rep-
ertoire, which was developed by John Gumperz from an interactional 
perspective in the 1960s as the arsenal from where the speakers choose 
from “in accordance with the meanings they wish to convey” (Gumperz, 
1964, p. 138). The original concept has been re-examined, explicitly 
used or implicitly referred to several times in more recent research 



 

 38 

(Busch, 2012). Blommaert (2010) for example, uses it to argue in favour 
of a transition from immobile languages to mobile resources and 
Blackledge and Creese (2014) use it to illustrate language use as hetero-
glossic practice, which is connected to concepts such as translanguaging 
(García, 2009), codemeshing (Canagarajah, 2011), polylingual languag-
ing (Jørgensen, 2008) or metrolingualism (Otsuji & Pennycook, 2010). 

In the context of this thesis, the domain of individual multilingualism 
is further divided into two areas of multilingual development, which are 
presented in the following section. 

Multilingual Development 
The previously mentioned multilingual turn comprises a recommenda-
tion to include linguistic diversity among pupils in teaching practices 
(Hélot, 2012), creating a tension to the usual organisation of compulsory 
schools as monolingual spaces (Piller, 2016b). To do justice to individu-
al linguistic repertoires, prevent the creation of a new form of linguistic 
homogeneity by stereotyping pupils as simply diverse (Melo-Pfeifer, 
2018), and respect children’s linguistic human rights (Skutnabb-Kangas 
& Phillipson, 1994), it is vital to investigate the wide range of reasons 
and sources of individuals’ multilingual repertoire. This in turn will al-
low teachers to respond accurately to pupils’ needs, not only in language 
learning, but in general knowledge development and create a linguisti-
cally and culturally responsive classroom. The division of multilingual-
ism into curricular and biographic domains is based on the continuum 
between “becoming multilingual” and “being multilingual” proposed by 
Cenoz and Gorter (2015) and a further development into a double-
helixed continuum by Melo-Pfeifer (2018). The result is the reflection of 
a more complex sociolinguistic reality by recognising individuals’ agen-
cy in language learning. 

 
Curricular Multilingualism 
In this thesis, any context of institutional language teaching and learning 
that “involves the introduction of a new language into an existing lan-
guage ecology” (Mühlhäusler, 1994, p. 123) is part of what Krumm 
(2004) named curricular multilingualism. In his definition, the term rep-
resents a coordinated diversity, where “teachers of one language are in-
formed of what the teachers of other languages do” (p. 71). The concept 
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of curricular multilingualism applied in this thesis is therefore also in 
line with the Council of Europe’s (2009) holistic vision of language ed-
ucation and refers to three different groups of target audiences: 

� Immigrant groups learning the local dominant language and 
medium of instruction of public education 

� Indigenous or autochthonous populations receiving input in 
their language 

� Foreign or modern language teaching, usually limited to a 
number of prestigious named languages 

 
According to Krumm (2004), an integral part of curricular multilin-

gualism is the recommendation for teachers to be “informed about the 
other languages of their students” (p. 71), which allows the transition to 
the second domain, that of biographic multilingualism. 
 
Biographic Multilingualism 
Origins of biographic multilingualism can be diverse and some of the 
most prevalent ones are presented here. First of all, individuals can be 
biographically multilingual as a result of growing up with more than one 
variety due to their guardians’ different language varieties and the appli-
cation of the one-parent-one-language approach. In cases without mutu-
al understanding of the guardians, a family language is added, resulting 
in three different languages within the child’s home. Growing up as an 
indigenous minority and speaking the dominant local variety along with 
the autochthonous language is a further origin of biographic multilin-
gualism. The European Charter of Regional and Minority Languages 
provides a legal basis for the protection of national minorities. Especial-
ly migration-induced or allochthonous multilingualism has received 
much attention due to accelerated migration flows in recent decades. It 
has to be noted that fully capturing migration as a nuanced concept as 
e.g. illustrated by Gogolin and Pries (2004) is beyond the scope of the 
present thesis. 

Further, language internal multilingualism (de Cillia, 2010) acknowl-
edges the fact that even ‘monolinguals’ shuttle between codes, registers, 
and discourses. They can thus hardly be described as a monolinguals. 
This is especially important in German-speaking regions and resonates 
with the diglossia-with-bilingualism situation (Fishman, 1967) in Swit-
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zerland, as long as German and Swiss-German are classified as different 
languages (Bundesamt für Statistik, 2017). The notion of biographic 
multilingualism could even be extended to included dialectal variation 
due to increased level of educatedness or simply because of age. 

In sum, the present outline of multilingualism as a phenomenon illus-
trates that nearly everybody is multilingual, albeit to different degrees 
and because of different circumstances, leading to a diverse perception 
among teachers as research shows. 

Language Orientations 
Research on teacher cognition about multilingualism has been described 
as surprisingly scarce (Haukås, 2016, Bravo Granström, 2019) in gen-
eral and nearly inexistent if participants are not only teachers of lan-
guage subjects. Some exceptions are studies by Portolés and Martí 
(2018) or Hammer, Viesca, Ehmke and Heinz (2018). A recent review 
study about the non-native speaker teacher as a proficient multilingual 
(Calafato, 2019) summarises that both positive and negative attitudes 
toward multilingualism are found in research. In sum, it can be 
acknowledged that the discrepancy between longstanding, often unques-
tioned monoglossic professional traditions and research promoting a 
more heteroglossic approach to learning and teaching are immense. The 
described tension has been discussed intensively, especially in contexts, 
such as Germany and Australia, where language and education policies 
are enacted within powerful national discourses that regard language as 
a key element in the process of national-building (Ellis et al., 2010) and 
monolingualism as the unmarked case (Ellis, 2006). 

In a larger scheme, general tendencies in teacher cognition about mul-
tilingualism can be organised into three fundamental orientations, set 
forth by Ruíz (1984). Ruíz distinguished between a) language as prob-
lem, b) language as right and c) language as resource. (Pre)dispositions 
of these orientations are given in Hult and Hornberger (2016). While 
these orientations were meant to be ideological and underlying specific 
policies, they can also be interpreted as intrinsic elements of teachers’ 
professional habitus and therefore be regarded as vital elements in 
teachers’ language management situation concerning multilingualism. 
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Language as problem – monolingual habitus 
The ultimate goal of a language as problem orientation is to limit or 
even remove societal multilingualism through a language shift towards 
the dominant majority language (Lo Bianco, 2017, Ruíz, 2010). Elimi-
nating linguistic diversity, because it poses a threat to national unity as 
touched upon earlier is characteristic for an assimilationist mindset and 
has been termed linguistic genocide by Skutnabb-Kangas (2000). In the 
educational setting, such as the language teaching classroom, a language 
as problem orientation is seen by a target-language-only approach men-
tioned earlier, labelled as the maximum exposure fallacy by Skutnabb-
Kangas (2000). Establishing monolingualism in the official national 
language in education is seen as “an imperative in a teacher’s profes-
sional ethos” (Gogolin, 2013, p. 42) and relegates multilingualism, in 
particular migration-induced forms, to illegitimate practices (Gogolin & 
Duarte, 2013). Considering biographic multilingualism as a burden and 
regarding learners as deficient if they do not speak the language of in-
struction (Benson, 2013), has also been labelled monolingual bias 
(Kachru, 1994) or monolingual mindset (Clyne, 2005, Clyne, 2008). 
The ideological position described by Clyne is especially prevailing in 
English speaking countries, where there is “a strong belief in the nor-
mality and sufficiency of monolingualism in English for both intrana-
tional and international communication” (Liddicoat, 2019, p. 159). 
Hélot (2007) coined the term ignored bilingualism to describe the failed 
acknowledgement of the fact that pupils are multilingual, with previous 
knowledge of other languages. 

Gogolin (1994) calls it highly paradoxical that biographically multi-
lingual children are forced to be monolingual in order to then become 
multilingual through language teaching and learning in schools and 
Cummins (2005) described it as a bizarre scenario in North American 
schools, when multilinguals are transformed into monolingual English 
speakers. It becomes apparent that varieties in the linguistic repertoire of 
pupils are implicitly and explicitly divided into two groups according to 
their perceived usefulness of certain languages in a particular context; 
high-status and low-status languages. Ellis et al. (2010) make use of the 
language hierarchy framework to illustrate how national languages are 
most prestigious, followed by foreign languages or in some contexts 
called modern languages. Languages of the community, which have 
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been discussed earlier in the section about biographic multilingualism 
find themselves at the bottom of the hierarchical structure. 
 
Language as right – linguistic human rights 
The second orientation described by Ruíz “seeks to address linguistical-
ly-based inequities using compensatory legal mechanisms” (Hult & 
Hornberger, 2016, p. 35), such as the European Charter for Regional or 
Minority Languages as an illustrative example of setting forth rights for 
certain linguistic minorities in education by the government (Hult, 
2014b). Skutnabb-Kangas (2000) outlines several language-in-education 
rights as fundamental enough to consider them as linguistic human 
rights. Notable examples are the right to identify, learn and develop 
one’s mother tongue and receive education through the medium of one’s 
mother tongue. Another one, which is of prime importance against the 
backdrop of increased international migration and a linguistically highly 
diverse student population is the right to benefit from education regard-
less of one’s mother tongue, and therefore directly linked to equal ac-
cess to education and democracy (de Jong, 2016). 
 
Language as resource – multilingualism as resource 
In order to introduce the third orientation originally outlined by Ruíz 
(1984), the slightly different, but closely related concept of multilingual-
ism as resource (Lo Bianco, 2017) is presented and enriched with find-
ings from recent research. Multilingualism can be regarded as an intel-
lectual resource, due to multilingual speakers’ increased mental control 
and cognitive flexibility (Bialystok, 2011), higher meta-linguistic 
awareness (Bialystok, 2001) and more efficient learning of additional 
languages due to a common underlying proficiency (Cummins, 1981), 
their strategic repertoire (Herdina & Jessner, 2002) or emotional and 
cognitive factors underlying multiple language learning (Hufeisen & 
Gibson, 2003). 

If construed positively, multilingualism is seen as a cultural resource, 
as it not only increases “the number of cultural expressions and perspec-
tives available to citizens” (Lo Bianco, 2017, p. 43), but also allows the 
speaker “to see the world through different lenses” (Fürst & Grin, 2018, 
p. 343). Maintaining a heritage family language has vital benefits for in-
tergenerational ties and health issues. If, however, multilingualism is 
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based on monolingual orientations, pressure and anxiety not only cause 
linguistic, but also social and psychological costs for individuals, fami-
lies and society (Sevinç, 2020). In terms of multilingualism as an eco-
nomic resource, the benefits are selective along the line of high and low 
status languages. Nevertheless, being multilingual has positive effects 
on earnings (Grin, Sfreddo & Vaillancourt, 2010). Multilingualism can 
as well be regarded as a resource to additional rights that allow individ-
uals to access “unique cultural traditions, identity, ways of life, stocks of 
knowledge and social traditions” (Lo Bianco, 2017, p. 45). In a more 
abstract way, multilingualism is perceived as a resource of active citi-
zenship, as human encounters are ultimately communicative in nature. 
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STUDY CONTEXTS 

Drawing on sociocultural theory and an ecological framework of teacher 
agency in a policy enactment setting, the notion of context is central in 
this thesis. As Lo Bianco (2007) points out, all educational practices are 
inextricably connected to the socio-political context in which they arise 
and the purposes they serve. Moreover, context is regarded to be “con-
tinuously (re)created by social actions” (Hult, 2019a, p. 138). Therefore, 
the complexities of the contexts in this comparative case study research 
need to be brought into a coherent framework, including information 
about the historical political formation, which led to their current struc-
tural composition. Furthermore, the societal composition of the con-
texts’ inhabitants navigating in-between the predominant national (lan-
guage) identity and the official language policies needs to be addressed. 

At first however, it has to be acknowledged that this thesis is written 
in a European context, a continent which has been characterised as lin-
guistically highly diverse due to the large number of separate political 
entities, most of them defined by a common language as a unifying ele-
ment and driver of national cohesion. At the same time, the formation of 
nation states has resulted in a substantial restriction of linguistic plural-
ism (Lo Bianco, 2017). Through immigration, from outside of Europe, 
but also within the continent based on the ideal of Europe-wide mobili-
ty, a new vibrancy in terms of multilingualism and language policy has 
been described (Castles & Miller, 2009). At the same time, European 
education policies have shown paradoxical elements in terms of multi-
lingualism (Johnson, 2013b), celebrating linguistic diversity as a defin-
ing feature of the European Union on the one hand and privileging its 
official languages on the other hand (European Commission, 2004). De-
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velopments towards a more inclusive approach are detectable in a more 
recent document, where member states are encouraged “to provide train-
ing in the local language(s) of the host country and show respect for 
[migrants’] mother tongues” (European Commission, 2015, p. 16). 
Drawing on an ecological understanding of language, this thesis investi-
gates stakeholders’ viewpoints about multilingualism, closely connected 
to changed relationships among languages and speakers of these lan-
guages due to the aforementioned developments. 

Some noteworthy differences between Sweden and Switzerland are to 
be found in the two countries’ political organisation and their language 
history (including ideologies and policies). History “occupies an im-
portant position in most work in language policy and planning, whether 
at the micro-level of interpersonal communication or the macro-level of 
state formation” (Ricento, 2006, p. 129). Given that “states typically li-
cense, authorize, fund, or certify educational practices” (Lo Bianco, 
2008), differences in the political formation of states influence their ed-
ucational systems and curricula, resulting in great diversity concerning 
the roles of various languages in education (Cenoz & Gorter, 2012). 
Taking into account the political underpinnings of language policy and 
planning in the studied contexts is also an important feature of ecologi-
cal research in general (Hornberger & Hult, 2008). 

In the remainder of this chapter the key differences of the contexts 
under scrutiny in this research project are presented, starting with Swe-
den, which is investigated in articles I and III, followed by Switzerland, 
chosen as the focal point in articles I and IV. The chapter concludes 
with an outline of the similar societal composition of the two contexts. 

Sweden 

Ethnic Nation State 
Sweden is a prime example of an ethnic nation founded on jus sanguinis 
(‘blood right’) as an extension of an ethnic group (Oakes, 2001). The 
characteristics of a nation-state in Europe “provide the key organising 
discourse of identity in the 20th century, and the model for similar pro-
cesses and institutions elsewhere” (Tollefson, 2013, p. 14). One of the 
central issues in the formation of national communities in the 17th and 
18th centuries was the standardisation of state languages. A common 
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language was thereafter seen as the core element in a common culture to 
promote effective communication and access to state institutions and to 
create and reinforce a collective political identity (Tollefson, 2013). 
Sweden is an illustrative example of a nation-state, in which a national 
language is used for social cohesion and elevated to the role of safe-
guarding a national culture and identity (Cots, Lasagabaster & Garrett, 
2012). As a result, public monolingualism in the national language is 
taken for granted by citizens of a specific nation-state (May, 2014a). To 
maintain cultural and linguistic pluralism, nation-states are requested to 
address their fear of losing national cohesion and related notions of so-
cial and political stability due to linguistic diversity, especially against 
the backdrop of an increasingly globalised world (May, 2017) and navi-
gate towards social cohesion and common citizenship based on “shared 
forms of communication and comprehension, not monolingualism” (Lo 
Bianco, 2010a, p. 39). 

Linguistic Ecology of Sweden 
Between 1960-90, Swedish language learning politics was characterised 
by enthusiasm to offer immigrants the possibility to develop Swedish 
and maintain their mother tongues, establishing a pluralist perspective at 
the central political level (Hyltenstam et al., 2012) and earning the coun-
try the description as a “relatively well-developed policy infrastructure 
and a policy tradition of equity, which lay good foundations for policy 
action for migrant education” (OECD, 2015, p. 34). Since then and par-
ticularly since Sweden’s accession to the European Union in 1995, 
Sweden has promoted language policies that aimed at protecting the 
Swedish language, especially vis-à-vis English (Milani, 2008). 
Hornberger and Hult (2008) state that “the latest LPP challenge for 
Sweden, has been to balance a pluralistic orientation to linguistic diver-
sity with strengthening the status of Swedish” (p. 286). The Language 
Council’s action programme and the recommendation report (SOU, 
2002) leading to the Swedish Language Act2 that officialised Swedish as 
the ‘principal’ language of the country in 2009 mainly focused on Swe-
dish and English and was criticised for not adequately acknowledging 
the wider linguistic diversity in Sweden (Boyd & Huss, 1999). In fact, 
                                                        
2 A more detailed description of the Swedish Language Act can be found in article I. 
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the formation of one official national language not only suppresses its 
strongest rival, English in this case, but constrains multilingualism 
(Liddicoat & Taylor-Leech, 2015) and can be understood as an 
achievement of national hegemony (Blackledge, 2008, p. 31). Taking 
into account the official minority languages of Sweden; Finnish, Sámi, 
Meänkieli, Romani Chip, and Yiddish, language policy in the Scandina-
vian country could in fact be regarded as a multilingual one. Drawing on 
Heller (1999) however, ratifying the Council of Europe Framework 
convention for the Protection of National Minorities and the European 
Charter of Regional and Minority Languages can be interpreted as an 
exclusion of linguistic minorities by a monolingual stance based on na-
tionalism. 

The role of English in the linguistic ecology of Sweden is of particu-
lar interest, as the linguistic hierarchy of the country shows the global 
lingua franca elevated in comparison to languages other than Swedish 
(Josephson, 2004). As the role of English as neither a second, nor a for-
eign, but a transcultural language is continually negotiated (Hult, 2012), 
teachers’ interpretation of educational language policy concerning Eng-
lish and other languages in relation to English is challenging. 

Swedish Educational Language Policy 
Swedish compulsory education comprises 10 years of schooling, starting 
in preschool class, also known as class 0, during the calendar year the 
child turns six. Generally, Swedish is used as the medium of instruction, 
with the exception of language subjects of languages other than Swe-
dish. The current Swedish national curriculum (Swedish National 
Agency for Education, 2015) was published in 2015 and has since been 
revised yearly. 

En skola för alla – One school for all, has been the motto for the 
Swedish education system since the 1980 version of the curriculum (Lgr 
80) and describes a school system with a high degree of participation, 
integration and inclusion. Among the various potential factors of exclu-
sion, this thesis obviously focuses on language and multilingualism. A 
recent study by Paulsrud et al. (2020) explored how multilingualism is 
represented in the Swedish national compulsory school curriculum, uti-
lising the three language orientations (Ruíz, 1984) discussed above. 
Their conclusions are rather sobering, as a recognition of the full use of 



 

 48 

linguistic resources for learning subject content, which would indicate a 
language as resource orientation, is largely missing. This is even more 
alarming when taking into consideration that the Swedish curriculum 
limits the use of the concept of multilingualism to minority language 
students, clearly showing a language as problem orientation. 

What follows is an overview of language subjects in the Swedish cur-
riculum for compulsory education, where they are treated as “separate 
units, each with specific goals and learning outcomes” (Rosén, 2017, pp. 
44-45). The following descriptions represent the larger policy discourses 
that characterise the context in which teachers in Sweden work. 

 
Dominant school language 
According to the Swedish curriculum (Swedish National Agency for 
Education, 2015), “the school is responsible for ensuring that each pupil 
on completing compulsory school can use the Swedish language, both in 
speech and writing, in a rich and varied way” (p. 11). There exist two 
subjects to achieve this aim, namely Swedish and Swedish as a Second 
language, which is described below. In the introduction for both sub-
jects, it is stated that “language is the primary tool human beings use for 
thinking, communicating and learning” (Swedish National Agency for 
Education, 2015, p. 87). As found by Paulsrud et al. (2020), the usage of 
the term language in the curriculum only refers to Swedish and there-
fore indicates a “reinforcement of the monolingual orientation” (p. 10). 

 
First additional language teaching and learning 
English was introduced as the first compulsory foreign language in 1962 
and enjoys a high status in the Swedish national curriculum (Swedish 
National Agency for Education, 2015), where the aim is stated that pu-
pils can “communicate in English, both in the spoken and the written 
language” (p. 11). It is the responsibility of individual schools to choose 
the age of onset of English teaching between school years 1 and 3. 

 
Second additional language teaching and learning 
The Swedish Language Act suggests the implementation of the Europe-
an Union policy objective of mother tongue plus two other languages 
(European Commission, 2004), which says that all European citizens 
should have skills and knowledge in at least three languages. The sub-
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ject of modern languages in Swedish compulsory education entails a 
language option, offering pupils a selection of languages to choose 
from. Even though pupils often show positive attitudes toward an addi-
tional language, such for example French, Spanish and German (Henry 
& Apelgren, 2008), they frequently opt for more lessons in Swedish and 
English, as Tholin (2012) shows. Not only does this lead to a non-
implementation of the above mentioned objective of mother tongue plus 
two, but it also confirms the status as English as a transcultural language 
(Hult, 2012), which together with Swedish is considered to be sufficient 
for intranational and international communication and therefore hinders 
the development of linguistic diversity in Sweden (Cabau, 2014). 
 
Measures to foster multilingual development 
In line with the discourse of multilingualism being limited to pupils with 
other mother tongues than Swedish, there are three noteworthy efforts of 
the Swedish school system for the development of individual multilin-
gualism. First of all, these pupils have the opportunity to study the ma-
jority language in a specifically tailored subject, which gained separate 
status as early as 1995. In terms of curricular content, goal and grading 
criteria, Swedish as a second language is largely similar to Swedish. 
However, Paulsrud et al. (2020) in their analysis of the current curricu-
lum, found indications for a deficit orientation towards pupils studying 
Swedish as a second language. This is in line with a Siekkinen (2017) 
who states that second-language speakers are seen as deviant from the 
perceived norm in the Swedish education system. 

As a second measure, mother tongue instruction was established in 
1977 and has its own syllabus since the 2011 version of the Swedish 
curriculum and states that “teaching should give pupils the opportunities 
to develop their cultural identity and become multilingual” (Swedish 
National Agency for Education, 2015, p. 87). The organisation of moth-
er tongue instruction lies in the municipalities’ responsibility, indicating 
a tension between official support for the development and use of one’s 
own mother tongue in the Swedish Language Act and a marginalisation 
of the actual practice by excluding it from official organisation of 
schooling. In the current Swedish curriculum, the term multilingual is 
only mentioned in the section about mother tongue instruction and the 
syllabi for minority languages. The conclusion can be drawn that ac-
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cording to the official Swedish curriculum, only children with another 
mother tongue than Swedish can become multilingual and thereby af-
fording “more space for the analysis and development of Swedish” 
(Hedman & Magnusson, 2019, p. 3). 

The third effort to foster multilingual development in Sweden is study 
guidance in the mother tongue or sometimes referred to as multilingual 
study guidance, as there are often several languages used during in-
volved interactions (Reath Warren, 2017). The aim of this measure is 
the support of often relatively recently arrived pupils to achieve the 
learning goals of the curriculum, as the subjects are usually taught in 
Swedish. 

Multilingualism in Swedish Teacher Education 
In Sweden, teachers are encouraged to interpret standardised national 
curricula directly (Selin & Holmqvist Olander, 2015, Helgøy & 
Homme, 2007) drawing “upon their training, experiences, beliefs and 
ideas” (Hult, 2014b, p. 168). The fact that the culture in Swedish 
schools has traditionally been based on trust (OECD, 2015) is as well 
supported by results from Paulsrud et al. (2020), who state that “the cur-
rent curriculum places great responsibility on teacher agency to imple-
ment classroom practices which support the languages of all students” 
(p. 12). However, as indicated in Wermke and Forsberg (2017), an in-
creased system of evaluation, as a consequence of the strongly criticised 
decentralisation of the Swedish school system (Carlgren, 2009), has re-
stricted Swedish teachers’ autonomy in recent years. As shown earlier in 
the section about the development of teacher agency (p. 29), teachers are 
often dependent on guidance and support for a successful navigation of 
policies. According the OECD report from 2015, Swedish teachers gen-
erally receive little training on the curriculum by education providers. 
This is of particular relevance with a non-prescriptive curriculum as the 
Swedish one. More than a decade ago, Carlson (2009) noted the prob-
lematic issue of the missing multilingual perspective in Swedish teacher 
education. More recently, Paulsrud and Lundberg (2020, forthcoming) 
have analysed how pre-service teachers in Sweden are prepared to teach 
multilingual pupils at six universities in across the country and conclude 
that there still do not exist standard measures in teacher education focus-
ing on multilingualism. They noted four themes emerging in their analy-
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sis, which are, unsurprisingly largely in line with the description and 
analysis of the Swedish curriculum above: 

 
1. The Swedish language is seen as synonymous with language 
2. Issues of multilingualism are mainly found in language subjects 
3. The English language maintains high status in the Swedish compul-

sory school 
4. The concept of multilingualism is usually relegated to migration-

induced multilingualism. 
 

In essence, the context of Sweden shows a variety of welcoming and 
inclusive aspects on an overt policy level. In more covert terms, the por-
trayal of Sweden is largely in line with a typical nation state, where the 
idea of One nation – One language is still prevalent. 

Switzerland 

Willensnation 
While most modern states around Switzerland followed the ideology of 
the unitary nation state in the 19th century, this central European country 
chose to continue following the principle of friendly co-existence. Dur-
ing a process of slow growth since 1291, when the first three cantons 
created an alliance against the imperialism of surrounding states, other 
languages than German were added in the 18th and 19th century. Switzer-
land had always preserved and propagated the particularism and auton-
omy of its different cantons and is not formed by common language or 
race, but a political thought and will. This Willensnation or ‘nation of 
the will’ was defined “by its linguistic diversity […] not in spite of it” 
(Grin, 1999, p. 2, emphasis in original). 

Today, Switzerland is a prime example of a starkly decentralised fed-
eration consisting of 26 mostly monolingual cantons. However, linguis-
tic boundaries do not correspond with political intercantonal boundaries, 
resulting in three bilingual and one trilingual canton. In contrast to other 
multilingual countries, Swiss linguistic boundaries neither correspond 
with religious boundaries. The concept of linguistic boundaries is of 
prime importance for the Swiss context and will be discussed below in 
connection with the principle of territoriality in Swiss language policy. 
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The Principle of Territoriality 
Official policies of multilingualism, such as in Switzerland do not auto-
matically entail individual multilingualism. Swiss citizens are by no 
means proficient in all four official languages of the country (Werlen, 
Baumgartner & Rosenberger, 2009). One of the main features of Swiss 
language policy is territoriality, or the territorial solution to multilin-
gualism (McRae, 1975, Spolsky, 2009), by which language rights are 
granted to all inhabitants of a specific territory in a specific national lan-
guage spoken in this territory. While the principle of territoriality is of-
ten criticised for its inherent tendency to homogenise the linguistic map 
(Berthele & Wittlin, 2013), it also protects demographically weaker 
groups from the pressure of the majority culture, under the condition 
these groups live in a territory that is recognised as a historically legiti-
mate one. By the application of the principle of territoriality, Switzer-
land preserves and praises the equality of (its national) languages and in 
that way promotes multilingualism. Nevertheless, the Swiss celebration 
of linguistic diversity has been criticised and described as selective 
(Berthele, 2020). Not only exist legitimate concerns in terms of Switzer-
land’s handling of migration-induced multilingualism, but also the most 
common spoken mother tongue in Switzerland – Swiss-German. 

The German-speaking region of Switzerland is often seen as a typical 
example of diglossia (Ferguson, 1991) and discrepancy between overt 
and covert language policy (Schiffman, 1996), because Swiss-German, 
the unmarked choice in everyday life, is not mentioned in the Swiss 
Federal Constitution. A recent analysis of a variety of teaching materials 
and policy documents from around 1950 until 2016 (Berthele, 2020) 
shows that while Swiss-German was previously seen “as a source of in-
terference and national or local pride” (p. 7, emphasis in original), it has 
almost entirely disappeared on a pedagogical level in more recent years. 

Within federal administration, the principal of territoriality has led to 
the implementation of receptive multilingualism, also known as the 
Swiss model of plurilingual communication (Lüdi, 2007). Representa-
tives are expected to productively use the respective language of their 
territory and understand the others’ languages. The model is mostly used 
in German-French interactions (Berthele & Wittlin, 2013). 
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Swiss Educational Language Policy 
In Switzerland, the principle of subsidiarity ensures that all tasks that are 
not explicitly assigned to the federal level, fall within the remit of the 
cantons and the municipalities. This is also the case for the organisation 
of schools, which jeopardises smooth intercantonal mobility of families 
with school children due to potentially differing curricula (Stotz, 2006). 
The issue is counteracted through the intercantonal coordination by the 
Swiss Conference of Cantonal Ministers of Education (EDK) and a 
large-scale harmonisation process, known as HarmoS (EDK, 2007), has 
drastically reduced the number of curricula to three, one for each large 
language region. The present thesis focuses on Lehrplan 21 (D-EDK, 
2016) for German-speaking Switzerland. Swiss compulsory education 
comprises 11 years of schooling, including two years of kindergarten. 
Hence, year 5 equals two years of kindergarten and three years of prima-
ry school. 

The specific context of article IV is located in the language boarder 
canton of Berne. Given the curricular difference in the order of foreign 
languages between the cantons along the German-French language 
boarder and German-speaking cantons farther away due to a range of 
discourses outlined in Stotz (2006), the so-called Passepartout Curricu-
lum (Bertschy et al., 2015) is used as a reference for the description of 
the educational language policy situation concerning foreign languages 
in Switzerland. Even though separate languages are still taught in a 
chronological addition, Passepartout, following the EDK’s Strategy of 
Language Teaching (EDK, 2004), represents a combined curriculum for 
French and English aiming to foster a dialogue between languages and 
the promotion of linguistic and cultural competence development. With 
various suggestions and recommendations of teaching methods and 
clearly stated desired outcomes, the curriculum can be regarded as pre-
scriptive (Ellis, 2004) and an instrument in an input controlling govern-
ance regime (Wermke & Forsberg, 2017, Hopmann, 2003). With its 
foundation on the characteristics of the multilingual turn (May, 2014b), 
the leap from the previous curriculum to Passepartout represents a para-
digmatic shift, forcing teachers to navigate between long standing codes, 
norms and conventions (Kramsch, 2014) and a new educational lan-
guage policy. 
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The following presentation of language subjects, all grouped in a spe-
cialised area called languages, serves as a description of the current pol-
icy context of teachers in the German speaking part of the Canton of 
Berne. A common section describes the significance and aims, divided 
into “Languages in society” and “Languages in an educational context” 
(D-EDK, 2016, pp. 58-59). Vertical coordination of language teaching 
and learning is supported by the commitment to the Common European 
Framework of Reference for Languages (Council of Europe, 2001) and 
its proficiency scales ranging from A1 to C2, which serve as a reference 
point in the description of learning objectives. 

 
Dominant school language 
Standard German is the predominant medium of instruction and taught 
from school year 3 on. The curriculum acknowledges children’s experi-
ence with diglossia and mentions the significance of language learning 
in all subjects. Moreover, it is stated that all teachers are supposed to 
support learners of German as a second language in an individualised 
manner and a list of strategies to do so is provided. Nevertheless, Ger-
man as a second language is not included in the curriculum, as it is 
treated as a supplement to regular schooling. 

 
First and second additional language teaching and learning 
As a first foreign language, French is a compulsory school subject for all 
pupils from school year 5 on, while English is taught from year 7 on. It 
is noteworthy that all languages other than the local dominant language 
are considered to be foreign in the Swiss context. The focus in foreign 
language teaching in Switzerland is put on communicative skills and 
rich content culminating in functional multilingualism, which is charac-
terised by situated language skills as opposed to a native-like compe-
tence (Bertschy et al., 2015). The declared aim here is “to break the 
monolingual habitus of the school” (p. 4). Focus on form, which was 
previously more prominent, has a subordinate priority. 

In terms of target language in foreign language classrooms, the cur-
riculum (D-EDK, 2016) recommends “as much foreign language as pos-
sible, as little German as necessary” (p. 64). In addition, it is noted that 
German, as a support, might eventually disappear completely from the 
foreign language classroom. Concepts such as pedagogical 
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translanguaging are not mentioned. However, in a separate section with 
didactical remarks, the so-called didactics of multilingualism suggest the 
formation and usage of the pupils’ dynamic and multilingual repertoire. 

 
Third additional language teaching and learning 
Pupils in the Canton of Berne have the possibility to choose Italian 
when they enter year 9. It is recommended to follow the same pedagogi-
cal and didactical principles as for the other language subjects and take 
advantage of synergies between the various language subjects. 

 
Instruction in home language and culture 
Despite the encouragement by the curriculum to include pupils’ differ-
ent mother tongues in the classroom with various language awareness 
activities (James & Garrett, 1991), mother tongue instruction is not part 
of compulsory education system but organised by embassies and private 
funding bodies under the name of instruction in home language and cul-
ture. 

Multilingualism in Swiss Teacher Education 
The recent curriculum implementation process is characterised by an in-
tense compulsory further development scheme for teachers. In terms of 
foreign language teaching, a course spanning over 18 months and con-
sisting of 72 contact hours was chosen as the implementation strategy 
(Century & Cassata, 2016) for in-service primary school teachers. Dur-
ing the course, teachers’ target language, methodological and didactical 
competence was addressed. Moreover new textbooks, specifically creat-
ed to fit the new curriculum were introduced “in a sustained way con-
sisting of a multitude of feedback cycles and collaborative learning op-
portunities” (Lundberg, 2019b, p. 3). Pre-service education was similar-
ly adopted to make sure newly graduated teachers are prepared for the 
new curriculum and the new textbooks. 

On the whole, Swiss educational language policy shows a striking 
consistency with a multilingualism as resource orientation, as echoed in 
the following passage in the curriculum (D-EDK, 2016, p. 58): 

 
In der Schweiz hat die Mehrsprachigkeit eine identitässtiftende Be-
deutung. Der Umgang mit Mehrsprachigkeit und kultureller Vielfalt 
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auf kleinem Raum ist Bereicherung und Herausforderung zugleich, 
sowohl für das Sprachenlernen als auch für das Zusammenleben. 
[…] Zur vielsprachigen Schweiz gehören auch zahlreiche Mundar-
ten, die vier Landessprachen und weitere Erstsprachen (Herkunfts-
sprachen). 
In Switzerland, multilingualism has an identity-creating meaning. 
Dealing with multilingualism and cultural diversity in a small space 
is both enriching and challenging, both for language learning and for 
living together. [...] Multilingual Switzerland also includes numerous 
dialects, the four national languages and other first languages (herit-
age languages) (author’s own translation). 

Similarities regarding Societal Composition 
Despite their differences, the contexts of Sweden, especially the South-
ern Swedish region of Scania and the predominantly German-speaking 
Canton of Berne in Switzerland share sufficient key similarities to per-
mit a meaningful comparison in terms of educational policy enactment 
processes with regard to multilingualism. Both European societies have 
been profoundly influenced by major transformations during the past 
decades. Globalisation is often used as an umbrella term for migration, 
urbanisation and an increased internationalisation, including a capitalist 
economy. Sweden and Switzerland are characterised by national (rural 
to urban) and international immigration, mostly in search of better op-
portunities for education and employment. The current population of 
Sweden is slightly over 10 million people (Statistics Sweden, 2020) and 
about 13% of them live in the southern-most region called Scania where 
the study in article III was conducted. While around 19,5% of the people 
living in Sweden were born abroad, the percentage is slightly higher for 
the bigger cities, including Malmö, Scania’s main city. In recent years, 
most immigrants came from Syria, Finland, Iran and Iraq. There is no 
official source for language statistics in Sweden, as it is considered ethi-
cally wrong to map citizens’ languages as it may reveal ethnic back-
ground. Nevertheless, the number of languages spoken as another 
tongue in Sweden is estimated to be between 150-200, with Arabic and 
Finnish as the most common (Parkvall, 2015). 
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Table 1. Population of the Swedish study context as of January 2020 
 Sweden Scania 

Population 10 333 456 1 377 827 

Born abroad 19,5% 24% in Malmö 

 
Switzerland’s population at the end of 2018 counted around 8,5 mil-

lion people (Bundesamt für Statistik, 2019), whereas 29,9% were born 
abroad and often are not in possession of Swiss citizenship. The majori-
ty of these people come from European countries, such as Germany, Ita-
ly, France and Portugal. Slightly more than 12% of the current Swiss 
population live in the Canton of Berne. Unfortunately, there is no statis-
tical data reporting the number of born abroad individuals in the Canton 
of Berne. However, given the lower number of non-Swiss citizens in 
Berne compared to the whole country and the fact that the majority of 
the born abroad population is not Swiss by citizenship, the missing 
number in Table 2 can be expected to be below 29,9%. Since 2010, 
people living in Switzerland can name up to three languages as their 
main languages in the census. 17% of the population did so and 90% of 
all people living in Switzerland have declared at least one national lan-
guage as their main language (Bundesamt für Statistik, 2016). 

 
Table 2. Population of the Swiss study context as of December 2018 

 Switzerland Canton of Berne 

Population 8 544 527 1 034 997 

Born abroad 29,9% Not available 
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METHODOLOGY 

In the previous chapters, teachers’ pivotal role in the enactment process 
of educational policies in general and language-related issues in particu-
lar was discussed by focusing on their viewpoints as a basis for their 
agency. It was further argued that multilingualism as a phenomenon is a 
complex social construct, often based on contextual peculiarities. The 
presentation of the study contexts in Sweden and Switzerland then illus-
trated a variety of tensions and dilemmas. The rather assimilationist per-
spective at the grassroots in Swedish society (Hyltenstam et al., 2012), 
stands in a paradoxical relationship with the “attempt to recognize and 
accommodate cultural diversity and to construct Sweden as a multicul-
tural and tolerant society” (Milani, 2008, p. 47). In multilingual Switzer-
land, clear distinctions between language regions through the principle 
of territoriality provide enough ground for a potential monolingual habi-
tus of its citizens. In terms of policy enactment strategies and navigation 
of policies, regardless of their underlying orientation, teachers draw on 
both, their personal and professional stances. This thesis therefore aims 
at investigating overt, but also covert discourses in order to enable a dia-
logue between stakeholders, such as practitioners, policy makers and re-
searchers. 

In the present chapter, an overview of the methods and procedures 
chosen to investigate the research questions in this research project is 
provided. At first, it is described how a research review served as an im-
portant exploratory step to empirically develop an understanding of the 
topics that informed the analysis of teachers’ viewpoints about multilin-
gualism in the study contexts. Secondly, a rigorous methodological re-
view delved into the nature and characteristics of Q methodology and its 
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applications in the field of educational research. As a final element, the 
application of Q methodology yielded findings of teachers’ viewpoints 
about multilingualism based on underlying, often covert orientations of 
language in Sweden and Switzerland and thereby contributed to an in-
creased embedment of research in the lived realties of practitioners 
(Uccelli & Snow, 2008). 

The chapter concludes with a discussion on ethical issues concerning 
features of quality in quantitative and qualitative methodology. Moreo-
ver, the researcher’s positionality is outlined. 

Comparative Case Study Research 
By empirically investigating the particular phenomenon of contempo-
rary multilingualism within its real life context through multiple sources 
of evidence, this project follows a case study research process (Day 
Ashley, 2017, Yin, 2014). As a particular strength of case study research 
is to evaluate and explain a phenomenon, the present research project 
does not necessarily describe multilingualism, but investigates individu-
al and shared understandings of it. By discussing these viewpoints 
against the backdrop of contextual particularities, findings in this project 
add to the knowledge base on a deeper level. Furthermore, in order to 
investigate the significance of context, a multiple case study design was 
selected for the present research project. As a matter of principle, the 
aim of comparative research is to identify similarities and differences 
between social entities in order to develop concepts and generalisations3 
(Sasaki, 2011) and not to act reductively by merely confirming cultural 
stereotypes. By eventually becoming explanatory and reaching beyond 
describing a phenomenon in a certain context (Willig, 2013), compara-
tive research achieves an enrichment of meaning. The comparative re-
search approach in the present project follows the advice by Lo Bianco 
and Bal (2016) to “always locate comparative discussion of policy 
measures within the specific socio-legal, ideological, and political tradi-
tion and practices, as well as within the unequal distribution of power, 
privilege, and access to education” (p. 2). In this cross-cultural compara-
tive research project, researchers and policy makers from both nations, 
                                                        
3 Refer to the section on criteria of scientific quality (p. 78) for a more detailed discussion of generalisations 
done with results from case study and Q methodological research. 
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and potentially other contexts as well, receive the opportunity to adapt 
and understand the perspectives of their counterparts in other nations, 
especially in an ever more globalised world (Sasaki, 2011). 

In line with recommendations to triangulate methods and sources of 
data collection to increase construct validity in case study research (Day 
Ashley, 2017) and to enhance the strength of research findings (Biesta, 
2017), the present research project relies on systematic research reviews 
and Q methodology. The chapter proceeds with an in-depth description 
of these methodological approaches. 

Systematic Research Review 
Two studies in this doctoral research project follow the procedures of 
systematic reviews (Hart, 1998, Eriksson Barajas, Forsberg & 
Wengström, 2013). Even though they respond to different research 
questions, the publications largely share the methodological process, 
which can be split into a number of interconnected stages (Newman & 
Gough, 2020): 

 
1. Systematic Review Question and conceptual framework 
2. Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria 
3. Search Strategy 
4. Study Selection Process 
5. Coding Studies 
6. Synthesis of findings 
7. Reporting 

 
In the following section, the process is separately exemplified for ar-

ticle I and article II. 

Identifying Research Discourses 
In order to gain a solid overview of relevant literature about educational 
language policies in Switzerland and Sweden, a systematic research re-
view was conducted in 2016. As a form of secondary level analysis to 
answer a research question by bringing together the findings of primary 
research (Newman & Gough, 2020), article I represented a fruitful ini-
tial step in this research project. In addition to descriptively synthesise 
the predominant foci in research results on Swedish and Swiss multilin-
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gual educational policy documents, article I also investigated if these 
findings show a rather monolingual or pluralistic approach in the treat-
ment of current educational language policies. 

Given the fact that new language policy documents were introduced 
in both study contexts in 2009, only studies published after 2008 were 
considered by the review. Moreover, they had to focus on language pol-
icy and/or planning and be conducted in a mainstream mandatory educa-
tional setting in Switzerland or Sweden. 

With two bibliographic databases as sources, a rather narrow search 
strategy was chosen for article I. ERIC (Education Research Information 
Center) via EBSCO was selected due to the focus on educational set-
tings and LLBA (Linguistics and Language Behavior Abstract) was ac-
cessed because of the review’s focus on language policy and planning. 
In both databases, the keywords “language policy” and “language plan-
ning” were search in combination with one of the respective study con-
texts, “Sweden” or “Switzerland”. 

The selection process was identical for both study contexts and re-
sulted in 13 papers meeting all inclusion criteria of the systematic re-
view. 

 
Table 3. Study selection process 

 Sweden Switzerland 

Initial search results 339 hits 431 hits 

Automatic time frame filter 99 hits 74 hits 

Manual screening for duplicates and application of 

inclusion/exclusion criteria 

9 papers 4 papers 

 
All 13 papers were coded according to their research aim and ques-

tions, theoretical framework and methodology. Of particular relevance 
was the coding of the research focus and indications of the application 
of a potential monolingual or pluralistic approach. With regard to the 
synthesis of the included articles, four different topics could be identi-
fied and were qualitatively discussed in article I. For a summary of the 
results, please refer to the chapter named Studies’ Results (page 81). 
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Showcasing a Methodology’s Potential 
The second systematic research review included in this compilation the-
sis has the aim of investigating characteristics of recent Q methodologi-
cal studies in compulsory education and synthesise their implications for 
the field. While Q methodology is specifically explained in the next sec-
tion, the methodological review process of article II is presented here. 

In terms of selection criteria, only studies published after 2009 were 
included to receive a more contemporary picture of the methodological 
application. Moreover, studies had to follow the broader conceptual 
philosophical framework of Q methodology and investigate a compulso-
ry education setting or primary or secondary teacher pre- or in-service 
education. Only research, including grey literature such as e.g. un-
published dissertations, reporting new empirical results met the inclu-
sion criteria of this systematic review. 

For the study selection process, a range of sources was used: 
 

1. Bibliographic databases 
a. ERIC (Education Research Information Center) 
b. Web of Science 
c. Scopus 

2. Handsearching of specialist journals and online repositories 
a. Operant Subjectivity 
b. University of Sheffield digital repositories 
c. ScholarWorks 

3. Reference and citation checking 
 

The database searches with the search parameters (Q method*) AND 
(Q-method*) resulted in 4587 hits, which was immediately reduced to 
2991 publications by excluding research published before 2010 (nexcluded 

= 1596). To further narrow the search results, document type (academic 
journals, dissertations, books and book chapters) and subject area (Edu-
cation, Social Sciences, Humanities, multidisciplinary) restrictions were 
added. The resulting 688 hits (nexcluded = 2303) were subjected to a title 
and abstract screening and an elimination of duplicates. 96 publications 
were forwarded to the full-text screening phase of the literature review. 
Each nine papers and doctoral dissertations were added from 
handsearching the archives of Operant Subjectivity, the official, but not 
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indexed Q methodology journal, and online repositories, where previ-
ously identified doctoral supervisors with an expertise in Q methodolo-
gy are affiliated to. Reference and citation checking resulted in an addi-
tional 21 potential papers for this systematic review. Full-texts of 135 
publications were then screened by a team of three researchers. Publica-
tions that met the inclusion criteria were marked as included papers, 
while the decision on potentially excluded papers were double-checked 
by the other researchers until discrepancies were resolved through con-
sensus. Sixty-one papers were excluded in this phase, generating a total 
of 74 included publications in article II, which were then systematically 
analysed according to a codebook (Pigott & Polanin, 2020). The code-
book was collectively created by all co-authors, piloted and improved. It 
eventually included the following categories of extracted data: 
1. Participant set characteristics 
2. Study focus 
3. Q sampling characteristics 
4. Q sorting characteristics 
5. Q factor analysis 
6. Results 
7. Others 

 
In addition, a narrative approach (Popay, Roberts, Sowden, Petticrew, 

Arai, Rodgers, Britten, Roen & Duffy, 2006, Snilstveit, Oliver & 
Vojtkova, 2012) was chosen to synthesise the findings and implications 
of the studies. Principles of practice from the science of learning and 
development (SoLD, Darling-Hammond et al., 2019) were then used as 
an analytical framework. A summary of the results reported in article II 
is provided in the chapter Studies’ Results (page 84). 

Q methodology 
The second overarching research question of this doctoral dissertation 
regards the potential of Q methodology for educational research. What 
follows in this chapter is a detailed description and discussion of this 
particular methodology, enriched and illustrated with information from 
the current research project. The term Q methodology describes not only 
a broader conceptual and philosophical framework, which shall be ex-
plored with the discussion of Q methodology as opposed to R method-
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ology and the general acceptance of Q methodology by the mixed meth-
ods community (Ramlo & Newman, 2011), but also Q sorting as a data 
gathering and Q factor analysis as a data condensation technique. In the 
remainder of this thesis, Q methodology may be abbreviated to its initial 
for reasons of readability. 

Introduction and Conceptual Framework 
Q was invented by a British psychologist and physicist named William 
Stephenson, who at the time of the first publication about this new 
methodology was employed as an assistant to Charles Spearman, a pio-
neer of factor analysis. The basic statistical principles of Q were intro-
duced in a letter to Nature in the mid-1930s (Stephenson, 1935) and rep-
resented an addition to Spearman’s method, who in regular factor analy-
sis correlated and factored variables across persons. This procedure typ-
ically uses the Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient (Pear-
son’s r), for which reason these studies are to be located within R meth-
odology. Traditional R methodological survey methods typically in-
volve a large number of participants and a limited variety of variables, 
which are then correlated amongst each other in order to look for popu-
lation differences, or in other words for individual differences concern-
ing specific psychological traits or characteristics. For Stephenson, R 
factor analysis did however have two limitations. First, the standardisa-
tion of scores led to a disassociation of the score from the specific indi-
viduals who made them. Secondly, R methodology could not define in-
dividuals in a holistic fashion and was therefore considered insufficient 
for a “full and genuine comparison of individual differences” (Watts & 
Stenner, 2012, p. 12). As a consequence, Stephenson suggested to invert 
the factor analytical process and thereby shifted the analytical focus 
from the variables to the persons. However, in order to follow the 
broader conceptual philosophical framework to systematically and holis-
tically identifying different types of people or different types of view-
points, data gathered for Q methodology had to be different than the 
ones used in R methodology. As Q is interested in subjectivity, partici-
pants needed to be confronted with a heterogeneous set of items, repre-
sentative for the complete range of communication about the issue under 
scrutiny, while representative in Q methodological item sampling has to 
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be understood in analogue terms as probabilistic person sampling in 
quantitative research (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018). 

The active rank ordering of these self-referent notions (Stephenson, 
1953) would allow participants to communicate and share their own 
point of view, advancing Q as the basis for a science of subjectivity 
(Brown, 2019b). In the words of Stephenson (2014), Q “stands for dis-
covery in subjectivity, of reality in nature, made possible by technique” 
(p. 43, emphasis in original). Subjectivity in Q is not to be understood as 
opposed to objectivity in a dualistic worldview, but applies to every-
thing respondents conscire (Stephenson, 2007), say share, about any 
matter of personal or social importance (McKeown & Thomas, 1988). 
 
Q as mixed methods 
For many years, Q has held a controversial position in social science re-
search (Brown, 1980). Due not only to the combination of qualitative 
and quantitative ideas, but the “peculiarly hybrid qualities of Q” 
(Stenner, 2011, p. 192), the methodology’s philosophical underpinnings 
were described as qualiquantological (Stenner & Stainton Rogers, 
2004). Only relatively recently, Q was established as an inherently 
mixed method (Ramlo, 2020, Ramlo, 2016, Newman & Ramlo, 2010). 
Despite the fact that Q has the ability to address both qualitative and 
quantitative research purposes as the interpretations of factors allow the 
researchers to possibly confirm theory deductively, but also develop 
theory in an inductive fashion (Ramlo & Newman, 2011), it is advanta-
geous to discard the distinct qualitative-quantitative dichotomy and po-
larisation of research traditions and instead understand it as a continu-
um. Moreover, neither deduction nor induction are fully in line with the 
original conceptual framework of Q. Instead, Stephenson (1961) de-
scribed Q factor analysis as fitting with the abductive form of logic. Ab-
duction, first formalised by Charles S. Peirce, “seeks for explanations, 
and its reasoning process is not from general principles to specific con-
sequences (deduction) or from specific observations to generalizations 
(induction), but from effects to causes” (Brown & Robyn, 2004, p. 111). 
How abductive reasoning is applied in the factor interpretation stage of 
this thesis is further explained in the respective section below. 
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Rationale for Q in this Thesis 
This thesis was set out to investigate often covert and subconscious view-
points that influence teachers’ agency in their daily practice. The concep-
tual framework and technique Q provides, offers a methodology that al-
lows to uncover those viewpoints, without “reducing school and teacher 
language policy to simply giving effect to mandates from outside, or re-
flections of existing social practices” (Lo Bianco, 2010b, p. 169). In other 
words, these viewpoints are not measured in relation to an operational and 
researcher-imposed definition, but pay great attention to implicit and ex-
plicit components of teachers’ cognition and allow an investigation of the 
complex and multifaceted phenomenon of multilingualism in the most 
unbiased way possible (Aronin & Jessner, 2015). Q provides a means that 
condensates data by clustering viewpoints of high similarity (Stainton 
Rogers & Stainton Rogers, 1990) and enables the best estimate of socially 
shared cognition, in line with the conceptual framework of this thesis out-
lined earlier (see section Teacher Cognition, p. 24). 

Moreover, unlike Likert scale surveys or other similar quantitative da-
ta gathering techniques, Q reveals the complexity of viewpoints within a 
group, as all items are sorted in relation to each other. This is linked to a 
further strength of Q, its potential for marginalised voices (Brown, 2006, 
Ellingsen, Arstad Thorsen & Størksen, 2014). Their viewpoints are not 
concealed by reporting averages across different demographic variables 
(Dryzek, 2005), but equally valued as more mainstream opinions. In ad-
dition, through the high level of task engagement during the sorting ac-
tivity, the participants’ ability to respond in a socially desirable way is 
generally reduced (Fluckinger, 2014). 

Despite the impression that some of the components of Q’s conceptu-
al and philosophical framework may seem counter-intuitive to people 
more familiar with conventional research methods, there are indications 
that Q has a growing following (Ramlo, 2020). Articles III and IV in 
this thesis report results from the same Q methodological procedures 
conducted comparatively across the study contexts Sweden and Switzer-
land. Through the detailed illustration of the various interwoven stages 
of Q, the following part of the thesis, in conjunction with the sections 
discussing Q’s methodological and philosophical underpinnings, func-
tions as a guide to novice Q researchers. The presentation of the re-
search process (table 4) serves as a point of reference. 
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Table 4. Research process for articles III and IV 
Research 

design 

(2016-2017) 

Research 

Question 

What characterises teachers’ viewpoints about multilin-

gualism in Sweden and Switzerland? 

Study com-

ponents 

1: understanding 2: pedagogy 

Condition of 

Instruction 

What do multilingualism 

and multilingual students 

mean to you? 

How should multilingual-

ism and multilingual stu-

dents be handled accord-

ing to you? 

Concourse 113 items drawn from a literature review (incl. article I), 

popular science magazines, educational policy docu-

ments, discussions with teachers 

Q-set External experts and pilot studies resulted in the splitting 

and reduction of items 

39 items 32 items 

Distribution 

grid 

Symmetrical, near-normal, 

-4 (most disagree) to + 4 

(most agree) 

Symmetrical, near-normal, 

-4 (most disagree) to + 4 

(most agree) 

Participants Purposive sampling: 

Sweden: 40 primary school teachers 

Switzerland: 67 primary school teachers 

Data collec-

tion 

(2017) 

 Face-to-face, physical cards, written post-sorting infor-

mation about items placed at extreme ends of the distri-

bution. 

Analysis 

(2017-2018) 

Software PQ Method. Release 2.35 

Extraction 

method 

Sweden: PCA 

Switzerland: PCA 

Sweden: Centroid 

Switzerland: PCA 

Rotation 

method 

Sweden: Varimax 

Switzerland: Varimax 

Sweden: Varimax 

Switzerland: Varimax 

Q sort flag-

ging 

Manual flagging according to significance level calculat-

ed with p < 0.01 level: 2.58(1/√no of items) 

Significant 

loadings 

Sweden: 26 

Switzerland: 51 

Sweden: 31 

Switzerland: 47 

Results 

(2017-2018) 

Explained 

variance 

Sweden: 56% 

Switzerland: 52% 

Sweden: 55% 

Switzerland: 73% 
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Number of 

factors  

Sweden: 3 (1-U; 2-U; 3-U) 

Switzerland: 2 (A+; A-) 

Sweden: 3 (1-P; 2-P; 3-P) 

Switzerland: 6 (1-6) 

Interpretation 

(2018) 

 Within factor interpretation, across factor interpretation, 

Crib sheet method, enrichment of descriptions with de-

mographic and qualitative data 

Publications 

(2019) 

 Sweden: Article III (Lundberg, 2019a) 

Switzerland: Article IV (Lundberg, 2019b) 

 

Research Design 
Research questions, study components and conditions of instruction 
As outlined in Watts and Stenner (2012), Q research questions can be 
categorised into three groups (Curt, 1994). According to this categorisa-
tion, studies aim to investigate either a) representations of a subject 
matter, where participants are asked for their perception of how some-
thing is typically understood, b) understandings, where a more personal 
focus is sought after, or c) responses to a subject matter. The aim of ar-
ticles III and IV is the characterisation of teachers’ viewpoints about 
multilingualism, which draw on teachers’ cognition. Of special interest 
is the interlinkage of what teachers believe multilingualism is on the one 
hand and how they think the issue should be handled in schools on the 
other hand. Incorporating two study components allows the investiga-
tion of potential links between the two (Stainton Rogers & Stainton 
Rogers, 1990), which is expected to increase the complexity and rich-
ness of the results. 

As each study component is treated as a separate study, participants 
are asked two central questions, called conditions of instruction in Q 
terminology. Study component 1, which is named understanding, for 
reasons of simplicity even though the participants’ understanding of the 
subject matter’s representation is investigated involves the following 
condition of instruction: What do multilingualism and multilingual stu-
dents mean to you? Study component 2, investigating the participants 
suggested response to multilingualism will be referred to with the name 
pedagogy and allows the participants to provide their answer to the 
question: How should multilingualism and multilingual students be han-
dled according to you? 
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Concourse and Q sample construction 
Assuming that the research question and condition of instruction are 
clear, the first step in constructing a representative Q sample that will 
enable the participants to provide their subjective point of view, is estab-
lishing a large number of items. Most often these items take the form of 
statements about the particular subject matter (Watts & Stenner, 2012), 
but could also be pictures (e.g. de Leeuw, de Boer, Beckmann, van Exel 
& Minnaert, 2019), videos or audio files. Using a naturalistic approach 
(Sæbjørnsen, Ellingsen, Good & Ødegård, 2016) allows the researcher 
to collect statements without the application of a pre-existing theory. 
The great flexibility of this approach stands in contrast to a high number 
of overlapping statements and only “refers to the means by which the Q 
set is constructed [and] does not imply or condone an absence of struc-
ture in the final product” (Watts & Stenner, 2012, p. 60). 

For the Q studies presented in this thesis, a total of 113 statements 
were gathered through an iterative and interpretive process (Yanow, 
2000). Meaning carrying artefacts about multilingualism, the policy is-
sue under scrutiny, were identified in a wide range of sources and clus-
tered into larger themes. The meta-analysis of research results on multi-
lingual educational language policies in Sweden and Switzerland (article 
I) served as a starting point. Not only did the findings of the publication 
allow the emergence of predominant discourses in the study context, but 
the 13 separate articles included in that research review were also 
scanned according to keywords in order to formulate additional state-
ments. Furthermore, using a naturalistic approach allowed the creation 
statements based on the author’s situated knowledge as a (language) 
teacher, teacher trainer and multilingual individual. Other relevant types 
of literature, such as academic texts and homepages and discussions 
with different domain experts and teachers in both countries served as 
further sources. Even a methodological pilot study with a limited collec-
tion of statements in the beginning of the collection phase was used to 
gather more items in the Q sample until a sense of saturation was 
reached and no new items could be added. All statements were edited 
according to readability and clarity. The result of this process is called 
concourse in Q terminology and represents the broad range of commu-
nication on the topic. 
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With the aim of possessing a manageable Q sample, different tech-
niques can be applied to reduce the number of items and select the final 
Q sample (see e.g. Sæbjørnsen et al., 2016, Paige & Morin, 2016). In 
articles III and IV, the item reduction approach was conducted through 
the expertise of external experts and included the content validation pro-
cess of the research instrument, namely the final sets of Q items. A total 
of eight experts accepted the invitation to evaluate the statements in the 
exemplar study: 

� Four domain experts (two in each context), working as lec-
turers in subjects related to multilingualism  

� Two Q experts (one German and one Swedish speaking) 
� Two translation experts (one native in Swedish and one na-

tive in German) 
 
The process described here is based on three steps for content valida-

tion (Johnson & Christensen, 2008). First, domain experts received an 
information letter with details about Q and the exemplar study to make 
sure that they understood what and how the items were supposed to 
measure. Second, evaluation instructions were given, describing these 
four criteria: 
 

Table 5. Criteria for external experts 
Criteria Description 

Simplicity The statement represents only one answer to the research ques-

tion. 

Clarity The statement is clear and unambiguous. 

Breadth and depth The statement illustrates heterogeneity from other statements 

concerning multilingualism and multilingual students. 

Wording The statement is grammatically and orthographically correct and 

positively formulated. 

 
The domain experts were asked to evaluate every single statement in 

a prepared excel sheet according to the criteria and rank them from 1 = 
not at all to 4 = completely as an answer to the respective description 
above. If the answer was not 4, a rationale for the decision was to be 
provided in the comment area. As a final task, the domain experts were 
asked to choose between 40 to 60 statements to give the researcher an 
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indication of the most adequate statements for the content domain and 
provide feedback in terms of missing statements. Only one domain ex-
pert realised gaps in the coverage of the concourse and added three 
statements at the end of the list. Q experts were given the same excel 
sheet and asked to evaluate the statements in terms of wording and ap-
propriateness for a Q study. This step was particularly important as arti-
cles III and IV represent the author’s first Q methodological studies. 

Due to the comparative nature of the research project involving mul-
tiple languages, translation experts received the same information pack-
age as the domain experts. Their excel sheet consisted of all statements 
in German and Swedish plus a comment area. Their task was to check 
for inconsistencies in the translations and for correct terminology with 
the aim of two socioculturally tailored Q sets. 

As a consequence of the content validation process in the preparation 
of the material, the first component’s set was reduced from 71 to 46 
statements, while 9 statements were eliminated for the second compo-
nent. Several statements were edited according to the experts’ feedback. 
To further validate the research instrument and to possess a well-
designed, carefully constructed and comprehensive Q set that provides 
“a representative and balanced coverage in relation to [the] research 
question [and] through and onto which a participant can impress their 
own meanings and viewpoints” (Watts & Stenner, 2012, pp. 61-64, 
emphasis in original), and in line with “the cardinal rule in research […] 
to find out whether [the instrument] operates properly before using it in 
a research study” (Johnson & Christensen, 2008, p. 189, emphasis in 
original), pilot studies were conducted until no more changes to the Q 
set were proposed. The final Q sets about teachers’ viewpoints about 
multilingualism consisted of 39 statements about the participants’ con-
ceptual understanding of multilingualism (component 1) and 32 items 
describing potential pedagogical actions concerning multilingualism in 
school (component 2). These items are best thought of as suggestions 
rather than statements with pre-determined meanings, with the intention 
to allow for varying interpretations by participants. 
 
Distribution grid 
With the final Q sets available, the next step is the preparation of an ap-
propriate sorting distribution with as many empty slots as there are cards 



 

 72 

in the Q set. The so called forced-choice distribution is not only consid-
ered “the most convenient and pragmatic means of facilitating the item 
ranking process” (Watts & Stenner, 2012, p. 78), but also an advantage 
over more traditional Likert scale surveys, as participants are obligated 
to indicate gradation and nuance in their response. Considering the form 
of distribution grids had been demonstrated to be “virtually nil” (Brown, 
1980, p. 289), a rather standardised near-normal and symmetrical distri-
bution with a negative value (-4) on the left pole and a positive value on 
the right pole (+4) was chosen for both components. The face-valid di-
mension among which the items had to be sorted was labelled as ‘most 
disagree to most agree’. With 39 items for component 1 and 32 items for 
component 2 on a nine-point distribution, a rather steep kurtosis was 
chosen in order to slightly reduce the number of decisions to be made. 
The documents had either 1 understanding or 2 pedagogy as a heading 
and stated the question (condition of instruction) to be answered in the 
respective rank-ordering process. Table 6 visualises the number of items 
to be allocated per ranking value in both components. 

 
Table 6. Number of items per ranking value in both components 

Ranking value -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 

Number of items in component 1 2 3 5 6 7 6 5 3 2 

Number of items in component 2 1 3 4 5 6 5 4 3 1 

 
Participants 
Participant sampling in Q is purposive and therefore in line with qualita-
tive methodology (Miles, Huberman & Saldaña, 2014). The aim is to 
engage “enough subjects to establish the existence of a factor for the 
purpose of comparing one factor with another” (Brown, 1980, p. 192). It 
is therefore of importance to seek a sample that reflects the heterogenei-
ty characteristic of the population. The strategy to invite individuals who 
“are expected to hold different perspectives on the central phenomenon” 
(Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018, p. 176) is also referred to as maximal 
variation sampling. In order to achieve these aims, principals in both 
contexts were contacted via email and telephone. A total of three 
schools per context, reflecting different compositions of student popula-
tions, decided to participate. Among the focal institutions in each na-



 

73 

tional context, there is at least one school with a high percentage of pu-
pils speaking another language at home than the local school language. 
They are all located in urban settings, which can be regarded as a prov-
ing ground for “understanding social diversity and complexity” (King & 
Carson, 2017, p. 3). In addition, there is at least one school with a low 
percentage of pupils speaking another language at home than the local 
school language. 

The educational setting of primary schools was chosen for different 
reasons. First of all, almost all children pass through this level of educa-
tion. Moreover, foreign language teaching starts during these years. Nei-
ther the subject specialisation of the participating teachers nor the fact if 
they work part-time or full-time at the selected school was a selection 
criterion. In addition, given school principals’ crucial role in the shaping 
of education through their decision-making power regarding school pol-
icies (Menken & Solorza, 2015), their particular position did not dis-
qualify them from participating. As long as the participants were in reg-
ular contact with pupils, it was assumed that they had a defined and piv-
otal viewpoint in relation to the subject at hand and were therefore ask 
to participate in this study. In studies III and IV and in this thesis, all 
participants are described as teachers. 

 
Table 7. Participants in articles III and IV 

 school female male total 
Sweden Rural 5 2 7 

Rural 4 0 4 

Urban 23 6 29 

total 32 8 40 

 

Switzerland Semi-urban 6 1 7 

Semi-urban 20 5 25 

urban 31 4 35 

total 57 10 67 

 

Data Collection 
Data collection took place over several months, particularly because two 
different countries with each three focal institutions were involved. Re-
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spondents in each participating school were gathered in a room to under-
take the Q sorting activity simultaneously, albeit individually. The re-
searcher laid out the necessary material on the tables and started the in-
struction with a short presentation of himself. Subsequently, the consent 
form (see appendix) was presented and potential questions by the partic-
ipants about the research project as a whole were answered. Teachers 
were informed about the anonymity and voluntariness of their participa-
tion in written and oral form and gave their consent. 

In a short questionnaire on demographic information (see appendix), 
the participants were asked about their gender, their year of birth, in 
what languages they could communicate, what languages their parents 
used to talk to them when they were children, if they had lived in other 
countries, what degrees they had and what subjects they taught. As it is 
“the spirit of Q methodology” (Watts & Stenner, 2012, p. 75), wherever 
possible the participants were allowed to self-categorise as they re-
sponded in order to apply an emic perspective and not impose pre-
established categories and systems on the studied settings. 

The participants received a sorting help with three provisional rank-
ing categories (see appendix) and the sorting distribution for the first set 
of cards on understanding, printed on a green DIN A4-sheet of paper. 
Teachers further received an envelope with 39 items cards on under-
standing (see appendix). The envelope was labelled with 1 understand-
ing and had a green strip on it to make the connection to the green sort-
ing distribution obvious. The DIN A8-cards (72 mm x 54 mm) were 
printed on 160g paper and cut by the university’s print office. All cards 
had a statement and a number on it, which allowed the researcher to pre-
sent the cards to every participant in the same order to minimise a poten-
tial instrumentation bias. Moreover, the numbers represent a useful way 
of securing the results, as participants were advised to transfer the num-
bers of the items onto the blank green sorting distribution, as soon as 
they indicated satisfaction with their completed Q sort. As a so-called 
post-sorting activity, the participants provided a written motivation for 
the items placed on the extremes of the distribution. Gallagher and 
Porock (2010) describe individual or group interviews as a common 
form of post-sorting interviews. Due to the large number of participants 
simultaneously sorting the items and the involvement of two separate 
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components, an immediate and written form to provide additional in-
formation about their thinking was chosen. 

An envelope labelled with ‘2 pedagogy’ and a yellow strip to make 
the connection to the yellow sorting distribution clear was handed out, 
containing 32 item cards (see appendix). The procedure was repeated 
with the material for the second study component on pedagogy. 

Participants were advised to make rather fast decisions and complete 
each distribution in 25-30 minutes. The researcher was present and will-
ing to answer questions throughout the sorting procedure, as long as 
they concerned methodological questions and did not involve any inter-
pretation of terminology, as no “a priori meaning of the statements, 
based on the researcher’s view of them” (Ramlo, 2016, p. 33) should be 
shared before or during the process. Both, the oral instructions and the 
written material were delivered in the local school language with the 
scope to blend in as a researcher and avoid any possible linguistic diffi-
culties. The choice of language in this multilingual research project is 
reflected on in the section about the author’s own positionality. 

Analysis and Interpretation 
As foreshadowed in the introductory section about Q methodology (see 
p. 63), the statistical aspects of Q are dominated by factor analysis as a 
data condensation technique (Miles et al., 2014), which helps to objec-
tively group people based on their subjective data (Ramlo, 2016). There 
exist several dedicated software packages for Q. A commonly used pro-
gramme is PQMethod (Schmolck, 2014), which is available as a free 
download. PQMethod was chosen for both Q articles in this thesis, as 
they were analysed when basic 32-bit applications were still supported 
by Apple’s operation systems. As of MacOS Catalina, Q methodologists 
are advised to use more recent alternatives such as Ken-Q and KADE 
(Banasick, 2019). Regardless the software, the statistical process of fac-
tor extraction initiates with a correlation matrix, illustrating the relation-
ship of each Q sort with every other sort in the study and thereby repre-
senting the total variability present in the study (Watts & Stenner, 2012). 
With the aim of accounting for as much study variance as possible and 
selecting the most informative solution, factors are extracted and rotat-
ed. Factor extractions are performed either through principal component 
analysis (PCA) or centroid factor analysis. While PCA is the more sta-
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tistically precise, centroid extraction allows the exploration of all solu-
tions without violating any statistical assumptions (Brown, 1980). Kline 
(1994) provides a point-by-point comparison between the two extraction 
methods. Factor rotation, which, in simplified terms, aims at suitably 
focusing the extracted factors in relation to the collected data, can be 
done with by-hand rotation or varimax rotation. All study components’ 
unrotated factors in this thesis were rotated using the automatic varimax 
procedure to account for the maximum amount of study variance (Watts 
& Stenner, 2012) improving the visibility of the factors’ viewpoint. 

Several statistical measures and criteria can be used to assess factors’ 
statistical strength and eventually eliminate them. Two of them shall be 
mentioned here. First, the Kaiser-Guttman criterion suggests an eigen-
value of 1.00 or above as a cut-off point for an extracted factor. This is 
reasonable for a data-condensation technique, as factors with eigenval-
ues below 1.00 statistically account for less study variance than a single 
Q sort (Watts & Stenner, 2005). A second parameter to determine the 
appropriate number of factors is Humphrey’s rule, which “states that a 
factor is significant if the cross-product of its two highest loadings (ig-
noring the sign) exceeds twice the standard error” (Brown, 1980, p. 
223). 

The calculation of the standard error is also used for the determina-
tion of significant loadings. In all study components, p < 0.01 was cho-
sen as the relevant significance level, resulting in the following equation 
outlined in Brown (1980, pp. 222-223): 

 
Significance at the 0.01 level = 2.58(1/√no. of items in Q set) 
 
Consequently, all significantly loading Q sorts were manually 

flagged. Confounded sorts, loading significantly on more than one factor 
were not considered for the construction of the factor estimates, as their 
exclusion leads to a clearer presentation of the core of the respective 
viewpoints. Weighted averaging, based on how significantly the indi-
vidual sorts load, is then used to prepare the array for each factor. This 
shared, distinct understanding of the issue at hand is a single ideal-
typical Q sort and provides the basis for the narrative description of the 
viewpoints. 
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The abductive interpretation of factor arrays functions iteratively and 
largely in line with qualitative content analysis (Zhang & Wildemuth, 
2009), as different pieces of information are collected to eventually 
build “multiple, compounding layers of interpretation and meaning” 
(Sneegas, 2020, p. 83). The interpretation process applied in the indi-
vidual studies of this thesis can be structured into three steps. First a 
within factor interpretation, based on the aforementioned factor arrays, 
guides the researcher’s attention to the most salient statements, often lo-
cated in the top and bottom three to four items. Moreover, items located 
in between and especially the centre of the distribution could indicate 
insecurity about specific discourses. The following questions can be 
used to guide the logic of abduction in Q methodology: 

 
1. What does the placement of this item mean? 
2. What is it trying to tell me? 
3. What does the ranking of this item add to the whole viewpoint? 
4. Does is confirm or change anything? 
 

Going back to the identified larger themes in the process of collecting 
potential items for the Q sample through interpretative policy analysis 
(Yanow, 2000), allows the emergence of additional particular and dis-
tinguishing features of the viewpoints. 

The second step involves across factor interpretation, which was done 
using the crib sheet method, introduced in Watts and Stenner (2012). 
This systematic approach to factor interpretation allows a thorough and 
consistent process that accounts for the entire item configuration in line 
with Stephenson’s pursuit of holism (Stephenson, 1936). By guiding the 
researcher’s attention to items ranked higher or lower in a particular fac-
tor relative to others, the crib sheet method is especially useful to in-
cluded items that are ranked at or close to the centre of the distribution 
grid. Examining distinguishing and consensus statements, which are 
provided in the output file of the dedicated Q software, allows a similar 
interpretation of the holistic configuration of the factor arrays. If the 
questions in line with abductive reasoning are answered, the description 
of the single viewpoints becomes richer with every potential clue de-
tected during the interpretation process. As a final step of the interpreta-
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tion process, qualitative information from post-sorting activities and 
demographic questionnaires help finalise the viewpoint descriptions. 

Criteria of Scientific Quality 
This section of the thesis addresses overarching principles of research 
quality relevant for the present research project, consisting of systematic 
research reviews and an inherently mixed method. The theoretical sec-
tions in this thesis are complied with literature located via a range of da-
tabases (primarily LLBA, Scopus and ERIC via EBSCO) accessible via 
Malmö University’s library and Google Scholar. Worthiness of the re-
search topic is based on relevance, and timely significance (Tracy, 
2010) and illustrated in the initial sections of this thesis. A further crite-
rion of Tracy’s model for quality in qualitative research is met through 
the triangulation of methods in this compilation thesis and the inherently 
multivocal character of Q methodology (article III and article IV). 

In terms of the systematic reviews included in these studies (article I 
and article II), precise inclusion and exclusion criteria were the sole fac-
tor in terms of the final set of included studies. In both articles, any form 
of bias was carefully reduced (Suri, 2020), by e.g. including literature in 
different languages and publication form (including grey literature). 
Moreover, the collaborative sense-making together with the co-authors 
during the interpretation of results of the systematic review in article II, 
further enhanced the quality of the paper. In relation to this particular 
constellation for article II, feedback about any component of this thesis 
provided by experienced scholars of the field, such as the author’s doc-
toral supervisors, members of the research environments at Malmö Uni-
versity and at Melbourne Graduate School of Education and the peer re-
viewers of the individual studies improved the scientific quality of this 
project. 

Instead of aiming for generalisability, which is often seen as “the ul-
timate yardstick of the relevance and success of any piece of research” 
(Van Lier, 2004, p. 202), the objective of this research project is trans-
ferability (Lincoln & Guba, 1985) of the present results and their impli-
cations to other contexts and situations. The replication logic described 
here, may lead to analytic generalisation (Yin, 2014), as neither case 
study research, nor Q methodological research aim to establish statisti-
cal generalisation to larger population from their findings. 
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Reliability and Validity 
Reliability of Q methodology has been demonstrated through test-retest 
studies, involving studies where the same individuals sorted the same Q 
set at different points in time. These studies typically resulted in correla-
tion coefficients of 0.80 or higher (Brown, 1980). However, these tests 
did not necessarily measure the method’s reliability, but rather the par-
ticipant’s replicability of his or her viewpoint. Nevertheless, the robust 
procedure of creating a concourse from multiple sources and the evalua-
tion of items by external experts and participants in pilot studies (see 
section Concourse and Q sample construction, p. 69), can be seen as a 
means to safeguarding the studies’ reliability and content validity. 

Moreover, despite the quantitative components of Q methodology, its 
validity is assessed in line with qualitative research as no outside criteri-
on is applied to participants’ interpretation of individual items. While 
methods using a scale need to make sure each item measures what it is 
to supposed to measure in the sense of an a priori meaning, Q method-
ology is interested “in learning how the subject, not the observer, under-
stands and reacts to the items” (Brown, 1980, p. 191) and therefore ap-
plies an a posteriori interpretation. As a consequence, validity in Q 
methodology is not a consideration, as there is no right and wrong of 
participants’ subjective point of view. 

Ethical Considerations 
This study has followed the Swedish Research Council’s recommenda-
tions for good research practice (Stafström, 2017) and the AERA code 
of ethics (AERA, 2011). In studies with human subjects (article III and 
article IV), respondents were fully informed about the research project’s 
aim and methodology in oral and written form. They were made aware 
of the anonymised reporting of the study’s results in academic journals 
and in this thesis. Moreover, they knew about the opportunity to discon-
tinue their participation at any given time. Participants gave their in-
formed consent (Miles et al., 2014) by signing a form prior to the Q 
methodological sorting activity. In order to further protect confidentiali-
ty, the Q methodological result sheet and the demographic information 
of individual participants were encoded and no sensitive personal data 
was collected. The original hard paper copies of data material are cur-
rently stored in a locked office cupboard in a room only accessible with 
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a Malmö University staff card. If necessary for further analysis, all ma-
terial is easily retrievable. 

Researcher’s own Positionality 
One’s positionality is relevant for any researcher and in particular for 
transnational and bicultural ones, as the shuttling between a, somewhat 
illusory (Hult, 2014a) insider/outsider dichotomy is made possible. Self-
reflexivity is therefore of particular importance for this research project, 
as different parts of the research process are affected by the researcher’s 
positionality and subjectivity (Mohr, 2020). During the data collection 
phase for articles III and IV, the author’s strategic language choice of 
the local dominant language for the introduction and presentation of the 
project allowed the positioning as an insider and the minimisation of the 
observer’s paradox (Labov, 1972). Then, the researcher’s own subjectiv-
ity and reflexivity about its influence on research process proved to be 
particularly valuable during the interpretation phase of the project. Here, 
the fact that the author was also an outsider, nota bene in both study 
contexts, was the ground for a more comprehensive analysis, as objec-
tivity is traditionally ascribed to the outsider researcher (Farahani, 
2010). In other words and in line with the philosophical underpinning of 
Q, there is “no objectivity without subjectivity” (Watts & Stenner, 2012, 
p. 29). In addition to this in-between position, English as the prime lan-
guage to disseminate the results of this project has been selected because 
of its neutrality with regard to the Swedish and Swiss context and for the 
scope of making this research available for a wider audience. Contrib-
uting to more transparency in multilingual data collection processes 
(Piller, 2016b), it needs to be noted that there exists an English version 
of all statements used in the Q study’s sorting activities, despite the fact 
that they were only used in Swedish or German respectively. 

As this research did not receive any specific grant from funding agen-
cies in the public, commercial, or not-for-profit sectors, no potential 
conflict of interest needs to be reported. 
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STUDIES’ RESULTS 

In the present chapter, results of four individual articles, serving as 
guideposts toward two overarching questions, are summarised. Findings 
from article I contributed to the investigation of explicit and implicit 
discourses about multilingualism in education in Sweden and Switzer-
land from the stance of academic scholars, while articles III and IV 
yielded different teachers’ viewpoints about multilingualism from the 
two purposefully selected contexts by applying Q methodology. 

The second overarching research question of this thesis, concerning 
the applicability of Q methodology in educational research to study sub-
jective perspectives and lived experiences of different stakeholders, is 
answered with a comprehensive and systematic research review in arti-
cle II and the author’s first-hand experience from articles III and IV. 

Article I 
Multilingual educational language policies in Switzerland and Sweden: 
A meta-analysis (Lundberg, Adrian, 2018, Language Problems and 
Language Planning. 42(1), 45-69) 

 
This meta-analysis examined how peer-review research studies on multi-
lingual educational policy documents in Sweden and Switzerland, pub-
lished between 2009 and 2016, differ concerning their research focus and 
the discourses about multilingualism. Through the use of two different da-
tabases (ERIC and LLBA) and the application of inclusion and exclusion 
criteria, a total of nine studies from the Swedish context and four studies 
from the Swiss context could be identified. The analysis yielded four dif-
ferent research foci. While studies about the Swedish context were focus-
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ing on a national language policy (n=5) and the curriculum/syllabus 
(n=5), articles about Switzerland were keen to concentrate on the role of 
pupils (n=2) and the curriculum/syllabus (n=2). The topic of a national 
language policy is inexistent in included studies from the Swiss context. 

The analysis of the content of the articles allowed the identification of 
four topics, which provided the foundation for a discussion about im-
plicit and explicit discourses in the treatment of educational language 
policies. The topics were: 
1. Awareness of plurilingualism 

The included studies showcase a multifaceted awareness of plurilin-
gualism. On a school curriculum level, Nordic countries seem to re-
gard monolingualism as the norm. French-speaking Switzerland, 
adapts a new curriculum based on plurilingualism as the norm and 
objective of public schooling. Teachers, in the other hand, are report-
ed to show more awareness of plurilingualism in Sweden. However, 
as a result of individual multilingualism, second-language learners are 
confronted with a restricted curriculum, still indicating a monolingual 
habitus in the Scandinavian context. This negative misconception is 
reported from Swiss teachers as well, especially in particular local 
contexts. Even if research from Switzerland also adds the benefits of 
multilingualism in language acquisition and there seems to exist a po-
tential lack of teachers’ awareness of these positive effects. 

2. Third language acquisition 
The previous topic goes hand in hand with the one of third language 
acquisition. Researchers from both contexts demonstrate a positive 
attitude towards the teaching and learning of a third language. The 
different policy situation in the chosen contexts however strongly 
influences the choice of research topic. In Switzerland, researchers 
mostly focus on effectiveness in third language acquisition, while 
researchers in Sweden concentrate on students’ language option, 
which allows learners to opt out of third language acquisition. 

3. English 
The topic of third language acquisition is closely connected to the 
discussion about English. Research from the Swedish context is 
concerned about the importance and implicitness of English in 
Sweden and how the global lingua franca hinders the development 
of linguistic diversity in the Swedish school context. The discussion 
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in Switzerland is profoundly different and centres around the order 
of foreign languages in the curricula in German-speaking Switzer-
land and the interrelation of English and French language learning. 

4. Discrepancy between language policy and language planning. 
Research from Sweden and Switzerland discusses a substantial dis-
crepancy between policy and planning. Regardless of the aspect of 
educational language policy, included studies seem to be in agree-
ment about the existence of a gap between what a policy document 
aims to accomplish and what more local contexts manage to do in 
line with it. 

 
The article concluded that, in line with the respective local curricu-

lum, research in the Swedish contexts focused particularly on specific 
subjects and their role in the development of pupils’ multilingualism, 
while research in the Swiss context showed a more holistic view of mul-
tilingualism where language subjects potentially interrelate. 

A further conclusion of article I is the country specific variety in the 
conceptualisation of the terms multilingualism and plurilingual student. 
Except for one, all studies from Switzerland included all students in 
their research about multilingual educational language policies, regard-
less of their mother tongue. In Sweden, however, discourses about the 
plurilingual student often excluded native Swedish speakers, indicating 
a stronger monolingual habitus in the Scandinavian nation state. 

The English language was found to be a topic in research from both 
countries. However, the Swedish contexts delivered a much greater level 
of detail about the role of the language in the local linguistic ecology. 
Moreover, English in Sweden was found to often be connected to a hin-
drance of the development of linguistic diversity, while English is seen 
as a part of linguistic diversity in Switzerland. 

Similarities between the two contexts were found in the challenging 
implementation process of multilingual educational language policies 
and a particular focus was directed towards teachers as potential policy 
implementers. Educators in both contexts seem yet to be convinced of 
state-of-the-art multilingual language policy. However, it was noted that 
further research is needed to investigate the enactment of a new ap-
proach in language teaching, which usually lags its implementation. 
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Article II 
Q Methodology: A Mixed Method Approach to Subjectivity in Educa-
tional Research (Lundberg, Adrian; de Leeuw, Renske & Renata Aliani, 
submitted manuscript, under review) 

 
The point of departure for this article is the importance of studying 

subjectivity to complement so-called objective science with the aim of 
comprehensively represent educational issues. As Q methodology has 
been promoted as “the best-developed paradigm for the investigation of 
human subjectivity” (Dryzek & Holmes, 2002, p. 20), this paper sys-
tematically reviewed its applications in recent educational research 
(2010-2019). To represent the vast field of education and acknowledge 
its localised and interconnected nature, a framework for the science of 
learning and development (SoLD, Darling-Hammond et al., 2019) was 
introduced. SoLD consists of these four areas: 

 
1. Supportive environmental conditions 
2. Productive instructional strategies 
3. Social and emotional development 
4. Systems of support 

 
As an inherently mixed method, Q methodology has been regarded as 

especially well-suited to explore often marginalised voices and allow a 
participatory research approach. The article presents six methodological 
steps from concourse development to factor interpretation, providing 
necessary background information for educational researchers to grasp 
the potential of Q methodology for their field. 

The study selection process was initiated with a literature search in 
three bibliographic databases (ERIC, Web of Science and Scopus). 
Through the application of various inclusion and exclusion criteria, lit-
erature could be narrowed down to 74 studies. In order to answer the 
first research question concerning characteristics of Q methodological 
studies in educational research, information about a wide range of as-
pects was carefully and systematically extracted and analysed. For the 
second research question regarding a categorisation of implications of 
all included studies, a narrative approach was applied. Moreover, SoLD 
was used as an analytical framework. 
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Results show that Q methodology was mostly applied with partici-
pants located in the USA and UK. Moreover, the majority of papers 
were published since 2017, indicating a growing popularity of Q meth-
odology in the field of compulsory education research. In terms of par-
ticipant cohorts, teachers, especially in-service teachers, were employed 
most often (41% of all studies). However, pupils’ voices were the se-
cond largest cohort and illustrate the methodology’s potential for other-
wise marginalised respondents (Brown, 2006, Ellingsen et al., 2014). 

A categorisation of all studies’ research focus, through the analysis of 
stated research questions, research aims and conditions of instructions 
yielded six different foci: 

 
A: Representation 
B: Attitudes & Values 
C: Critical reflection 
D: Evaluation 
E: Response 
F: Decision making 
 

The average number of participants in all included studies was slight-
ly higher than 37. An average of around 40 items were sorted by the par-
ticipants of the studies. The majority of them did so with physical cards 
and a researcher present in the room. In terms of the most common fac-
tor analytical procedure, principal component analysis and Varimax ro-
tation were chosen and most often executed in PQMethod. A three-
factor-solution was most common. A range of 13 studies showed less 
conventional study designs by combining different conditions of instruc-
tion or Q sets. Moreover, two studies applied a pre/post study design. 
Eleven studies incorporated a participatory research approach in at least 
one step during the methodological process. 

The analysis for the second research question showed that Q method-
ology was not only applied to investigate issues in all four areas of 
SoLD, but also for subjects regarding teacher characteristics and alterna-
tive uses of Q methodology in education. 

The review clearly showcases the diversity and flexibility of Q meth-
odology in educational research. The fact that Q methodology is applied 
to investigate research questions in six different categories and that in-
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cluded studies employ participants in ten different cohorts, including 
young children, illustrates the methodology’s potential for research in a 
wide range of directions. A continuous topic in included studies was the 
demand for a participatory approach to policy formulation and imple-
mentation. Not only was Q methodology found to be a fitting research 
approach for this specific topic, but the methodology was often suggest-
ed as part of the solution due to its strength in allowing participants to 
reflect and lead a discussion of their viewpoints. 

Article III 
Teachers’ beliefs about multilingualism: findings from Q method re-
search (Lundberg, Adrian, 2019, Current Issues in Language Planning. 
20(3), 266-283) 

 
This study explored teachers’ beliefs about the underlying under-

standing of multilingualism and their suggested pedagogical actions re-
garding the subject matter through Q methodology. Forty participating 
teachers from three different schools in urban and rural areas in southern 
Sweden shared their implicit and explicit beliefs by rank ordering items 
in two separate study components named understanding and pedagogy. 

Data was quantitatively analysed using a dedicated software package 
and yielded three factors for each component. Due to the compelling 
communality of significantly loading teachers, results from the study 
components were merged then into three different sets of teachers’ be-
liefs. The first one (TBS1) is the consensus set, drawing from a common 
disciplinary socialisation and indicating a welcoming and inclusive un-
derstanding of multilingualism. Teachers represented by teachers’ belief 
set 1 show a readiness to help multilingual students succeed in the Swe-
dish education system and their ideology is largely in line with a lan-
guage as right orientation. 

The second teachers’ belief set (TBS2) represents the antithesis to the 
first own and hardly sees any benefits of multilingualism. Multilingual-
ism is considered a problem, not only for the students themselves, but 
also for the teachers, as it leads to an increased workload. Pedagogical 
strategies such as translanguaging are not encourage or even accepted 
by respondents in agreement with teachers’ beliefs set 2, who are mostly 
male and work in rural schools. 
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Teachers’ belief set 3 (TBS3) shares a relatively high correlation with 
the first one, which is illustrated in their similarities of communicated 
beliefs about the benefits of multilingualism. However, teachers loading 
on what can be considered the synthesis in this study also agree with 
underlying discourses typical for teachers’ belief set 2 in terms of not 
needing to adapt their professional practice due to linguistic diversity. 

Teachers from rural areas, with comparatively little contact with mi-
nority language speakers, were more likely to load significantly on 
teachers’ belief set 2, allowing the conclusion that local context and 
school affiliation is a predictive factor in the Swedish context. Moreo-
ver, the clear connection between the two study components indicates 
how an affirmative understanding of multilingualism can lead to a more 
pluralistic proposed way of teaching and vice versa. A further conclu-
sion can be drawn by contrasting the student-centred approach in TBS1 
compared to the overwhelming teacher-centred approach in TBS2. 

Finally, results in article III suggest a discrepancy between pluralistic 
language policies in Sweden and teachers’ beliefs rooted in monolingual 
ideologies. As a prerequisite to change the status quo and close this gap, 
teachers are demanded to raise their awareness of the complexity of 
multilingualism, potentially through additional measures of pre- and in-
service education. 

Article IV 
Teachers’ viewpoints about an educational reform concerning multilin-
gualism in German-speaking Switzerland (Lundberg, Adrian, 2019, 
Learning and Instruction. 64, 101244) 

 
This Q methodological paper investigated teachers’ viewpoints in the 

Canton of Berne, Switzerland. Even though the national context is con-
sidered to be a prime example of a multilingual entity, the local study 
context is predominantly German-speaking. Data collection was per-
formed shortly after an intensive phase of professional development 
about multilingualism for foreign language teachers. The mandatory 
course was set out to effectively introduce a new pluralistic curriculum 
for foreign language subjects. 

The first component of this study focused on the teachers’ conceptual 
understanding of multilingualism by providing them 39 statements to 
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rank order according their agreement. The inverted factor analytical pro-
cess, including a correlation of all 67 individual Q sorts resulted in one 
consensus Viewpoint A, which showed large congruence with a multi-
lingualism as resource orientation promoted in the current curriculum in 
the studied context. Under closer inspection, Viewpoint A could be split 
into Viewpoint A+ for foreign language teachers, considering their stu-
dents’ multilingualism as a result of their teaching and Viewpoint A-, 
predominantly populated by teachers of other subjects than foreign lan-
guages, thus also German. Notwithstanding their general acceptance of 
multilingualism’s positive effects, their understanding was closer con-
nected to a migration-induced phenomenon and a potential source of 
frustration. 

The second study component, comprising 32 statements, investigated 
teachers’ potential pedagogical actions concerning multilingualism. 
Here, Q methodology yielded a wide range of different viewpoints, alt-
hough five viewpoints were statistically intercorrelated. It was conclud-
ed that the level of insecurity in connection with linguistic diversity and 
a potential lack of knowledge about multilingualism were decisive for 
the allocation of the teachers to the viewpoints. 

In conclusion, all viewpoints can be regarded as being influenced by 
the intense mandatory further education about the paradigmatic shift in 
the teaching and learning of foreign languages in the Canton of Berne. 
Nevertheless, a distinction between a personal and a professional stance 
was drawn to further analyse the results. It seems as the participating 
teachers in Switzerland are technically aware of the advantages of multi-
lingualism, hence the large consensus in component 1, but lack experi-
ence in teaching in line with the large-scale innovation of the new cur-
riculum. As a result, they fall back on a more personal stance, potential-
ly influenced by more traditional monolingual ideologies. It remains to 
be investigated, for example through classroom observations, how de-
scribed teachers’ viewpoints are practically enacted. 

While viewpoints about multilingualism and its management in the 
classroom found in this study could not be assigned to local contexts, 
the distinction along the line of foreign language teaching and other sub-
jects allows the call for even more involvement of the latter in aware-
ness raising and knowledge development about multilingualism. 
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CONCLUDING DISCUSSION 

To advance the discussion about a change for social justice and better-
ment for all students (United Nations, 2018) by filling the methodologi-
cal niche of comparatively analysing stakeholders’ viewpoints about 
multilingualism, the previously outlined results from the four independ-
ent articles are now discussed. The first part of the present chapter is 
structured according to the thesis’ two overarching research questions: 

 
1. How does language management in education take shape in relation 

to socially situated discourses about multilingualism and (language) 
policy? 

2. What are the benefits and limitations of using Q methodology in 
educational research? 

 
Subsequent to the discussion of the results, implications from the pre-

sent research project are discussed and followed up with limitations, de-
limitations and suggestions for further research. 

Multilingualism in Sweden and Switzerland 
Article I provided an overview of teachers’ larger context by comparing 
research about multilingual educational policies in Sweden and Switzer-
land. Together with articles III and IV, which uncovered the range of 
explicit and implicit discourses about multilingualism in teachers’ cog-
nition in the investigated contexts, these three studies respond to the first 
overarching research question. By drawing on teachers’ role as policy 
arbiters (see section on Language Management, p. 34), based on their 
cognition as a conglomeration of knowledge, beliefs and experience (see 
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section on Teacher Cognition, p. 24), investigating stakeholders’ pre-
dominant viewpoints in the chosen contexts allows a discussion about 
equity in education, regardless of linguistic background. 

Regulating Linguistic Diversity 
The systematic meta-analysis in article I revealed considerable differ-
ences in research about multilingualism and in particular multilingual 
educational language policy from the two contexts under scrutiny. 
Overall, the discourses identified in research results, reflect the predom-
inant discourses in the respective context. At least in the seven years af-
ter the introduction of the Language Act in Sweden in 2009, multilin-
gualism in Sweden was strongly connected to a national language poli-
cy. This is equally surprising, as understandable. The Language Act 
most prominently secured the position and development of Swedish and 
was named an assimilation policy (Winsa, 2005) as it was covertly con-
cerned with immigration (Bolton & Meierkord, 2013) and therefore also 
a regulation of linguistic diversity. While this discourse, especially due 
to its culmination in the country’s first official language policy, certainly 
can be connected with multilingual educational language policies, it is 
telling that the topic of a national language policy was not detected in 
studies from the Swiss context, albeit characterised by a national lan-
guage policy, which was revised in 2007 to promote multilingualism. 

An Atomistic and a Holistic View of Multilingualism 
Research results from both contexts were in alignment with the respec-
tive local curriculum. This finding can therefore be seen as a confirma-
tion of Schiffman’s (1996) theory on linguistic culture, indicating that 
the researchers’ choice of focus was strongly influenced by the local ed-
ucational policy in use. In other words, not only does the Swedish edu-
cational system treat pupils from a monolingually focused perspective, 
but also researchers seem to focus on specific subjects and their role in 
the development of pupils’ multilingualism. This does not mean that one 
necessarily need to impute a monolingual habitus to researchers from 
Sweden, but it does indicate the strong influence of official language 
policy on research from the same context and an atomistic view of mul-
tilingualism, which is nevertheless “the most widespread view adopted 
in multilingualism studies” (Cenoz, 2013, p. 10). In the Swiss results, 
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where the included studies in article I showed a more holistic view of 
multilingualism, potential interconnections between language subjects 
and their influence on pupils’ individual multilingualism were a com-
mon theme of research. While this is in line with the pluralistic approach 
in the current local curriculum based on didactics of multilingualism, it 
does not automatically assign a multilingual habitus (Benson, 2013) to 
the researcher. With regard to the present thesis, the reader shall be re-
ferred to the description of the author’s own positionality as an insider 
and outsider in both context. 

Definition of Multilingualism and Multilingual Student 
One of the most influential findings of article I for the continuation of 
the whole research project was the country specific variety in the con-
ceptualisation of the terms multilingualism and multilingual student. 
Identical to the discussion of the chosen research focus above, article I 
describes how the understanding of the terms is generally in line with 
the underlying orientation in the respective local curriculum. In research 
results from Switzerland, students are generally considered multilingual 
“as soon as they have gained knowledge of more than one language” 
(Lundberg, 2018, p. 63), without making any distinction between mi-
grants and others. This is potentially explained by the individual publi-
cations’ focus on compulsory third language acquisition in the sense of 
learning two foreign languages in addition to the local school language. 
In the studies from Sweden, discourses about multilingual students often 
excluded native Swedish speakers, indicating a monolingual habitus. 
This discrepancy eventually became the focal point of the first study 
component in articles III and IV, where teachers sorted cards according 
to their viewpoint of what the terms multilingualism and multilingual 
students meant to them. Results from these two Q methodological stud-
ies largely confirmed the discourses found in the research results re-
viewed in article I. Especially in Switzerland (Lundberg, 2019b), a strik-
ing consensus with 65 of 67 participating teachers, significantly loading 
on Viewpoint A and largely in line with the curriculum, could be detect-
ed. As the applied methodology allows to paint a complex picture of the 
viewpoint, it can be mentioned here that the participating teachers in 
Switzerland reported to respect all pupils’ full linguistic repertoire and 
that there is no native-like benchmark to be called a multilingual. By 
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separating two manifestations of that one consensus factor, article IV 
showed how Viewpoint A+, predominantly consisting of foreign lan-
guage teachers with the experience of an intense professional develop-
ment concerning the newly introduced Passepartout curriculum, under-
stood multilingualism to a great extent as a result of their teaching. It 
can be concluded that they thereby connected their pupils’ emergent 
multilingualism with their own successful teaching practice. Their col-
leagues loading significantly on Viewpoint A-, and generally without 
the additional institutional input about multilingualism, tended to con-
nect the concept under scrutiny to a migration-induced phenomenon. 
Since theses teachers predominantly use the local majority language as a 
medium of instruction, they were slightly more cautious about the bene-
fits of multilingualism than Viewpoint A+ respondents.  

Multilingualism as a Theoretical Resource 
Even though respondents loading significantly on Viewpoint A- in 
Switzerland couple multilingualism with potentially frustrating situa-
tions in their teaching, they still held strong beliefs in line with a multi-
lingualism as resource orientation (Lo Bianco, 2017). Influences of a 
Swiss national identity, where individual multilingualism is promoted, 
and the teachers’ own multilingual repertoire can clearly be detected in 
Viewpoint A, and especially A+. While Swiss individuals in society find 
means to communicate in multilingual situations, e.g. through their pro-
ductive or receptive use of a second language, multilingualism is not 
necessarily connected to a lack of social cohesion. In schooling howev-
er, a common language is generally desired in study component 2. It can 
therefore be concluded that respondents in article IV conceptually align 
with the idea of multilingualism as a resource, but need to develop fur-
ther to also do so practically. A further explanation for the striking con-
sensus in study component 1 in article IV directs the attention to the in-
tense professional development course prior to the data collection. De-
spite the fact that only teachers of foreign languages were obligated to 
participate, all teachers were affected by it, by acting as substitute teach-
ers for those engaged in the course or by simply participating in discus-
sions about new textbooks for French and English in line with a new 
curriculum. Moreover, the topic has gained a lot of media coverage, 



 

93 

mostly reporting on potential risks of paradigmatically moving away 
from traditional language teaching. 

A common socialisation of teachers about multilingualism, similar to 
the Swiss contexts, does not exist in Sweden. Moreover the curriculum 
implementation system is based on the teachers’ own interpretation 
(Selin & Holmqvist Olander, 2015). It is therefore hardly surprising that 
results in article III, reporting the Swedish results, showed more variety 
in the first study component than article IV. A total of three factors were 
extracted, ranging from an overwhelmingly positive Factor 1-U to a crit-
ical Factor 2-U. Factor 3-U is interpreted as a synthesis of the two, and 
reported the belief “that children are either monolingual or multilingual 
and that it is impossible to become multilingual” (Lundberg, 2019a, p. 
277). The local school context seemed to play a decisive role in the 
Swedish context, as teachers’ belief set 2, consisting of Factors 2-U and 
2-P was mainly populated by teachers from rural areas. Potential expla-
nations for the importance of the local context are the experience with 
linguistic diversity or the lack thereof, and a common perspective to-
wards the topic within the school, based on the theory of socially shared 
cognition (Wertsch, 1991). Another interpretation of the shared view-
points in the rural context with a predominant homogenous Swedish 
student population is the conscious or unconscious cooperation among 
teachers in order to share responsibilities in area that creates insecurity 
(Paulsrud & Wermke, 2019). Valuing teacher collectivism in Sweden 
has been found particularly strong “when taking care of students who 
for some reason need extended help for their social functioning and 
learning problems” (Helgøy & Homme, 2007). With the knowledge of 
these teachers’ understanding of the multilingual student as those who 
need support because of a lack of Swedish, one can effortlessly retrace 
the rationale. In addition to this variety of conceptual understandings re-
ported in article III, where school affiliation seemed to be a predictive 
variable, several misconceptions, eventually based on insecurities, about 
the subject matter could be revealed. These finding call for a range of 
implications regarding teachers’ professional development, which is 
discussed below. 
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English as a Hinderance or a Resource 
A discourse about the role and position of English is present in the lin-
guistic ecologies of both contexts. However, article I shows that it is 
much more prominent in the Scandinavian country, where the global 
lingua franca has gained the status of a transcultural language (Hult, 
2012) and is regarded as the main driver in the process leading up to the 
national Language Act (Milani, 2008) and a hindrance of the develop-
ment of linguistic diversity (Cabau, 2014). This because many pupils 
regard the combination of Swedish and English as sufficient for national 
and international communication, similar to English monolingualism in 
English dominant countries (Liddicoat, 2019). While pupils in Sweden 
often chose not to learn an additional language in grade 6 (Tholin, 
2012), teachers loading on Factors 1-U and 2-U in article III both report 
their agreement with the necessity of competence in more than two lan-
guages. The apparent disagreement between reported student and teach-
er preferences can however be nullified, if one considers the aforemen-
tioned definition of multilingual students in Sweden, who come to 
school with a mother tongue other than Swedish (L1), are encouraged to 
acquire the dominant majority language (L2) and English (L3). 

The discourse of English in Switzerland is fundamentally different, il-
lustrating the situated nature of language planning for cultural and there-
fore also linguistic diversity (Lo Bianco, 2010a). In article I, it was con-
cluded that English is simply seen as part of individuals’ linguistic di-
versity. Nevertheless, Stotz (2006), in his description of multilingualism 
in Switzerland, illustrates how the English language caused fierce dis-
cussions in the central European country, in terms of which foreign lan-
guage should be taught first in presumably harmonised German-
speaking Switzerland. As mentioned earlier, no agreement could be 
reached and cantons along the German-French language boarder chose 
to teach first French and then English. In terms of viewpoints about third 
language acquisition found in article IV, teachers disclosed mixed pref-
erences. A result which can be considered a deviation from the larger 
discourse about multilingualism in Switzerland and the overall aim of 
the curriculum in place, stating functional multilingualism of all pupils 
based on two compulsory foreign languages.  
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Multilingualism as a Potential Practical Problem 
It was already touched upon earlier that significant room for improve-
ment was detected in Swiss viewpoints about suggested pedagogical 
actions concerning multilingualism, if the aim is social justice in edu-
cation through a welcoming atmosphere in the classroom, where 
teachers manage language in order to cater their pupils’ needs on the 
one hand and fully tap the potential of multilinguals’ individual lin-
guistic repertoire on the other hand. In article IV, it was concluded that 
teachers’ sorting in study component 2 was largely rooted in their per-
sonal stance as opposed to a professional one, which was more influ-
ential in study component 1. As research about teachers’ beliefs 
shows, these often subconscious elements of teacher cognition are 
built early in their life (Pajares, 1992), and reproduced and passed on 
from generation to generation (Biesta, 2015, Bourdieu & Passeron, 
1977) as an inherent part of their professional habitus. In order for ed-
ucation to reduce inequalities (United Nations, 2018, Salzburg Global 
Seminar, 2018) and not reproduce them in the course of maintaining 
and perpetuating the socioeconomic order (Piller, 2016a), it is not 
enough to break the monolingual habitus only in terms of the concep-
tual understanding of multilingualism (study component 1), but there 
also needs to occur a cognitive adaptation in terms of their suggested 
pedagogical actions (study component 2). The wide range of sceptical 
viewpoints for the second component outlined in article IV is further 
explained by an insecurity about more recent pedagogical approaches, 
such as translanguaging (García, 2009) or language awareness (James 
& Garrett, 1991). While they may sound especially attractive to teach-
ers with a multilingual orientation, they too, have not yet had the op-
portunities to collect enough experience, which could confirm their 
well-intentioned effort. Moreover, they are constantly confronted with 
expectations of often impatient stakeholders, such as pupils, pupils’ 
parents, researchers and society at large. Media coverage, focusing on 
inferior pupil performance with new textbooks and the new curriculum 
in Switzerland, nota bene assessed with traditional, atomistic native-
like standards, has led to partial refusal of new material in Switzerland 
under the pretence of protective mediation (Osborn et al., 1997). 

It needs to be noted again that in study component 2 of articles III and 
IV teachers’ intended practical actions in the classroom were investigat-
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ed. Their actual actions after the classroom doorsill can be expected to 
be even more influenced by their personal stance discussed above and 
therefore in less alignment with the current local educational policies. 

Pupils’ Multilingual Development 
Findings in articles I, III and IV illustrated the complexity of multilin-
gualism as a phenomenon. Especially the dichotomy between curricular 
and biographic multilingualism seems to distinguish viewpoints, even 
though this difference does not necessarily seem to be of importance for 
individuals’ activation of linguistic resources. As summarised by 
Coulmas (2018), hardly any clear-cut categories in the definition of mul-
tilingualism exist, as “one multilingualism is not like all others” (p. 41). 
As a further development of the continuum between becoming and be-
ing multilingual (Cenoz & Gorter, 2015) and the double-helixed contin-
uum by Melo-Pfeifer (2018), an adapted conceptual representation of 
individuals’ linguistic repertoire is suggested here. Q methodological 
studies in the present thesis illustrated that this project is neither fully 
located in second language acquisition (curricular multilingualism), nor 
in sociolinguistics (biographic multilingualism), but rather investigates 
how the phenomenon is understood differently in specific sociocultural-
ly embedded contexts, each with their own dominant discourses. 

The proposed model does not aim to erase the abundant inequality be-
tween languages in terms of social power, opportunity, mobility and ma-
terial advancements, but has as its purpose the portrayal of multilingual 
development of individuals. It is therefore in line with the multilingual 
turn (Conteh & Meier, 2014) and the increasing normalisation of multi-
lingualism. Furthermore, it allows the recognition of the fluidity of 
boundaries between languages, which is a central characteristic of ap-
proaches focusing on pupils’ heteroglossic practices, such as 
translanguaging (García, 2009) or codemeshing (Canagarajah, 2011). 
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Figure 1. Conceptualisation of individual’s linguistic repertoire 
 

By displaying biographic and curricular multilingualism as two axes, the 
origin of the chart (Figure 1), where the two axes have its source, repre-
sents the rare case of a monolingual individual without any engagement 
in curricular language learning. The arrows illustrate increasing multi-
lingualism due to curricular or and in most cases and biographic rea-
sons. If individuals have only been in one institutional language learning 
situation, the y axis represents the curriculum of this specific context. If 
individuals have been in one context first and then moved to another 
one, their curricular multilingualism consists of both contexts. 

Figure 1 is especially useful to illustrate the importance of multilin-
gualism for all teachers. If policy settings in general are adapted in line 
with a multilingualism as resource orientation, a monolingual habitus in 
classrooms can successfully be redressed with a culturally and linguisti-
cally responsive and sensitive one. In order to do so, Clyne (2008) sug-
gested to increase the number of multilingual individuals in decision 
making roles to overcome the monolingual mindset. What is needed is a 
shift from a monolingual habitus, stemming from history to a multilin-
gual habitus in line with contemporary research on learning and instruc-
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tion in relation to acknowledging and giving value to individuals’ “ex-
isting linguistic and cultural resources” (Benson, 2013, p. 295). 

Q methodology in Educational Research 
The second overarching research question of this thesis concerns the ap-
plicability of Q methodology in educational research and is therefore 
mainly examined through article II, a methodological research review 
investigating Q methodological research on compulsory education in the 
most recent decade. In addition, articles III and IV provide a valuable 
contribution in answering the second overarching question in terms of 
the role of teacher agency. 

Q covering all Areas of SoLD 
Article II illustrates that researchers from a wide range of contexts have 
applied Q to investigate different principles of practice in the science of 
learning and development outlined in Darling-Hammond et al. (2019). 
As integral parts of article II, articles III and IV added to the review of 
Q methodology in educational research and illustrate the potential of the 
methodology to produce relevant research results that eventually im-
prove instructional quality and pupil performance based on the science 
of learning development (SoLD). The SoLD area of social and emotion-
al development of pupils was found to be underrepresented in Q meth-
odological studies. This finding is rather surprising, as Q would be espe-
cially well-suited for the investigation of issues that concern sensitive 
topics and demand children to communicate their thoughts. Through the 
flexibility in terms of data gathering, for example with pictures instead 
of text and the fact that participants do not need to produce language in 
order to communicate their viewpoint, Q methodology has been consid-
ered especially practical for collecting otherwise marginalised voice 
(Brown, 2006, Ellingsen et al., 2014). 

Flexibility of Q methodology 
A wide range of characteristics of Q methodology was detected in the 
74 included studies in article II. As discussed above, from 2010 until 
2019, the methodology was applied in a way it touched upon all SoLD 
areas, with different study foci, ranging from examining stakeholders’ 
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representations of issues to investigating attitudes and values about as-
pects of learning and development. Furthermore, the application of Q as 
a tool for critical reflection (see below), indicates additional function. 

Article II further illustrates the variety of characteristics of Q applica-
tions in educational research. Even though most studies included in the 
research review reported “one batch of factors, stemming from one set 
of items, which participants, whether or not belonging to the same co-
hort, sorted according to one condition of instruction at one point in 
time” (Lundberg, de Leeuw & Aliani, under review), several studies, 
including articles III and IV, show less conventional study designs and 
thereby showcase the methodology’s flexibility. 

Q for Critical Reflection 
By uncovering teachers’ potential internal dilemmas concerning ques-
tions of language, in particular multilingualism in Sweden and Switzer-
land, they are granted participation in a dialogue about opportunities and 
challenges of multilingualism in education through critical engagement 
and reflection (Lo Bianco, 2010b). Even though critical reflection was 
not the main aim in the sense of the categorisation of study foci provid-
ed in article II, articles III and IV nevertheless illustrated how Q was 
used to provoke a further dialogue. 

Concerning critical reflection as the study focus, article II shows that 
Q was used in 13 included publications to provide participants, predom-
inantly teachers, but also pupils, a means to think carefully and critically 
about an issue. In order to do so, Q factor analysis is not necessarily re-
quired, which allows a less time-consuming and less complicate applica-
tion of a part of Q methodology. 

Neither Right nor Wrong, but Relative 
One objective of the present study was to investigate teachers’ subjec-
tivity in terms of multilingualism and thereby present this complex phe-
nomenon in the most unbiased form possible (Aronin & Jessner, 2015). 
Q proved to be a fitting approach for that for two reasons. First, the con-
struction of the Q set allowed the inclusion of items, which did not nec-
essarily represent empirical facts about multilingualism, but discourses 
about the issue in general. Some of them could be regarded as myths 
from the point of research. Second, in Q, no outside criterion for a per-
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son’s own point of view is used (Brown, 1980). As a consequence, par-
ticipants’ sorting of items are neither considered right, nor wrong, but 
simply a presentation and communication of their subjectivity. 

Individual Q items receive their meaning through the participant’s 
sorting. This is not achieved by ranking them on a scale (similar to Lik-
ert), but by observing how each item compares with the value assigned 
to other items. As a result, an intense engagement with the issue under 
scrutiny, in the case of the present thesis, of multilingualism was neces-
sary and led to the point, where participants wanted to ensure that their 
viewpoint is accurately represented by the holistic configuration of all 
items in front of them. The fact that participants thereby see their view-
point, can be regarded as another advantage of Q. The combination of 
the two characteristics of Q described here, contributed strongly to a 
comprehensive presentation of teachers’ viewpoints about multilingual-
ism, including negative and more critical stances. 

Time-consuming, Rare and Demanding 
As any other research method, Q methodology has certain disadvantages 
and limitations. The main one relates to the time-consuming processes 
involved in Q methodological research. In constructing a well-balanced 
Q set, researchers are obliged to invest a significant amount of time into 
preparatory work. Moreover, as content validation of Q items is consid-
ered essential, finding external experts and/or pilot study participants 
can further decelerate the process. The combination of these aspects 
makes Q unsuitable for spontaneous research endeavours. 

Even though the research review reported in article II demonstrates an 
increasing presence of Q methodology in educational research, which is 
in line with the methodology’s growing popularity in other fields 
(Brown, 2019a), the approach is still fairly unknown. This has several 
consequences. First, participants might find it difficult to accept not to 
be provided with definitions of central terminology in Q items. Re-
spondents might simply not be used to not being objected to researcher-
imposed categories. Explaining the process and providing comprehensi-
ble instructions are therefore vital precautions to be taken when investi-
gating subjective viewpoints with Q methodology. Secondly, publishing 
Q research provides some unique challenges (Watts & Stenner, 2012). 
The rather limited familiarity of journal editors and reviewers often re-
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quires authors to spend a considerable amount of precious words on the 
method section of papers. The present thesis, and in particular article II, 
can serve as a guide in terms of fundamental information to include in 
article manuscripts. 

Finally, similar to any other mixed method approach, Q requires re-
searchers to have a considerable level of expertise in both, qualitative 
and quantitative methods. Moreover, the statistical elements of Q meth-
odology are not in line with traditional R methodological procedures, 
requiring novice Q researcher to develop further specific knowledge. 

Contribution to Knowledge and Implications 

Situated Teaching 
This thesis draws on an ecological approach to teacher agency (Priestley 
et al., 2015), where teacher cognition is strongly influenced by its situat-
ed nature. By outlining the contextual differences in the countries’ edu-
cational policy documents and even research results about them (article 
I), similar trajectories could have been expected in teachers’ viewpoints 
about multilingualism. However, assigning teachers the power of policy 
arbiters (Menken & García, 2010, Johnson, 2013a) within a situated 
form of language policy raises the complexity of the issue. By using Q 
methodology and investigating shared viewpoints about multilingual-
ism, research in this thesis permits the uncovering of clusters and com-
munities of practice (Lave & Wenger, 1991) and shows the importance 
of further investigating teachers’ role in policy enactment processes. 
The comparison of the results in Sweden and Switzerland clearly illus-
trates how teachers in a specific context, regardless if wider as in Swit-
zerland or narrower as in Sweden, act with a similar conceptual under-
standing of multilingualism. As an implication of this analysis and a 
confirmation of teachers’ salient individual and shared role as policy ac-
tors, the term situated teaching is suggested. Assuming educational pol-
icies in line with the aim of social justice and betterment for all pupils 
are in place, governments and regional agencies can foster a welcoming 
culture and positive development by providing basic conditions such as 
time, trust and the engagement of teachers in their professional devel-
opment that reaches beyond the fences of single schools. 



 

 102 

Time and Trust 
The importance of time and especially the asynchronies of stakeholders’ 
timescales has been outlined as a potential reason for the failure of 
change (Nocon, 2008). These processes are clearly visible in the current 
project as well, especially by investigating the Swiss context, where the 
implementation of the new curriculum is characterised as part of a large-
scale innovation. Policy makers behind this innovation follow rapid 
timeframes, as they want their policy to be implemented as soon as pos-
sible. Community members, particularly parents of school children set 
their timeframe in relation to individual needs and preferences, but cer-
tainly do not want their children to be guinea pigs in an innovation im-
plementation that might potentially fail. As a third group of stakehold-
ers, teachers base their decision-making among other things on short- 
and long-term goals. As touched upon in the section on the projective 
dimension of teacher agency (see p. 26), educators might not necessarily 
prioritise the implementation of an innovation, especially if it is con-
nected to a paradigmatic shift in their cognition or even goes against 
their existing preferences. The result is a delay in the implementation 
process (Phillips & Ochs, 2003) and a perceived policy-practice divide 
(Schulte, 2018). Moreover, as being part of their long-term goal setting, 
pedagogical actions in line with the innovation might, in teachers’ views 
unnecessarily, complicate day-to-day teaching. Article IV in the present 
research project indicated a clear discrepancy between the teachers’ the-
oretical understanding of multilingualism as resource and their reactions 
to suggested pedagogical actions. In other words, a pluralistic approach 
to teaching needs to become an inherent part of dominant teacher activi-
ty (Sannino, 2008), which ultimately involves a change in their profes-
sional habitus and in turn calls for changes in pre-service teacher educa-
tion and in-service teachers’ professional development. Consequently, 
teachers are to be given motivational conditions to experiment, especial-
ly when policies ask for adaptations of their cognition, their comfort 
zone and their perceptions of aspects of the linguistic culture they find 
themselves in. 

Further, school principals are assigned a crucial role in the creation of 
trust and motivation, by providing opportunities for staff collaboration 
and planning teachers’ growth and development (Darling-Hammond et 
al., 2019) and therefore also in supporting and potentially changing 



 

103 

teacher viewpoints. Moreover “unclear relationships and distrust be-
tween principals and employers” (p. 8) in the Swedish school system 
was detect as one of several aspects in the hinderance of nurturing ex-
cellence in the teaching profession (OECD, 2015). Participating princi-
pals in studies III and IV did not show any protruding viewpoint. It can 
therefore be assumed that they too would benefit from an intensified 
preparation, as the survival and success of pluralistic language policies 
seems to heavily depend on their judgement (Menken & Solorza, 2015) 
and leadership qualities during any policy implementation processes 
(Honig, 2006). 

Teacher Education 
Schools in Sweden and Switzerland are in many ways similar, as they 
both “safeguard the monolingual sphere and host, at the same time the 
linguistic diversity of their students” (Gogolin & Duarte, 2013, p. 10). 
Drawing on the weight of substantial evidence that teacher education 
matters (Darling-Hammond, 2000) regarding their cognitive knowledge 
development (Borg, 2003), a focus on multilingual development in 
teacher in- and pre-service education in both countries needs to be inten-
sified and awareness and consciousness about any potential monolingual 
habitus should be further raised, in order for teachers to be better 
equipped to not only host linguistic diversity, but in fact foster it. 

In the results from Sweden (article III), the dominant belief set 1 
showed a generally well-meant viewpoint towards multilingual students 
with a migration background. However, there still remains a considera-
ble number of teachers, particularly those loading significantly on belief 
set 2, that rather display a deficit-focused language as problem orienta-
tion than a multilingualism as resource one. Readers have to bear in 
mind that the Swedish teacher education is highly decentralised (OECD, 
2015), despite its central reference to the national Higher Education 
Act’s specific requirements for teacher education (Swedish Ministry of 
Education and Research, 1992:1434). Compelling differences between 
higher education institutions regarding their efforts of preparing future 
teachers for multilingualism were detected in Paulsrud and Lundberg 
(2020, forthcoming). 

In line with work done by the Swedish National Agency for Educa-
tion (see e.g. 2018), it ought to be understood that multilingual students 
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do not automatically need help, but that each individual’s situation asks 
for a different approach. In some cases, all that might be required is 
teachers encouraging students to use the full linguistic repertoire at their 
disposal for meaning making and knowledge development. Such teach-
ing strategies in line with translanguaging have been well-described (see 
e.g. Duarte, 2019, García & Wei, 2014, Paulsrud, Rosén, Straszer & 
Wedin, 2017). As this implication is relevant for all teachers, Swedish 
schooling would further benefit from an advanced discussion about lan-
guage education as coordinated horizontally across the curriculum and 
vertically from one education level to the next (Cenoz & Gorter, 2012). 

In Switzerland (article IV), the vertical coordination of language edu-
cation is mainly achieved by the use of the Common European Frame-
work of Reference for Languages (Council of Europe, 2001) and manda-
tory textbooks are obliged to make connection between language sub-
jects to secure the horizontal coordination. Nevertheless, a need for 
more follow-up events for teachers in Switzerland was detected, as they 
are still insecure about the suitable pedagogical actions regarding multi-
lingualism and the local curriculum. 

In order to guide and support teachers’ interpretation and navigation 
of language policy, Q methodology is suggested as a technique for indi-
vidual and collective sense-making. The sorting activity itself, and the 
post-sorting discussion can serve to counteract the described confusion 
of teachers about their role regarding new curricular policy and their 
agency (Biesta et al., 2015). As a consequence, opportunities for dia-
logues about professional discourse will impact teachers’ potential to 
exercise agency (Wallen & Tormey, 2019) and eventually transform 
teachers’ situated learning into situated teaching described above. 

Q as an Educational Tool 
As stated in article II, a range of authors has detected Q methodology’s 
potential as a tool in various educational settings. Many of them use Q 
as a means for participants’ critical reflection or the evaluation of course 
programmes. Furthermore, the methodology can be used for teachers’ 
sense-making of policies as described above. Applied in a more partici-
patory fashion, Q methodology can serve to collect students’ ideas about 
an issue and articulate their preferences and eventually allow marginal-
ised voices to be heard in an inclusive setting. 
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A useful distinction should be made between Q methodology as con-
sisting of the sorting activity as a data gathering device and inverted fac-
tor analysis. As an educational tool, applications of Q without the in-
verted factor analysis can be sufficient and even more appropriate as the 
purpose is not put on the investigation of shared viewpoints, but rather 
on advancing pupils’ learning process or the quick assessment of the 
current state of pupils’ knowledge development. 

Q as a Mediational Tool 
As long as local teachers and the local public at large disagree with an 
educational policy in place, contradictions about a subject matter, such 
as multilingualism, will continue to exist and lead to tensions among 
various stakeholders. As a further implication from this research project, 
Q methodology is proposed as a mediational tool in educational settings 
to uncover arguments, positions and underlying discourses about the is-
sue to facilitate a dialogue in situations where stakeholders defend their 
own position. Q methodology has been used similarly in practical lan-
guage policy advising (Lo Bianco, 2015, Lo Bianco, 2016). Especially 
Q’s potential for critical reflection and the possibility to focus on partic-
ipants’ subjectivity through their engagement in the rank-ordering activ-
ity, indicate the methodology’s suitability for collective problem-
solving. Potentially supported by a researcher as a skilled facilitator, ap-
plying Q methodology as a mediational tool represents a future direction 
for researchers to engage in more feasible, robust, and mutually in-
formative researcher-practitioner collaborations that are regarded essen-
tial for improving the quality of research and practice alike (Uccelli & 
Snow, 2008). In other words, Q methodology should be regarded a 
method to facilitate research-based practice in education (Minten, 2017), 
proposed in the Swedish Education Act (SFS, 2010:800). 

Coupled with the advantage of being a non-verbal approach, facilitat-
ed dialogues drawing on Q methodology can also enable the inclusion of 
pupils to otherwise entirely adult conversations. Consequently, applying 
Q methodology in a participatory fashion by including any stakeholders’ 
voices, will increase their accountability and remarkably stimulate poli-
cy creation processes. More accurately met expectations in such policies 
are expected to lead to a higher probability of their enactment. Article II 
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illustrates a range of ways how Q methodology has been applied to cre-
ate such research-oriented, suitable policies for specific contexts. 

Multilingual Research Habitus 
Contemporary research on multilingual speakers and language groups 
cannot rely on often binary categories anymore. The suggested concep-
tualisation of the individual linguistic repertoire in this thesis can serve 
as a basis for research in line with a holistic view of multilingualism 
(Cenoz, 2013), focussing on measuring the actual linguistic repertoire of 
multilingual speakers called for in Gogolin and Duarte (2013). Similar 
to preventing teachers to acknowledge learners’ linguistic resources for 
learning, a monolingual habitus of researchers hinders them to investi-
gate these overlapping competencies (Benson, 2014). 

Delimitations and Limitations 
The limitations of the present research project concern the fact that the 
presented results are specific to the study contexts. Drawing on a soci-
ocultural framework, the results are clearly influenced by the respective 
contexts. However, in the sense of transferability (Lincoln & Guba, 
1985), findings presented here are expected to be of relevance in other 
environments as well. 

Furthermore, Q methodological studies in this thesis did not examine 
pupils’ actual heteroglossic language use in the classrooms or teachers’ 
actual pedagogical actions, but simply the educators’ stated viewpoints 
about them. Even though the process of constructing the Q sample used 
in articles III and IV was robust and participants had the opportunity to 
add potentially missed items, it has to be acknowledged that nuances of 
what multilingualism means to teachers or how it should be handled in 
schools according to them might have been missed. 

Methodologically, the inclusion of grey literature in the systematic 
review articles (I and II) was not handled consistently and therefore de-
limited the search procedures (Alexander, 2020). In article I, peer revi-
sion was chosen as an inclusion criterion, automatically excluding grey 
literature, such as dissertations. While the article and its findings could 
have been more comprehensive with the inclusion of such grey litera-
ture, the decision was made to limit the review to journal articles that 
passed the quality control generally associated with the peer review pro-
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cess. In article II, grey literature was included and analysed the same 
way as peer reviewed publications. Despite the presumably lower quali-
ty of some included publications, their inclusion was considered to be 
important to comprehensively illustrate and represent how Q methodol-
ogy has been used and limit any potential publication bias. 

Further methodological delimitations and limitations exist concerning 
articles III and IV, which could have been treated as four separate stud-
ies, potentially resulting in a more detailed description of the viewpoints 
in each study component. Regarding the description of the viewpoints, 
post-sorting interviews with participants would have allowed the collec-
tion of even more qualitative data material, useful for the rich narrative 
result sections in articles III and IV. 

In terms of the analytical procedure in articles III and IV, centroid 
factor analysis as an extraction method and by-hand rotation would have 
allowed to perform Q methodology factor analysis in a more qualitative 
fashion and therefore resulted in a better alignment with the philosophi-
cal underpinnings of the thesis. However, due to the novice position of 
the author at the time of data analysis, the statistically safer extraction 
and rotation methods were chosen. 

Directions for Further Research 
There are a number of trajectories for further research to be suggested. 
First of all, investigating teacher performance in relation to described 
viewpoints would allow a more comprehensive analysis of teacher 
agency. Bearing in mind the difference between the study components 
in article IV, observing teachers in the classroom with regards to how 
they handle multilingualism, would allow to analyse in what way the 
continuum of competence is functioning or not. 

Interview studies with highly characteristic teachers from the various 
viewpoints to gain more insights about the viewpoints, could lead to a 
validation of the viewpoint description in articles III and IV. Moreover, 
this would allow a more participatory approach to Q methodology. 

Teachers from rural Swedish schools showed viewpoints most strong-
ly connected to a monolingual habitus. An intervention study with these 
teachers would allow the analysis of how viewpoints can develop over 
time. Moreover, such a study would be in line with the suggested impli-
cation above, to strengthen cooperation between researchers and practi-
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tioners. As a matter of fact, Q methodology as a mediational tool could 
serve as an approach during the intervention. 

All conducted studies should be replicated in a few years’ time in or-
der to monitor developments in the respective fields. Based on the dis-
cussion of time and trust above, a replication of articles III and IV in the 
same schools would be of particular interest. Conducting these studies in 
other contexts adds to the understanding of socially situated discourses 
and their influence on teachers’ viewpoints about multilingualism. Fur-
thermore, replicating them after a future period of change, for example 
due to a new policy initiative or some geopolitical shift, would certainly 
prove to be useful. A replication of the review studies will illustrate how 
the research field about educational language policies (article I) and the 
application of Q methodology in educational research (article II) evolve. 

Finally, more empirical research is needed in order to describe how 
adequately Swiss and Swedish pre- and in-service teacher education 
programmes prepare teachers for linguistic diversity. 

Final Words 
The complexity of multilingualism, due to the many forms and uses of 
it, has led to a myriad possible ways of approaching the phenomenon, 
both in theory and in practice. At times perceived as an uncomfortable 
societal issue, multilingualism has grown into the new global norm. In 
order to tackle language discrimination, enable multilingual develop-
ment and contribute to greater social justice for all pupils, the present 
research project explored how language management in education takes 
shape in relation to socially situated discourses about multilingualism 
and (language) policy. Through the application of Q methodology, this 
dissertation allowed seeing one of humans’ greatest resource from indi-
viduals’ subjective point of view.  
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SUMMARIES 

English 
Introduction 
Multilingualism is regarded as a vital issue to be addressed in tackling 
discrimination and inequality associated with language (Salzburg Global 
Seminar, 2018). During a time of increased linguistic diversity among 
student populations in contemporary Europe, educational policies ap-
pear to continuously ignore children’s migrant languages and instead 
focus on promoting the teaching and learning of national languages 
(Gogolin & Duarte, 2013). In addition, teachers, nota bene regarded as 
key policy arbiters (Menken & García, 2010, Johnson, 2013a) in a situ-
ated form of language policy (Hult, 2018a), may follow their “deep-
seated habit of assuming monolingualism as the norm in a nation” 
(Gogolin, 2013, p. 41). Consequently, it becomes apparent how lan-
guage, the prime tool for knowledge development (Vygotskij, 1978), 
may reinforce disparities in educational outcomes and potentially jeop-
ardise the quality of education received by linguistic minorities (Piller, 
2016a). This interdisciplinary project sheds light on multilingualism in 
educational settings and therefore locates itself as a study within the 
wider field of educational language policy and planning. 
 
Aim and Research Questions 
As educational practices are inextricably connected to the socio-political 
context in which they arise (Lo Bianco, 2007), this thesis is set out to 
comparatively investigate stakeholders’ viewpoints about the wicked 
language problem (Rubin, 1986) of multilingualism to advance discus-
sions about ways education and research may contribute to a change for 
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greater social justice and betterment for all students (United Nations, 
2018). 

Three separate studies (articles I, III and IV) are guided by a first ex-
ploratory research question aiming at linking overt and covert policy to 
practice: How does language management in education take shape in 
relation to socially situated discourses about multilingualism and (lan-
guage) policy? 

As a second focal point of this thesis, Q methodology (Brown, 2019b) 
was chosen as an alternative means to systematically and empirically 
investigate subjective teacher viewpoints and thereby contribute to a 
better understanding of the complexity of multilingualism in general and 
education in particular. Due to the methodology’s status as an uncon-
ventional and innovative research method (Brown & Rhoades, 2019), its 
applications in educational research are reviewed and critically dis-
cussed in article II. The second overarching research question in this 
thesis therefore reads as follows: What are the benefits and limitations 
of using Q methodology in educational research? 
 
Theoretical Frameworks 
Grounded in a sociocultural understanding of educational policy enact-
ment, this thesis’ theoretical basis draws on an ecological framework of 
teacher agency (Priestley et al., 2015). Understood as something one 
achieves in and through the engagement of context in non-linear ways, 
teacher agency is “a configuration of influences from the past, orienta-
tions towards the future and engagement with the present” (Biesta et al., 
2015, p. 626; emphasis in original). In addition, the emergence of cogni-
tion as a component of teacher agency, consisting of anything “teachers 
know, belief, and think” (Borg, 2003, p. 81), is considered to be shared 
among individuals and dependent on communication ultimately made 
possible through human language (Lo Bianco, 2010a). As individual 
agency in policy interpretation and implementation processes has re-
ceived increased attention in contemporary research in educational lin-
guistics, teachers are expected to navigate policies in light of their sub-
jective viewpoints.  

In this thesis, multilingualism is conceptualised as consisting of a so-
cietal and an individual dimension (Cenoz, 2013). The development of 
the latter is further subdivided into curricular multilingualism (Krumm, 
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2004) and biographic multilingualism. For the sake of operationalising 
viewpoints about multilingualism in this thesis, an adaptation of three 
fundamental orientations set forth by Ruíz (1984) was applied: 

� Language as problem – monolingual habitus 
� Language as right – linguistic human rights 
� Language as resource – multilingualism as resource 

 
Study Contexts 
This thesis is located in a European context, a continent characterised as 
linguistically highly diverse due to the large number of separate political 
entities. The selected study contexts in Sweden and Switzerland illus-
trate a variety of tensions and dilemmas. The rather assimilationist per-
spective at the grassroots in Swedish society (Hyltenstam et al., 2012), 
stands in a paradoxical relationship with the “attempt to recognize and 
accommodate cultural diversity and to construct Sweden as a multicul-
tural and tolerant society” (Milani, 2008, p. 47). In multilingual Switzer-
land, clear distinctions between language regions through the principle 
of territoriality provides enough ground for a potential monolingual hab-
itus of its citizens. With regard to educational language policies, the tra-
ditional nation-state of Sweden predominantly shows a monolingual ori-
entation in the curriculum for compulsory schooling (Paulsrud et al., 
2020). In federalist Switzerland, the current curriculum aims “to break 
the monolingual habitus of the school” (Bertschy et al., 2015, p. 4). De-
spite their noteworthy differences concerning their political organisation 
and language history, the two European countries share a similar socie-
tal composition. 
 
Methodological Considerations 
Four separate articles constitute this comparative case study research 
project. Articles I and II followed the procedures of systematic reviews 
(Newman & Gough, 2020, Eriksson Barajas et al., 2013) and for articles 
III and IV, the inherently mixed method approach called Q methodology 
(henceforth Q) was chosen to investigate often covert and subconscious 
viewpoints that influence teachers’ agency in their daily practice. 

The initial empirical step in this thesis reported in article I was to sys-
tematically investigate research discourses about Swedish and Swiss 
multilingual educational policy documents. The content analysis of thir-
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teen studies published between 2009 and 2016 revealed important dis-
courses to be taken into account in the continuation of the project, spe-
cifically in the preparation of data collection instruments for articles III 
and IV. By adopting standard procedure for Q research, two Q sets for 
two separate study components were created and piloted. Not only in-
vestigating what multilingualism means to teachers (understanding), but 
also how they believe multilingualism should be handled in schools 
(pedagogy), was considered vital for an improved understanding of 
competence as a cyclic continuum and the visualisation of language pol-
icy consisting of practice, beliefs and management (Spolsky, 2009). 

In this compilation thesis, the results of Q factor analysis performed 
in studies III and IV are called viewpoints to accentuate the predomi-
nantly subjective character of the mediated collectivity of elements in 
teachers’ cognition. They are therefore neither right nor wrong or claim 
to represent the entirety of possible viewpoints about the subject matter. 
However, they present a manageable amount of condensed data, visual-
ising transformation processes in the minds of teachers. 

 
Results 
The results of this thesis are diverse and multilayered. In responding to 
the first overarching research question, the present thesis concludes that 
the view of multilingualism is mostly atomistic in Sweden, stemming 
from long traditions of monolingualism on an overt and covert policy 
level. In Switzerland on the other hand, both, research results reviewed 
in article I and teachers’ viewpoints in article IV indicate a more holistic 
view of multilingualism. This stands in close connection to the country 
specific variety in the conceptualisation of the term multilingual student. 
While Swiss stakeholders seem to consider someone multilingual with 
competences in more than one language, discourses about multilingual 
students in Sweden often exclude native Swedish speakers, indicating a 
monolingual habitus (Gogolin, 1994) and a native-like benchmark re-
garding competency level. A great extent of this distinction can be un-
derstood by analysing individuals’ linguistic repertoire along two con-
tinua, representing curricular and biographic multilingualism respective-
ly. In addition, the English language is treated differently in the two 
contexts under scrutiny. In the Scandinavian country, the global lingua 
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franca is seen as a hinderance in developing linguistic diversity, while in 
the Swiss context, English is seen as an integral part of it. 

Considering multilingual development a vital task of compulsory 
schooling for all pupils, majority and minority language speakers alike, 
the present thesis vividly illustrates how multilingualism is, to a great 
extent in Sweden and almost comprehensively in Switzerland, theoreti-
cally regarded a resource. Influenced by a national identity and a com-
mon disciplinary socialisation through an intense professional develop-
ment course, participating Swiss teachers show a striking consensus in 
favour of a multilingualism as resource orientation (Lo Bianco, 2017). 
In Sweden, neither a national identity, nor any teacher education 
measures support teachers sufficiently in gaining a more pluralist view 
of multilingualism. The only origin of such viewpoints seems to be 
grounded in the extremely diverse student population in urban schools 
and teachers’ positive experience with lived linguistic diversity. In terms 
of teachers’ viewpoints about suggested pedagogical actions, the select-
ed contexts are more similar. The rather critical perspectives of multi-
lingualism in pedagogical terms emerged in both countries, allow the 
conclusion that large-scale innovations involving a paradigmatic shift in 
teachers’ cognition demand long-term time frames and increased levels 
of trust, motivational conditions and recurrent input and feedback. 

In responding to the second overarching research question, Q has 
been shown to be a valuable contribution to the educational researcher’s 
methodological repertoire. The systematic research review of 74 includ-
ed studies reported in article II illustrates how Q was applied successful-
ly to produce relevant findings improving instructional quality and pupil 
performance based on the science of learning development (Darling-
Hammond et al., 2019). Especially the methodology’s flexibility con-
cerning research design and study focus showcase the usability of this 
innovative approach. As a tool for critical reflection and mediation, Q’s 
data collection procedure, a card ranking activity, is considered a prom-
ising instrument leading to dialogues with participants form various 
stakeholder groups. Limitations of Q are the time-consuming prepara-
tion of data collection instruments, its relative rarity in educational re-
search and the fact that certain nuances of investigated phenomena 
might get missed despite the intense instrument validation process in-
volved. Moreover, Q’s inherently mixed method character requests re-
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searchers to possess expertise in both, qualitative and quantitative re-
search traditions. 

 
Contribution to Knowledge and Implications 
Nested at the crossroads of multilingualism, equity and policy in educa-
tion, the present research project contributes to a discussion about lan-
guage related discrimination and inequality in education. By investigat-
ing shared viewpoints about multilingualism with Q, research in this 
thesis permits the uncovering of clusters and communities of practice 
(Lave & Wenger, 1991). Through the selected comparative approach, it 
becomes clear how teachers in a specific context, wider in Switzerland 
and narrower in Sweden, act with a similar conceptual understanding of 
multilingualism. As an implication of this analysis, the term situated 
teaching is suggested. 

In terms of the enactment of educational policies, the current thesis 
proposes to provide teachers with motivational conditions to experi-
ment, especially if policies ask for an adaptation of their cognition and 
comfort zone. This includes aspects such as time and trust. Closely con-
nected is the call for additional support measures within the context of 
teachers’ pre- and in-service education. Constructive feedback cycles 
and awareness-raising activities will eventually support the transfor-
mation from teachers situated learning into their situated teaching. 

Regarding the second overarching research question, implications 
from the present thesis can be divided into two parts. Firstly, it was il-
lustrated how Q is a successful approach in educational research, partic-
ularly due to its flexibility. Secondly, suggestions are made concerning 
additional applications of Q methodology or at least parts of. As an edu-
cational tool, Q sorting should be used more often for teachers’ critical 
reflection, as a means for marginalised voices to be heard or to assess 
the current state of pupils’ knowledge development. As a mediational 
tool, Q can help uncover arguments, positions and underlying discourses 
about an issue to facilitate a dialogue in situations where stakeholders 
defend their own position. 
 
Directions for Further Research 
In the current project, teachers’ performance has not been investigated. 
Classroom observations with regard to how teachers handle multilin-



 

115 

gualism would allow to analysis in what way the two study components, 
understanding and pedagogy, are in line with their practical representa-
tion. Further validation of described viewpoints in articles III and IV 
could be achieved by interviewing a selection of teachers loading signif-
icantly on these viewpoints. Finally, replications of the included studies 
in a few years’ time would allow insights into developments in the re-
spective fields. 

Svenska 
Inledning 
Flerspråkighet anses vara en central fråga att ta i beaktande för att få 
bukt med diskriminering och ojämlikhet som kan förknippas med språk 
(Salzburg Global Seminar, 2018). I en tid av ökande språklig mångfald i 
elevpopulationen i dagens Europa tycks skolornas strategi fortsatt vara 
att ignorera barnens hemspråk för att i stället fokusera på att främja 
undervisning i och lärande av nationella språk. (Gogolin & Duarte, 
2013). Dessutom kan lärare, som nota bene anses inneha rollen som 
suveräna skiljedomare (Menken & García, 2010, Johnson, 2013) i en 
situerad språkpolicy (Hult, 2018), följa sin ”djupt rotade vana att utgå 
från att enspråkighet är normen i en nation4” (Gogolin, 2013, s. 41). 
Följaktligen blir det uppenbart hur språket, kunskapsutvecklingens 
primära redskap (Vygotskij, 1978), kan förstärka skillnader i 
utbildningsresultat och potentiellt riskera kvaliteten i den undervisning 
som språkliga minoriteter erhåller (Piller, 2016). Detta tvärvetenskapliga 
arbete kastar ljus över flerspråkighet i olika utbildningsmiljöer och 
placerar sig därför som en undersökning i skolväsendets vidare fält 
rörande språkrelaterade riktlinjer och planering.  
 
Syfte och forskningsfrågor 
Eftersom utbildningspraxis är ofrånkomligen kopplad till den 
sociopolitiska kontext i vilken den uppstår (Lo Bianco, 2007), syftar 
denna avhandling till att på ett jämförande sätt undersöka berördas 
åsikter om det svårhanterade lingvistiska problem (Rubin, 1986) som 
flerspråkigheten utgör, och därmed föra diskussionen framåt rörande de 
sätt som utbildning och forskning kan bidra till en omställning mot 
                                                        
4 Alla citat på engelska i denna svenska sammanfattning har översats av författaren. 
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större social rättvisa och förbättring för alla elever (United Nations, 
2018). 

Tre separata studier (artikel I, III och IV) har sin grund i en första 
undersökande forskningsfråga som syftar till att koppla öppen och 
förtäckt policy till praktik: Hur tar språkhantering i utbildningen form i 
förhållande till socialt situerade diskurser om flerspråkighet och 
(språk)policy? 

Som ett andra fokus för avhandlingen valdes Q-metodologin (Brown, 
2019), ett alternativt sätt att systematiskt och empiriskt undersöka 
subjektiva läraråsikter och därigenom bidra till att bättre förstå 
flerspråkighetens komplexitet i allmänhet och i utbildningssammanhang 
i synnerhet. På grund av metodologins status som en okonventionell och 
innovativ forskningsmetod (Brown & Rhoades, 2019) analyseras och 
problematiseras dess tillämpning inom utbildningsforskningen i artikel 
II. Avhandlingens andra övergripande forskningsfråga lyder därför som 
följer: Vilka fördelar och begränsningar föreligger i användandet av Q-
metodologin inom utbildningsforskningen? 
 
Teoretiska ramar 
Med förankring i en sociokulturell förståelse av hur en utbildningspolicy 
genomförs har denna avhandling sin teoretiska utgångspunkt i det 
ekologiska ramverk som utgörs av lärares agentskap (Priestley, Biesta & 
Robinson, 2015). Lärares agentskap tolkas som något man uppnår i och 
genom att involvera kontext på icke-linjära sätt och är ”en konfigurering 
av influenser från det förflutna, rörelser mot framtiden, samt 
involverandet av nuet” (Biesta, Priestley & Robinson, 2015, s. 626; 
betonat i originalet). Dessutom anses framträdandet av kognition, 
bestående av allt ”lärare vet, tror och tycker” (Borg, 2003, s. 81), som en 
komponent i lärares agentskap att delas mellan individer och 
möjliggöras genom mänskligt språk (Lo Bianco, 2010), då den i 
slutänden är beroende av kommunikation. Eftersom individens 
agentskap beträffande tolkning av riktlinjer och 
implementeringsprocesser har fått ökad uppmärksamhet när det gäller 
samtida forskning inom utbildningslingvistik kan lärare förväntas 
navigera riktlinjer i ljuset av sina egna subjektiva åsikter. 

I den här avhandlingen konceptualiseras flerspråkighet som bestående 
av en samhällelig och en individuell dimension (Cenoz, 2013). 
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Utvecklingen av den senare delas upp i ytterligare underavdelningar 
som läroplansrelaterad flerspråkighet (Krumm, 2004) och biografisk 
flerspråkighet. I syfte att operationalisera uppfattningar om 
flerspråkighet i avhandlingen har tre grundläggande synsätt, 
presenterade av Ruiz (1984), tillämpats: 

� Språket som ett problem – enspråkig habitus 
� Språket som en rättighet – lingvistiska mänskliga rättigheter 
� Språket som en resurs – flerspråkighet som en tillgång 

 
Studiens kontexter 
Den här avhandlingen är placerad i en europeisk kontext, en kontinent 
som lingvistiskt sett har karakteriserats som synnerligen diversifierad 
mot bakgrund av det stora antalet separata politiska enheter. De för 
studien valda kontexterna – Sverige och Schweiz – illustrerar en 
mångfald av spänningar och dilemman. Det relativt assimilationistiska 
perspektivet på gräsrotsnivå i det svenska samhället (Hyltenstam, 
Axelsson & Lindeberg, 2012) står i ett paradoxalt förhållande till 
”försöket att bli medveten om och tillmötesgå kulturell mångfald och att 
konstruera Sverige som ett mångkulturellt och tolerant samhälle” 
(Milani, 2008, s. 47). I det flerspråkiga Schweiz tillhandahåller tydliga 
distinktioner mellan språkområden genom territoriella principer 
tillräcklig grund för medborgarnas potentiellt enspråkiga habitus. Vad 
beträffar utbildningssystemets språkpolicy uppvisar den traditionella 
nationalstaten Sverige företrädesvis ett monolingvistiskt förhållningssätt 
i den obligatoriska skolans läroplan (Paulsrud, Zilliacus & Ekberg, 
2020). I det federala Schweiz syftar den gällande läroplanen till ”att 
bryta skolans monolingvistiska habitus” (Bertschy, Egli Cuenat & Stotz, 
2015, s. 4). Trots ländernas anmärkningsvärda skillnader beträffande 
politisk organisation och språkhistoria delar de båda europeiska 
nationerna en likartad samhällelig sammansättning. 
 
Metodologiska hänsynstaganden 
Denna jämförande forskningsstudie utgörs av fyra separata artiklar. 
Artikel I och II följde tillvägagångssättet i systematisk granskning 
(Newman & Gough, 2020, Eriksson Barajas, Forsberg & Wengström, 
2013) och för artikel III och IV valdes Q-metodologin, ett 
tillvägagångssätt som till sin inherenta karaktär är en mixad metod, för 
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att utforska ofta dolda och omedvetna åsikter som påverkar lärares 
agentskap i deras dagliga yrkesutövning. 

Avhandlingens initiala empiriska steg som redovisas i artikel I 
innebar att undersöka forskningsdiskurser rörande svenska och 
schweiziska riktlinjer för flerspråkighet i utbildningssystemet. Analysen 
av innehållet i tretton studier som publicerats mellan 2009 och 2016 
blottlade viktiga diskurser att ta i beaktande under projektets 
fortsättning, särskilt vid det förberedande arbetet med instrument för 
datainsamling till artikel III och IV. Genom att använda 
standardproceduren för Q-metodologisk forskning skapades och fördes 
två Q-set för två separata studiekomponenter. Att utforska vilken 
innebörd flerspråkighet har för lärare (förståelse), liksom att undersöka 
hur de anser att flerspråkighet ska hanteras i skolor (pedagogik) ansågs 
väsentligt för en förbättrad förståelse av begreppet kompetens som ett 
cykliskt kontinuum, samt för visualiseringen av en språkpolicy 
bestående av praktik, uppfattningar och hantering (Spolsky, 2009). 

I denna sammanläggningsavhandling används beteckningen åsikter 
för resultaten av Q-metodologisk analys som utförts i studierna III och 
IV, i syfte att framhäva den förhärskande subjektiva karaktären i den 
förmedlade kollektiviteten i beståndsdelarna i lärares kognition. De är 
därför vare sig rätt eller fel eller gör anspråk på att fullständigt 
representera möjliga åsikter om ämnet. Däremot representerar de en 
hanterbar mängd kondenserad data som visualiserar processerna i 
lärarnas tankebanor. 
 
Resultat 
Avhandlingens resultat är diversifierade och företer flera lager. Som 
svar på den första övergipande forskningsfrågan konkluderar den 
föreliggande avhandlingen att synen på flerspråkighet i Sverige är till 
större delen atomistisk, vilket härrör ur en lång tradition av enspråkighet 
på policynivå, både uttalat och outtalat. I Schweiz, å andra sidan, tyder 
såväl forskningsresultat redovisade i artikel I som lärares åsikter i artikel 
IV på en mer holistisk syn på flerspråkighet. Detta resultat står i nära 
relation till en landsspecifik skillnad i uppfattningen av begreppet 
flerspråkig elev. Medan schweiziska berörda tycks anse personer vara 
flerspråkiga om de innehar kompetens på mer än ett språk så utesluts i 
diskurser om flerspråkiga elever i Sverige ofta personer med svenska 
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som modersmål, vilket tyder på en monolingvistisk habitus (Gogolin, 
1994) och inhemsk benchmarking beträffande kompetensnivå. 
Distinktionen kan till stor del förstås genom att analysera individers 
lingvistiska repertoar längs två kontinua som respektive representerar 
läroplansrelaterad och biografisk flerspråkighet. Vid en djupare analys 
konstateras att engelskan behandlas totalt olika i de båda kontexterna. I 
det skandinaviska landet ses världens lingua franca som ett hinder när 
det gäller att utveckla en lingvistisk mångfald, medan engelskan i den 
schweiziska kontexten ses som en integrerad del. 

Med utgångspunkten att en utveckling av flerspråkighet är en 
väsentlig uppgift i den obligatoriska skolan gällande alla elever, för 
majoritetsspråk likaväl som för minoritetsspråk, illustrerar tydligt den 
föreliggande avhandlingen hur flerspråkighet, i stor utsträckning i 
Sverige och nästan helt och hållet i Schweiz, teoretiskt betraktas som en 
tillgång. Påverkade av en nationell identitet och en gemensam 
disciplinär socialisering i form av en intensiv yrkesutveckling uppvisar 
de deltagande schweiziska lärarna en påfallande konsensus till förmån 
för flerspråkighet som en resursorientering (Lo Bianco, 2017). I Sverige 
får lärarna inte tillräckligt stöd av vare sig någon nationell identitet eller 
åtgärder under lärarutbildningen så att de tillägnar sig en mer 
pluralistisk syn på flerspråkighet. Den enda källan till dylika åsikter 
tycks återfinnas i extremt diversifierade elevpopulationer i urbana 
miljöer och i lärares positiva erfarenheter av egenupplevd lingvistisk 
mångfald. Vad gäller lärares åsikter om föreslagna pedagogiska åtgärder 
är de valda kontexterna mer likartade. De relativt kritiska perspektiv på 
flerspråkighet i pedagogiska termer som framkom i båda länder tillåter 
slutsatsen att innovationer i stor skala, som inbegriper ett paradigmskifte 
i lärares kognition, kräver långsiktiga ramar och höjda nivåer av tillit, 
motiverande förutsättningar och återkommande input och återkoppling. 

Som svar på den andra övergripande forskningsfrågan har Q-
metodologin visat sig utgöra ett värdefullt bidrag till 
utbildningsforskarens metodologiska repertoar. Den systematiska 
forskningsgenomgången av 74 inkluderade studier som redovisas i 
artikel II illustrerade hur Q-metodologin framgångsrikt tillämpats för att 
producera relevanta fynd som förbättrar undervisningskvalitet och 
elevresultat baserat på vetenskapen om utvecklat lärande (Darling-
Hammond, Flook, Cook-Harvey, Barron & Osher, 2019). Särskilt 
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metodologins flexibilitet när det gäller forskningsdesign och 
undersökningsfokus framhäver användbarheten i detta innovativa 
angreppssätt. Som ett redskap för kritisk reflektion och mediation anses 
Q-metodologins datainsamlingsmetod, en kortrankningsaktivitet, vara 
ett lovande instrument som leder till dialog med deltagare från olika 
berörda grupper. Q-metodologins begränsninger är det tidsödande 
förberedelsearbetet med datainsamlingsinstrument, dess relativt 
sällsynta förekomst inom utbildningsforskningen och det faktum att 
vissa nyanser i undersökta fenomen kan missas trots den intensiva 
valideringsprocessen av instrument som involveras. Dessutom kräver Q-
metodologins inherenta blandmetodskaraktär att forskare besitter 
expertis i både kvalitativ och kvantitativ forskningstradition. 
 
Bidrag till kunskap och slutsatser 
Det föreliggande forskningsprojektet som vilar i flerspråkighetens 
korsväg, kapital och policy i skolvärlden, bidrar till en diskussion om 
språkrelaterad diskriminering och ojämlikhet i skolan. Genom att med 
Q-metodologin undersöka åsikter som delgivits i fråga om 
flerspråkighet låter avhandlingens forskning blottlägga praktikens 
kluster och gemenskaper (Lave & Wenger, 1991). Genom det valda 
komparativa angreppssättet tydliggörs hur lärare i en specifik kontext, 
vidare i Schweiz och trängre i Sverige, undervisar med ett likartat 
tänkesätt. Som en slutsats av denna analys föreslås termen situerad 
undervisning. 

Vad beträffar förverkligandet av utbildningssystemets riktlinjer 
föreslår den aktuella avhandlingen att lärare ges motiverande 
förutsättningar att experimentera, i synnerhet då riktlinjerna föreskriver 
en anpassning av lärares kognition och bekvämlighetszon. Detta 
inkluderar aspekter som tid och tillit. Nära förbundet härmed är 
efterfrågan på ytterligare stödåtgärder inom lärares utbildning och 
fortbildning. Konstruktiva återkopplingscykler och medvetandehöjande 
aktiviteter kommer till slut att främja transformeringen från situerat 
lärande till situerad undervisning för lärare. 

Beträffande den andra övergripande forskningsfrågan kan slutsater 
från den föreliggande avhandlingen delas in i två delar. För det första 
illustrerades Q-metodologin som en framgångsrik metod i 
utbildningsforskningen, särskilt tack vare dess flexibilitet. För det andra 
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framkastas förslag gällande ytterligare tillämpning av Q-metodologin, 
eller åtminstone delar av den. Som ett verktyg i skolvärlden bör Q-
sortering användas mer frekvent för lärares kritiska reflekterande, som 
ett sätt för marginaliserade röster att bli hörda eller skatta elevers 
aktuella kunskapsutveckling. Som ett mediationsverktyg kan Q-
metodologin bidra till att synliggöra argument, positioner och 
underliggande diskurser rörande en viss fråga och underlätta en dialog i 
lägen då berörda försvarar sin egen hållning. 
 
Anvisningar för vidare forskning 
I det aktuella projektet har lärares agerande inte undersökts. 
Klassrumsobservationer med hänsyn till hur lärare hanterar 
flerspråkighet skulle möjliggöra en analys av hur de båda 
komponenterna i studien, förståelse och pedagogik, ligger i linje med 
den praktiska representationen. Ytterligare validering av beskrivna 
åsikter i artikel III och IV skulle kunna uppnås genom att intervjua ett 
urval av lärare med signifikant hög laddning på dessa åsikter. Slutligen 
skulle en upprepning om ett par år av de inkluderade undersökningarna 
kunna ge information om utvecklingen inom de respektive fälten. 

Deutsch 
Einführung	
  
Mehrsprachigkeit wird als ein wichtiges Thema bei der Bekämpfung 
von Diskriminierung und Ungleichheit im Zusammenhang mit Sprache 
angesehen (Salzburg Global Seminar, 2018). In einer Zeit zunehmender 
sprachlicher Vielfalt der Schülerschaft im heutigen Europa, scheint die 
Bildungspolitik die Migrantensprachen von Kindern kontinuierlich zu 
ignorieren und sich stattdessen auf die Förderung des Lehrens und Ler-
nens von Nationalsprachen zu konzentrieren (Gogolin & Duarte, 
2013). Darüber hinaus können Lehrpersonen, nota bene als wichtige po-
litische Schiedsrichter (Menken & García, 2010, Johnson, 2013) in einer 
situierten Form der Sprachpolitik (Hult, 2018) bezeichnet, ihrer „tiefsit-
zenden Gewohnheit folgen, Monolingualismus als Norm in einer Nation 
anzunehmen5“ (Gogolin, 2013, S. 41). Infolgedessen wird deutlich, wie 
Sprache als wichtigstes Instrument für die Wissensentwick-
                                                        
5 Alle englischsprachigen Zitate in dieser deutschen Zusammenfassung wurden vom Autor übersetzt. 
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lung (Vygotskij, 1978), Unterschiede in den Bildungsergebnissen ver-
stärken und möglicherweise die Qualität der Bildung von sprachlichen 
Minderheiten (Piller, 2016) gefährden kann. Dieses interdisziplinäre 
Forschungsprojekt beleuchtet die Mehrsprachigkeit im Bildungsumfeld 
und positioniert sich daher als Studie im weiteren Bereich der Bildungs-
sprachenpolitik und -planung. 
 	
  
Ziel und Forschungsfragen	
  
Das Ziel dieser Doktorarbeit ist es, Diskussionen in Bezug auf mehr so-
ziale Gerechtigkeit und Besserstellung für alle Studierenden zu fördern 
(UN, 2018), indem Standpunkte verschiedener Interessengruppen über 
das vertrackte Sprachproblem (Rubin, 1986) der Mehrsprachigkeit un-
tersucht werden. Da Bildungspraktiken untrennbar mit dem gesell-
schaftspolitischen Kontext, in dem sie entstehen, verbunden sind (Lo 
Bianco, 2007), wurde für dieses Projekt ein komparativer Ansatz ge-
wählt. 

Drei getrennte Studien (Artikel I, III und IV) werden von einer ersten 
explorativen Forschungsfrage geleitet. Diese zielt darauf ab, offene und 
verdeckte politische Entscheidungen mit der Praxis zu verbinden: Wie 
gestaltet sich das Sprachmanagement in der Bildung in Bezug auf sozial 
situierte Diskurse über Mehrsprachigkeit und (Sprach-)Politik? 

Als zweiten Schwerpunkt dieser Arbeit wurde die Q Methodologie 
(Brown, 2019) als alternatives Mittel gewählt, um subjektive Stand-
punkte von Lehrpersonen systematisch und empirisch zu untersuchen. 
Damit trägt diese Doktorarbeit zu einem besseren Verständnis der Kom-
plexität der Mehrsprachigkeit im Allgemeinen und in der Bildung im 
Besonderen bei. Aufgrund des Status der Methodologie als unkonventi-
onelle und innovative Forschungsmethode (Brown & Rhoades, 
2019) werden ihre Anwendungen in der Bildungsforschung in Artikel II 
reviewed und kritisch diskutiert. Die zweite übergeordnete Forschungs-
frage in dieser Arbeit lautet daher wie folgt: Welche Vor- und Nachteile 
hat die Verwendung der Q Methodologie in der Bildungsforschung?	
  
 	
  
Theoretische Rahmenbedingungen	
  
Die theoretische Grundlage dieser Arbeit basiert auf einem soziokultu-
rellen Verständnis der Umsetzung der Bildungspolitik und einem ökolo-
gischen Rahmen der Teacher Agency (Priestley, Biesta & Robinson, 
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2015). Teacher Agency wird als etwas verstanden, das in und durch die 
Auseinandersetzung mit dem Kontext auf nichtlineare Weise erreicht 
wird, also „eine Konfiguration von Einflüssen aus der Vergangenheit, 
Orientierungen an der Zukunft und Auseinandersetzung mit 
der Gegenwart “ (Biesta, Priestley & Robinson, 2015, S. 626; Hervor-
hebung im Original). Darüber hinaus wird die Kognition, eine Kompo-
nente der Teacher Agency bestehend aus allem was „Lehrpersonen wis-
sen, glauben und denken“ (Borg, 2003, S. 81), mit Einzelpersonen ge-
teilt und ist letztendlich von Kommunikation durch die menschliche 
Sprache abhängig (Lo Bianco, 2010). Während Agency von Individuen 
in der Auslegung und Umsetzung der bildungspolitischen Entscheidun-
gen in der zeitgenössischen Forschung der pädagogischen Linguistik 
zunehmend Beachtung gefunden hat, wird angenommen, dass sich 
Lehrpersonen von subjektiven Standpunkten steuern lassen.	
  

In dieser Arbeit wird Mehrsprachigkeit aus einer gesellschaftlichen 
und einer individuellen Dimension zusammengesetzt (Cenoz, 2013). Die 
Entwicklung Letzteren ist weiter unterteilt in schulische/curriculare 
Mehrsprachigkeit (Krumm, 2004) und biografische Mehrsprachig-
keit. Um Standpunkte zu Mehrsprachigkeit in dieser Arbeit zu operatio-
nalisieren, wurde eine Anpassung der von Ruíz (1984) entwickelten drei 
grundlegenden Orientierungen angewendet:	
  

� Sprache als Problem - monolingualer Habitus 
� Sprache als Recht - sprachliche Menschenrechte 
� Sprache als Ressource - Mehrsprachigkeit als Ressource 

 	
  
Kontextuelle Hintergründe	
  
Diese Doktorarbeit wurde in einem europäischen Kontext verfasst. Eu-
ropa als Kontinent, wird aufgrund der großen Anzahl getrennter politi-
scher Einheiten als sprachlich sehr vielfältig charakterisiert und die aus-
gewählten Studienkontexte in Schweden und der Schweiz veranschauli-
chen eine Vielzahl von Spannungen und Dilemmas. Die eher assimilato-
rische Perspektive an der Basis der schwedischen Gesell-
schaft (Hyltenstam, Axelsson & Lindberg, 2012) steht in einem parado-
xen Verhältnis zu dem „Versuch, kulturelle Vielfalt zu erkennen und zu 
berücksichtigen und Schweden als multikulturelle und tolerante Gesell-
schaft aufzubauen“ (Milani, 2008, S. 47). In der mehrsprachigen 
Schweiz bietet die klare Unterscheidung zwischen Sprachregionen, ge-
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schaffen durch das Territorialitätsprinzip, genügend Grund für einen 
möglichen monolingualen Habitus ihrer Bürger. In Bezug auf die Bil-
dungssprachenpolitik zeigt der traditionelle schwedische Nationalstaat 
überwiegend eine einsprachige Ausrichtung im Lehrplan für die obliga-
torische Schule (Paulsrud, Zilliacus & Ekberg, 2020). In der föderalisti-
schen Schweiz zielt der aktuelle Lehrplan darauf ab, den einsprachigen 
Habitus der Schule zu brechen (Bertschy, Egli Cuenat & Stotz, 
2015). Trotz ihrer bemerkenswerten Unterschiede in Bezug auf ihre po-
litische Organisation und Sprachgeschichte teilen die beiden europäi-
schen Länder eine ähnliche gesellschaftliche Zusammensetzung.	
  
 	
  
Methodische Überlegungen	
  
Vier separate Artikel bilden den empirischen Schwerpunkt dieses ver-
gleichenden Fallstudien-Forschungsprojekts. Artikel I und II folgen dem 
Verfahren systematischer Reviews (Newman & Gough, 2020, Eriksson 
Barajas, Forsberg & Wengström, 2013). Um die häufig verdeckten und 
unbewussten Standpunkte, welche die Teacher Agency der Lehrperso-
nen in ihrer täglichen Praxis beeinflussen, zu untersuchen, wurde der 
inhärent gemischte Methodenansatz namens Q Methodologie (fortan 
Q) für Artikel III und IV gewählt. 

Der erste empirische Schritt in diesem Projekt ist in Artikel I be-
schrieben und bestand darin, Forschungsdiskurse über mehrsprachige 
schwedische und schweizerische bildungspolitische Dokumente syste-
matisch zu untersuchen. Die inhaltliche Analyse von dreizehn zwischen 
2009 und 2016 veröffentlichten Studien ergab wichtige Diskurse, die bei 
der Fortsetzung des Projekts berücksichtigt wurden. Insbesondere 
bei der Vorbereitung von Datenerfassungsinstrumenten für Artikel III 
und IV waren diese entscheidend. In Übereinstimmung mit dem Stan-
dardverfahren für Q Forschung wurden zwei Q Sets für zwei separate 
Studienkomponenten erstellt und pilotiert. Einerseits wurde untersucht, 
was Mehrsprachigkeit für Lehrpersonen bedeutet (Verständnis), ander-
seits wurde erforscht, wie sich Lehrpersonen die Handhabung von 
Mehrsprachigkeit in Schulen vorstellen können (Pädagogik). Diese 
konzeptuelle Unterscheidung wurde als ausschlaggebend für ein besse-
res Verständnis von Kompetenz als zyklisches Kontinuum und die Vi-
sualisierung der Sprachpolitik, bestehend aus Praxis, Überzeugungen 
und Management (Spolsky, 2009), eingeschätzt.	
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In dieser kumulativen Dissertation werden die Ergebnisse der in den 
Studien III und IV durchgeführten Q Faktoranalyse als Standpunkte 
(Viewpoints) bezeichnet, um den überwiegend subjektiven Charakter der 
vermittelten Kollektivität von Elementen in der Kognition der Lehrper-
sonen hervorzuheben. Sie sind daher weder richtig noch falsch. Auch 
wird kein Anspruch erhoben, die Gesamtheit möglicher Standpunkte 
zum Thema zu vertreten. Sie präsentieren jedoch eine überschaubare 
Menge an komprimierten Daten und visualisieren Transformationspro-
zesse in den Köpfen der Lehrpersonen.	
  
	
  
Ergebnisse	
  
Die Ergebnisse dieser Doktorarbeit sind vielfältig und vielschichtig. In 
Bezug auf die erste übergeordnete Forschungsfrage kommt die vorlie-
gende Arbeit zu dem Schluss, dass das Verständnis von Mehrsprachig-
keit in Schweden meist atomistisch ist. Dies ist auf eine lange Tradition 
von Einsprachigkeit sowohl auf einer offenen als auch auf einer ver-
deckten politischen Ebene zurückzuführen. In der Schweiz hingegen 
weisen sowohl die in Artikel I besprochenen Forschungsergebnisse als 
auch die Ansichten der Lehrpersonen in Artikel IV auf eine ganzheitli-
chere Sichtweise der Mehrsprachigkeit hin. Dies steht in engem Zu-
sammenhang mit der länderspezifischen Vielfalt bei der Konzeptualisie-
rung des Begriffs mehrsprachige SchülerInnen. Während Schweizer 
Vertreter jemanden als mehrsprachig bezeichnen, der oder die Kompe-
tenzen in mehr als einer Sprache aufweist, schliessen Diskurse über 
mehrsprachige SchülerInnen in Schweden häufig schwedische Mutter-
sprachlerInnen aus. Dies weist auf einen monolingualen Habi-
tus (Gogolin, 1994) und einen muttersprachlichen Vergleichspunkt hin-
sichtlich des Kompetenzniveaus hin. Ein grosser Teil dieser Unterschei-
dung kann durch die Analyse des sprachlichen Repertoires von Personen 
entlang zweier Kontinua verstanden werden, die der schulischen bzw. 
der biografischen Mehrsprachigkeit. Darüber hinaus wird in den beiden 
Kontexten die englische Sprache unterschiedlich behandelt. Im skandi-
navischen Land wird die globale lingua franca als Hindernis für die 
Entwicklung der sprachlichen Vielfalt angesehen, während im schwei-
zerischen Kontext Englisch als integraler Bestandteil davon angesehen 
wird.	
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In Anbetracht der mehrsprachigen Entwicklung, die für alle Schüle-
rInnen, ungeachtet ob einer Mehrheit oder einer  Minderheit angehö-
rend, eine wichtige Aufgabe der Schulpflicht darstellt, zeigt die vorlie-
gende Arbeit anschaulich, wie die Mehrsprachigkeit in Schweden weit-
gehend und in der Schweiz fast umfassend als theoretische Ressource 
angesehen wird. Beeinflusst von einer nationalen Identität und einer 
gemeinsamen disziplinarischen Sozialisierung durch einen intensiven 
Fortbildungskurs, zeigen die teilnehmenden Schweizer Lehrkräfte einen 
bemerkenswerten Konsens zugunsten einer Mehrsprachigkeit als Res-
source-Orientierung (Lo Bianco, 2017). In Schweden unterstützen we-
der eine nationale Identität noch Massnahmen in der Lehrerbildung die 
Lehrpersonen ausreichend, um eine pluralistischere Sichtweise der 
Mehrsprachigkeit zu erlangen. Der einzige Ursprung solcher Standpunk-
te scheint in der äusserst unterschiedlichen Schülerbevölkerung in städ-
tischen Schulen und den positiven Erfahrungen der Lehrerkräfte mit ge-
lebter sprachlicher Vielfalt zu liegen. In Bezug auf die Standpunkte der 
Lehrpersonen zu vorgeschlagenen pädagogischen Maßnahmen, sind die 
ausgewählten Kontexte ähnlicher. Die in beiden Ländern eher kritischen 
Perspektiven zur Mehrsprachigkeit in pädagogischer Hinsicht lassen den 
Schluss zu, dass gross angelegte Innovationen, die einen paradigmati-
schen Wandel in der Wahrnehmung der Lehrer beinhalten, langfristige 
Zeitrahmen und ein höheres Mass an Vertrauen, Motivationsbedingun-
gen sowie wiederkehrenden Input und Feedback erfordern.	
  

Bei der Beantwortung der zweiten übergreifenden Forschungsfrage 
hat sich gezeigt, dass Q einen wertvollen Beitrag zum methodischen 
Repertoire des Bildungsforschers leistet. Das systematische Review von 
74 eingeschlossenen Studien in Artikel II illustriert, wie Q erfolgreich 
angewendet wurde um relevante Erkenntnisse für die Verbesserung der 
Unterrichtsqualität und der Schülerleistungen (Darling-Hammond, et al., 
2019) zu produzieren. Insbesondere die Flexibilität der Methode in Be-
zug auf Forschungsdesign und Studienschwerpunkt zeigt die Verwend-
barkeit dieses innovativen Ansatzes. Als Instrument zur kritischen Re-
flexion und Mediation wird das Datenerfassungsverfahren von Q, eine 
Kartenranking-Aktivität (Q sorting), als vielversprechendes Instrument 
angesehen, welches zu Dialogen mit Teilnehmern aus verschiedenen In-
teressengruppen führen kann. Einschränkungen von Q sind die zeitauf-
wändige Vorbereitung von Datenerfassungsinstrumenten, die relative 
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Seltenheit der Methodologie in der Bildungsforschung und die Tatsache, 
dass bestimmte Nuancen der untersuchten Phänomene trotz des intensi-
ven Instrumentenvalidierungsprozesses möglicherweise übersehen wer-
den. Darüber hinaus verlangt Q als Mixed Method Forschungsansatz 
Expertise in sowohl qualitativer wie auch quantitativer Forschungstradi-
tion.	
  
	
  
Beitrag zu Wissen und Implikationen	
  
Das vorliegende Forschungsprojekt befindet sich an der Schnittstelle 
von Mehrsprachigkeit, Gerechtigkeit und Bildungspolitik und trägt zu 
einer Diskussion über sprachbedingte Diskriminierung und Ungleichheit 
in der Bildung bei. Durch die Untersuchung gemeinsamer Sichtweisen 
zur Mehrsprachigkeit mit Q ermöglicht die Forschung in dieser Doktor-
arbeit die Aufdeckung von praxisbezogenen Communities (Lave & 
Wenger, 1991). Durch den gewählten vergleichenden Ansatz wird deut-
lich, wie Lehrpersonen in einem bestimmten Kontext, der in der 
Schweiz breiter und in Schweden enger ist, mit einer ähnlichen Denk-
weise unterrichten. Als Implikation dieser Analyse wird der Be-
griff situierter Unterricht vorgeschlagen.	
  

In Bezug auf die Umsetzung bildungspolitischer Maßnahmen emp-
fiehlt die aktuelle Arbeit, Lehrpersonen motivierende Bedingungen zum 
Experimentieren zu bieten. Dies beinhaltet Aspekte wie Zeit und Ver-
trauen und ist umso wichtiger, wenn politische Entscheidungen eine 
Anpassung der Kognition und Komfortzone von Lehrpersonen erfor-
dern.  Eng damit verbunden ist die Forderung nach zusätzlichen Unter-
stützungsmassnahmen im Rahmen der Aus- und Weiterbildung von 
Lehrkräften. Konstruktive Feebackzyklen und Sensibilisierungsmass-
nahmen werden letztendlich die Umwandlung von situiertem Lernen in 
situiertes Unterrichten unterstützen.	
  

In Bezug auf die zweite übergeordnete Forschungsfrage lassen sich 
die Implikationen der vorliegenden Arbeit in zwei Teile untertei-
len. Zunächst wurde gezeigt, wie erfolgreich Q in der Bildungsfor-
schung ist, insbesondere aufgrund ihrer Flexibilität. Zweitens können 
Vorschläge bezüglich zusätzlicher Anwendungen von Q oder zumindest 
Teilen davon gemacht werden. Als pädagogisches Instrument sollte Q 
sorting häufiger zur kritischen Reflexion von Lehrpersonen verwendet 
werden, um marginalisierte Stimmen zu hören oder den aktuellen Stand 
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der Wissensentwicklung der SchülerInnen zu bewerten. Als Mediations-
instrument kann Q dabei helfen, Argumente, Positionen und zugrunde 
liegende Diskurse zu einem Thema aufzudecken, um einen Dialog in 
Situationen zu ermöglichen, in denen Interessenvertreter ihre eigene Po-
sition verteidigen.	
  
	
  
Anweisungen für die weitere Forschung	
  
Die Performanz der Lehrpersonen wurde im aktuellen Projekt nicht un-
tersucht. Beobachtungen im Klassenzimmer im Hinblick darauf, wie 
Lehrpersonen mit Mehrsprachigkeit tatsächlich umgehen, würden eine 
Analyse ermöglichen, inwiefern die beiden Studienkomponen-
ten Verständnis und Pädagogik mit ihrer praktischen Darstellung über-
einstimmen. Eine weitere Validierung der in den Artikeln III und IV be-
schriebenen Standpunkte könnte erreicht werden, indem eine Auswahl 
von Lehrpersonen befragt wird, die diese Standpunkte deutlich darstel-
len. Schliesslich würden Replikationen aller vier eingeschlossenen Stu-
dien in einigen Jahren Einblicke in die Entwicklungen in den jeweiligen 
Bereichen ermöglichen.	
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APPENDIX 

Consent Form (Swedish) 

 
 
 
 
 

 
Forskningsprojektet 
The teachers’ social construction of multilingualism - a comparative case study 
analysis in Sweden and Switzerland 
 
Forskningsledare 
Adrian Lundberg, adrian.lundberg@mah.se  
 
Information före studiens genomförande 
Syftet med min forskning är att jämföra lärares uppfattning av flerspråkighet i Sverige och 
Schweiz. 
 
Metoden jag använder är Q-methodology och innebär att en grupp lärare får ett antal 
påstående om flerspråkighet att rangordna inbördes. Det finns inga ’rätt’ eller ’fel’ utan 
studien bygger på att se på vilket sätt flerspråkighet i skolan uppfattas i Sverige respektive 
Schweiz.  
 
Studien är anonym och det kommer inte att framgå vilka personer som deltagit eller vilken 
skola de arbetar på. Allt deltagande är frivilligt.  
 
Genom att skriva under det här dokumentet lämnar du ditt medgivande till att:  
 

• Du har givits full insyn i syftet med studien. Forskningsledaren har rätt att använda 
din data tills akademiska publikationer och presentationer.  
 

• Du förstår att data rapporteras anonymt, men att studiens data genom svensk 
lagstiftning under sällsynta omständigheter kan tvingas att presentera till andra 
forskare som vill undersöka eventuella avvikelser.  
 

•  Du förstår att du kan välja att avbryta deltagandet när som helst under studiens 
genomförande om du så skulle önska.  
 

 
 
 

 
 
Datum  Ort           Namnteckning 
  
 
 
          _________________________________________________ 
    Namnförtydligande 
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Questionnaire on Demographic Information  
(Swedish) 
 

 
 

Demografisk information 
 

Kön   Födelseår 

………………………………                 ………………………………………………. 

På vilka språk kan du kommunicera? Markera din nivå genom ett kryss i skalan. 

Exempel: Spanska …….          grundläggande |----------------------------X----------| avancerad 

1. ………………………        grundläggande |----------------------------------------| avancerad 

2. ………………………          grundläggande |----------------------------------------| avancerad 

3. ………………………          grundläggande |----------------------------------------| avancerad 

4. ………………………          grundläggande |----------------------------------------| avancerad 

5. ………………………          grundläggande |----------------------------------------| avancerad 

Vilka språk pratade dina föräldrar med dig som barn? 

………………………………………………………………………………………………. 

………………………………………………………………………………………………. 

Har du bott utomlands? Var och hur länge? 

………………………………………………………………………………………………. 

………………………………………………………………………………………………. 

Vad har du för utbildning/ar? Fyll i examensår.  

examensår utbildning Kommentar 

 Grundskollärare  

 Förskolelärare  

 Speciallärare  

 Specialpedagog  

 Rektor  

   

   

 

Vilka ämnen undervisar du i? 

………………………………………………………………………………………………. 

 
Tack för att du är med i undersökningen! 
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Sorting Help (Swedish) 
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Items in Component 1 understanding  (Switzerland) 
Item 
no. 

Item 

1 Multilingualism is a resource when learning a new language. 
2 Multilingualism develops verbal skills. 

3 
Multilingualism increases the capacity to use effective reading 
strategies. 

4 Multilingualism is the key to effective communication. 
5 Multilingualism produces cognitive advantages. 
6 Multilingualism allows new perspectives on surroundings. 
7 Multilingualism provides possibilities for contacts. 
8 Multilingual students are more flexible in their thoughts. 
9 Multilingual students have better chances to get employed. 

10 
Multilingual students are weaker in their mother tongue than 
monolingual students. 

11 Multilingual students have problems with (Swiss-)German. 
12 Multilingual students have a bigger vocabulary. 

13 
One that can communicate in more than two languages is mul-
tilingual. 

14 Multilingual students are a valuable source for society. 

15 
Multilingual students show greater acceptance for other cul-
tures. 

16 
Multilingual students can support monolingual students in lan-
guage classes. 

17 Multilingual students can speak all their languages fluently. 

18 
Multilingual students have another mother tongue than (Swiss-
)German. 

19 Multilingual students often have problems at school. 

20 
Multilingual students can observe their own culture from dif-
ferent perspectives. 

21 
Multilingualism provides possibilities to partake in an interna-
tional study and work context. 

22 Multilingualism can be frustrating. 
23 Multilingualism is more than just verbal language use. 
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24 Monolingually raised children can become multilingual. 

25 
The multilingual students’ parents’ (Swiss-)German compe-
tence is crucial for a successful collaboration between school 
and parents. 

26 
Multilingual students benefit from the mother tongue spoken 
at home. 

27 Multilingualism leads to negative changes in school. 

28 
The examination with multilingualism broadens my personal 
horizon as a teacher. 

29 Multilingualism hinders the communication of social values. 

30 
Multilingualism has too much significance in the discussion 
about school. 

31 Multilingualism is a consequence of massimmigration. 

32 
Multilingual language use leads to fuzzy lines between sepa-
rate languages. 

33 
Multilingual students are ashamed of using their mother 
tongue. 

34 Multilingualism’s potential is not exhausted in school. 
35 The school is heavily shaped by the students’ multilingualism. 

36 
The acquisition of two foreign languages negatively influences 
our school language. 

37 
A student with mother tongue like skills in (Swiss-)German is 
considered monolingual even tough s/he speaks another lan-
guage at home. 

38 
Students taking mother tongue instruction feel more secure in 
their identity. 

39 
When multilingual students switch between languages, they 
switch between different independent language systems. 
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Items in Component 2 pedagogy  (Switzerland)  
Item 
no. 

Item 

1 
It is important that students with low motivation can be dis-
pensed from foreign language classes. 

2 Multilingualism is an important topic for school. 
3 A common language is important. 
4 Multilingual students need additional support to learn German. 

5 
Multilingual students should not learn additional languages, 
but focus on the ones they already know. 

6 Everybody should be functionally trilingual. 
7 Multilingual students need special education support. 

8 
Multilingual and monolingual students should learn German 
separately. 

9 Multilingualism is a right at school. 

10 
Multilingual students should be evaluated in their mother 
tongue. 

11 Schools should have access to multilingual material. 

12 
Competencies in more than two languages are unnecessary. 
One foreign language is enough. 

13 
The cooperation with the multilingual students’ parents is vital 
for the 
students’ success. 

14 Teaching materials should include multilingualism as a topic. 

15 
A common attitude of towards multilingualism is important 
within the teaching staff. 

16 
Schools ought to change their way of teaching due to the soci-
ety’s increased multilingualism. 

17 Separate languages should be taught separately. 

18 
Students should be encouraged to use their full linguistic rep-
ertoire. 

19 
The school needs more concrete guidelines concerning multi-
lingualism. 
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20 
I treat every student the same, regardless of their mother 
tongue. 

21 
Here, German is the norm and not the students’ multilingual-
ism. 

22 
Students with a migration background should be dispensed 
from foreign language classes. 

23 Multilingualism should be a part of teachers’ education. 

24 
Multilingual students should take a preparatory course before 
they take part in regular classes. 

25 
Multilingual students often need reduced individual learning 
objectives. 

26 
Multilingual students have the right to receive individual sup-
port in their mother tongue. 

27 
Teaching staff should receive information about multilingual-
ism to hand out to parents and students. 

28 
Being allowed to use all their languages during lessons helps 
multilingual students in their learning. 

29 We need a “German-only policy” in our public schools here. 

30 
I don’t understand the students’ mother tongue, so I don’t want 
them to use them. 

31 
Teachers of different language subjects should collaborate 
closely. 

32 
A central task of the teacher is the systematic support of the 
students’ multilingual self-perception. 
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Multilingual educational language policies
in Switzerland and Sweden
A meta-analysis

Adrian Lundberg
Malmö University

Multilingualism represents a global challenge and a goal of education in
European states. This meta-analysis examines how research studies on mul-
tilingual educational policy documents on a macro-level (national/regional)
in Sweden and Switzerland differ in terms of foci and how the discourses in
the articles represent different treatments of multilingual educational lan-
guage policies. These countries were selected because of their similarities
regarding the societal context, but they are different in regard to language
policy issues and political formation. The articles were systematically identi-
fied via two databases, ERIC and LLBA, and in order to examine the latest
developments after the introduction of a new language act in Sweden and
the harmonization of public education in Switzerland in 2009, only research
articles published between 2009 and 2016 were included. The results of the
study suggest that a monolingual habitus exists in the Swedish nation state
context compared to a more pluralistic approach in Switzerland. The most
noteworthy result is the diverging definitions of multilingualism and
plurilingual students and how this understanding influences the treatment of
educational policies in these two linguistically and culturally superdiverse
European countries.

Keywords: language policy, European Union, multilingualism,
plurilingualism, Sweden, Switzerland, educational language policy,
curriculum

In 2009, Sweden introduced a new Language Act (2009, p.600) to protect the
Swedish language by making it the official principal language in the country. The
Act’s different provisions to ensure that an individual is given access to language
was aimed at finding strategies for balanced multilingualism. In the same year,
Switzerland agreed on the harmonization of compulsory education, including the
introduction of a new language curriculum based on multilingualism. The sys-
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tematic meta-analysis offered in this article therefore synthesizes research results
on multilingual educational language policies from the two countries in order to
identify and describe the predominant research topics during the implementation
process in the years after the policy changed.

As Daryai-Hansen et al. (2015, p. 110) note, “while the idea of plurilingual
competence is well accepted in research on language education and promoted in
language policies, it is not established in education in general.” A related conclu-
sion is arrived at by Gogolin and Duarte (2013, p.6) who state that the notion “of
a ‘language’ as a homogeneous and clearly defined or definable object, which can
be linked to a likewise identifiable ‘people’ […] may no longer be reflected in state
of the art research on language phenomena.” However, it prevails in the politi-
cal sphere, educational practice, and as a common belief in European societies. In
contrast to this ideology, sociolinguistic research shows that hundreds of millions
use two or more languages without any particular difficulties, and “multilingual-
ism is increasingly frequently seen as an emblem of identity – an essential compo-
nent of European culture” (Lüdi & Py, 2009, p.156). According to Jessner (2008,
p. 27), “The application of monolingual norms to multilingual contexts is still pre-
dominant, despite the efforts of the European Union to foster plurilingualism.”
Gogolin’s hypothesis concerning the teachers’ monolingual orientation in Euro-
pean schools “is an intrinsic element of their professional ‘habitus’ as members
of the nation state school system” (2013, p. 42). She uses the term ‘monolingual
habitus’ as “the deep-seated habit of assuming monolingualism as the norm in a
nation” (2013, p.41). As a consequence, for these rather traditional classrooms,
language subjects are often kept totally apart. Teachers with a monolingual habi-
tus would therefore “keep knowledge about other languages, including the L1 [the
students’ first language], out of the classroom in order not to confuse students”
(Jessner, 2008, p. 39). Also, according to Busch (2011, p. 545), “Most of the Euro-
pean education systems are still under the heavy influence of monolingual and
homoglossic ideologies.” While education systems continue to apply the construct
of the monolingual habitus “displaying monolingual self conceptions in their con-
stitutions, structures and practical arrangements” (Gogolin & Duarte, 2013, p. 1),
we live in a superdiverse society (Vertovec, 2007). The large number of refugees
making their way to Europe since 2015 is only the latest development of a process
that has already been in existence for several decades. Moreover, multiculturalism
and multilingualism in Europe is by no means limited to refugees but “is affected
by the now ubiquitous process of economic globalization and transnational activ-
ities of population mobility, wars, activism, and networking and communication
technologies” (Lo Bianco & Bal, 2016, pp. 4–5).

By synthesizing research results on multilingual educational policy docu-
ments on a macro-level (national/regional) in the nation states of Sweden and

46 Adrian Lundberg



federalist Switzerland, it is possible to contrast the predominant foci and identify
the similarities and differences of these countries. The comparison is relevant,
as members of the Swiss educational arena are expected to be less guided by a
monolingual habitus due to the country’s political and multilingual origins. While
Switzerland and Sweden are different in terms of their political organization and
language policy issues, their societal contexts are similar, with 8 to respectively
10 million inhabitants and around 200 languages used on a daily basis by many
immigrants in both countries. Also, their Life Satisfaction Index by the OECD’s
Better Life Index, which measures the well-being of societies is on a comparable
level with 7.3 for Sweden and 7.6 for Switzerland out of 10 (OECD, 2017).

The aims of this meta-analysis are to identify and describe published research
results on multilingual educational policy documents and how the findings differ
between Switzerland and Sweden regarding the treatment of these policy docu-
ments. Two research questions have been formulated in order to achieve these
aims:

1. What are the predominant foci in research results on Swedish and Swiss mul-
tilingual educational policy documents?

2. Do these findings show a rather monolingual or pluralistic approach in the
treatment of current educational language policies?

Sufficient information about the sociolinguistic context of the two countries and
the topic of multilingualism and multiculturalism in Europe provides a clear
understanding of the situation in the two selected countries. After the section on
the methodology used in this article, the results of the studies are discussed. Thus,
this article seeks to contribute to the understanding of different educational policy
contexts connected to multicultural and multilinguistic issues.

Sociolinguistic and policy context

In terms of research on multilingual education, Busch (2011) describes two shift-
ing paradigms in Europe. First, a more sociolinguistic approach has been taken
into consideration, which views schools from the perspective of a historical-crit-
ical analysis by emphasizing the school’s social functions, criticizing its monolin-
gual habitus, and advocating for an approach that relates teaching and learning
practices to the specific social contexts. Moreover, the growing interest in bilin-
gual or multilingual situations influences this. Second, in a more speaker-centered
perspective, languages are no longer regarded as segmented, autonomous entities
but rather, as holistic conceptions of plurilingual competences which are multiple,
dynamic, integrated, contextualized, and individualized is used (Lüdi & Py, 2009).
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Thus, access to different forms of multilingual education is increasingly seen as a
necessary right for all learners, as it represents a resource on both the individual
and societal levels (Lo Bianco, 2001).

This meta-analysis compares the development of the adjustments in European
Union (EU) educational language policy based on the shifts described above in
two European countries: Sweden, a EU member state since 1995, and Switzerland,
one of the few countries in Western Europe that is not a member of the Euro-
pean Union but nevertheless adapts EU language policy recommendations like
the “mother tongue plus 2” objective.

During the 2002 European Council in Barcelona, the Heads of State or Gov-
ernment of the EU called for at least two foreign languages to be taught from a
very early age (European Commission, 2005). This eventually resulted in the pol-
icy objective, “Mother tongue plus two other languages,” already described in the
European Commission’s action plan (European Commission, 2004). This usually
means that English is one of the two other languages to be learned if English is not
the mother tongue. For immigrants, the European Commission (2009) suggests
that “Non-native speakers should therefore include the host-country language in
their ‘one-plus-two’ combination.”

Some noteworthy differences between Sweden and Switzerland are to be
found in the two countries’ political organization and their language history
(including ideologies and policies). Given that “states typically license, authorize,
fund, or certify educational practices” (Lo Bianco, 2008), differences in the politi-
cal formation of states influence their educational systems and curricula. History
in general “occupies an important position in most work in language policy
and planning, whether at the micro-level of interpersonal communication or the
macro-level of state formation” (Ricento, 2006, p.129). From a historical-struc-
tural standpoint in language policy and planning, where “historical processes are
linked with language policies that contribute to (or undermine) language-related
hierarchies” (Tollefson, 2015, p.141), it is therefore inevitable to take a closer look
at the two countries’ history and central concepts in a historical-structural analy-
sis, such as power and hierarchy in the two selected contexts.

Sweden

Because Swedish is officially used by the Church and the State, Sweden appears
to be unproblematically monolingual (Boyd, 2011). As Hult (2004, p.181) writes,
the country “might best be characterized as a multilingual polity with a monolin-
gual image.” He continues, stating that “the Swedish language has been, and still is,
central in shaping what it means to be Swedish.” This is a characteristic trademark
of nation states that, according to Busch (2011, p.545), remain the major players

48 Adrian Lundberg



in language and education policy. While trying to adapt education plans to the
European requirements of multilingual education, the political discourse in many
countries “foregrounds proficiency in the official national language(s) as exclusive
means and as the proof of successful ‘integration’ into ‘majority culture’.” In respect
to Sweden, Milani (2007) claims that a nation state experiencing an increased lin-
guistic heterogeneity will also experience conflicting language ideologies as the
people construct a new sociolinguistic landscape.

According to Andersson and Lundström (2010), the percentage of people who
live in Sweden but were born outside of Sweden rose from about 11% in the year
2000 to about 14% in 2008. In 2015, the number had reached 17% (Statistics Swe-
den, 2015). However, societal multilingualism is not only determined by the num-
ber of people immigrating to a country but also by the number of people born
where the national language is not their mother tongue. According to Statistics
Sweden, by 2015, 22.2% of the inhabitants in Sweden had a foreign background.1

This heterogeneity has also had an impact on the education system and policy:

Society itself has changed rather dramatically during the last 10 years. Sweden is
no longer a homogenate society with small differences between various groups
and classes. Sweden is now a multicultural society, and class differences are
increasing. These differences tend to effect variations within the education sys-
tem. Variations or inequalities […] in the education system are not necessarily
effects of education reform; they could be the result of societal change.

(Wildt-Persson & Rosengren, 2002, p. 318)

Sweden is no exception in terms of having a history of multilingualism, especially
when one considers that the Sami and Finnish-speaking minorities have inhabited
Sweden for a long time. If the Swedish empire of the late seventeenth century is
taken into consideration, 14 different languages and many varieties show proof of
a multilingual nation even then (Winsa, 2005). Nevertheless, the Swedish-speak-
ing majority had never felt challenged in a way that language policy had to be
made more overt until the 1990s, when the Swedish Language Council initiated
the endeavor of developing a new language act. These shifts in Swedish language
policy are well-described by Boyd and Huss (2001), who mainly focus on the
relation of the Swedish language to English and other minority languages. Also,
according to the recent analysis by Halonen, Ihalainen, and Saarinen (2015), given
the presumed unproblematic monolingual nature of Sweden, language policy has
become explicitly problematized at the governmental level only since the begin-
ning of the twenty-first century.

1. People of foreign background are per definition born abroad or born in Sweden to two par-
ents born abroad.
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Faced with the recognition of Swedish as an official and working language of
EU institutions due to the accession of Sweden to the EU in 1995, and coupled
with rising immigration and a further diversification of the linguistic landscape,
an ambitious policy report entitled “Mål i mun” (SOU, 2002) was published by
the parliamentary Committee on the Swedish Language. The document consists
of nearly six hundred pages of proposals related to the promotion of the Swedish
language. Nevertheless, it was only in the Language Act of 2009, in accordance
with the language planning goals that were adopted in 20052 ("Bästa språket – en
samlad svensk språkpolitik," 2005/06:2), that Swedish was officially defined as the
‘main language’ of Swedish society as well as the language of administration. The
new language law was the answer to an imbalance in terms of language rights. In
1999, Sweden ratified the Council of Europe Framework convention for the Pro-
tection of National Minorities and the European Charter of Regional and Minor-
ity Languages, by which Finnish, Sámi, Meänkieli, the Romani chib, and Yiddish
maintained their status as minority languages (Lindberg, 2007). This meant that
for some years, in contrast to the five minority languages, Swedish itself had no
legally recognized status. While the minority languages’ official status (see also
Hult, 2004; Hyltenstam & Milani, 2005) was confirmed, the Language Act was
mainly about securing the development of Swedish, its constant use in interna-
tional contexts, and the right of every inhabitant of the country to have access to
learning the language (Halonen et al., 2015). This last aim can be viewed as an
attempt at implementing the EU goal of the mastery of three languages (mother
tongue plus two) mentioned earlier in this article (Norrby, 2008).

A special focus was placed on the relationship between Swedish and English
in addition to the societal multilingualism due to almost 200 ‘immigrant’ minority
languages with no official status, although their speech communities far out-
number at least four of the five official minority languages. This is especially the
case with English,3 which is widespread in many societal domains like culture,
higher education, and internationally oriented companies and seen as a threat to
Swedish. The following quotation is taken from the English version of the website
of the Language Council of Sweden (Institutet för språk och folkminne, 2016):

2. There are four national language planning goals:

1. Swedish shall be the principal language of Sweden.
2. Swedish shall be a complete language in the sense that it shall function as a vehicle of com-

munication in all areas of society.
3. Swedish in official and public use shall be correct but also simple and easy to understand.
4. Everyone has the right to languages – to Swedish, their mother tongue and foreign languages.

3. According to estimates, 75% of the Swedish adult population is able to read an English news-
paper or manage an ordinary conversation (Josephson, 2003).
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During the last decades, English has started to compete with Swedish in a grow-
ing number of fields in Swedish society – in large, international companies, in the
educational system and in the media industry. This poses a threat to democratic
values as many Swedes have insufficient knowledge of English.

However, viewing English as a threat is only true for a limited circle of language
professionals. English enjoys a good reputation with the rest of the population,
while immigrant languages are regarded with suspicion and considered a threat
to the Swedish language (Lindberg, 2007). According to Hyltenstam (1999), the
strong presence of English in high-status domains might create a diglossic situa-
tion with Swedish being the low-status variant. People with limited or no English
proficiency could be excluded from important and powerful social discussions
and decisions. However, other experts claim that no research confirms a domain-
by-domain language shift (Boyd & Dahl, 2006). Sundberg (2013, p.212) states that
the policy “attempts to ‘protect’ the Swedish language in a situation in which Eng-
lish is becoming too powerful in certain areas while at the same time recognizing
its importance and supporting a balanced bilingualism by promoting parallel pro-
ficiencies in the two languages.” Generally, these contrasting opinions are inter-
esting when bearing in mind Tollefson’s (2006, p. 42) comparison of traditional
research and a critical approach in language policy research. He states that “tra-
ditional research […] is characterized by the assumption that language policies
are usually adopted to solve problems of communication in multilingual settings
and to increase social and economic opportunities for linguistic minorities” while
“a critical approach acknowledges that policies often create and sustain various
forms of social inequality, and that policy-makers usually promote the interests of
dominant social groups.”

According to Norrby (2008, p.73), the result of the most recent Swedish lan-
guage politics is “societal monolingualism with Swedish being used for inter-
action in public life, whereas multiculturalism and multilingualism remain a
question for the individual to pursue in private life.” This indicates that in order
to achieve the language policy objective of the European Union (mother tongue
plus two), the majority population whose first language is Swedish has to do more
than expected by the Swedish Language Act. Winsa (2005, p.320) calls this devel-
opment an assimilation policy with a nationalistic attitude, which is “a natural
part of the Swedish monolingual identity, not one derived from a long tradition
of language planning.” In contrast to Winsa’s statement, Hyltenstam, Axelsson,
and Lindberg (2012) mention the tension in society between a pluralist ideology,
established at the central political level since the 1960s (as is evinced by political
documents) and an assimilationist perspective, which is strong in large segments
of the population.
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Switzerland

In contrast to the Swedish case, Switzerland is known as the multilingual country
par excellence. According to Secretary General Schwab of the Federal Assembly
of the Swiss Confederation (2014), “plurilingualism is an integral part of Switzer-
land’s identity and is a key element of the national culture. It is a result of the way
in which the Confederation has developed historically.” However, due to the fed-
eralist system of this central European country, or to use Kymlicka’s (2011) term,
“multination federalism,”4 one can be cautious about the Swiss individual plurilin-
gualism. Switzerland is used as an example of multiple, monolingually oriented
school systems in a state with a multilingual composition (Busch, 2011) due to the
strong territorial autonomy of the various linguistic groups. Therefore, in contrast
to the Swedish nation state, it is common for Switzerland not to have a national
curriculum.

Currently, around 33% of the people living in Switzerland are not Swiss citi-
zens (Bundesamt für Statistik, 2016b). This rather high percentage is the result of
several factors: the bilateral agreement on the free movement of persons between
the European Union and Switzerland, Switzerland’s restrictive immigration policy,
and the high birth rate and low death rate of the non-Swiss population. In a pre-
vious press release (Bundesamt für Statistik, 2015), it is stated that about a fifth of
the foreign population in Switzerland was born in Switzerland, and half of those
who were born abroad have been living in Switzerland for more than 10 years.

According to the latest statistics, 60% of all people living in Switzerland use5

more than one language at least once per week. Furthermore, 40% of all people
living in Switzerland use English at least once per week (Bundesamt für Statistik,
2016a). Compared to the long history of a plurilingual and pluricultural aggrega-
tion of states known as cantons, plurilingualism was introduced rather late into
the Federal Constitution of 1848. Due to immigration and professional mobility,
the diversity of languages in Switzerland has greatly increased.

In order to coordinate and optimize language teaching and learning in com-
pulsory education, the Swiss conference of Cantonal Ministers of Education
(EDK, Schweizerische Konferenz der kantonalen Erziehungsdirektion) adopted a
national strategy of language teaching (EDK, 2004) primarily consisting of several
general objectives, including the following:

4. Kymlicka’s model of multinational federalism has two key features: (1) minority groups
form local majorities and (2) minority groups have a distinct language which is typically an offi-
cial state language.
5. Productively or receptively.
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– The reinforcement of the language of schooling
– The compulsory study of two foreign languages6 at primary school level and

of another (national) language as an option from the ninth school year
– The development of the pupils’ skills in their first language (if different from

the language of schooling)

In 2007, a new Federal act (Sprachengesetz, 2007) aimed at promoting plurilin-
gualism was introduced, and in 2010, a new article in the Federal Constitution
of the Swiss Confederation (Schweizerische Eidgenossenschaft, 1999 (2016)) went
into effect stating the following:

1. The official languages of the Confederation are German, French, and Italian.
Romansh is also an official language of the Confederation when communicat-
ing with persons who speak Romansh.

2. The Cantons shall decide on their official languages. In order to preserve
harmony between linguistic communities, the Cantons shall respect the tra-
ditional territorial distribution of languages and take into account the indige-
nous linguistic minorities.

3. The Confederation and the Cantons shall encourage understanding and
exchange between the linguistic communities.

4. The Confederation shall support the plurilingual Cantons in the fulfillment of
their special duties.

5. The Confederation shall support measures by the Cantons of Graubünden
and Ticino to preserve and promote the Romansh and Italian languages.

In 2009, an agreement on the harmonization of compulsory education (EDK,
2007) between the cantons came into effect. This agreement is relevant to the topic
because it asked for new multilingual educational policy documents covering the
2004 national strategy for language teaching and the new Federal act mentioned
above. Due to the federalist nature of the country, educational curricula for for-
eign language instruction are a matter of the cantons and their affiliation to a
linguistic region. Therefore, Switzerland currently knows three curricula, one for
each large linguistic area: Le plan d’études romand, Lehrplan 21, and Il piano di
studio per la scuola dell’obbligo ticinese. The curriculum for the German speaking
region of Switzerland consisted of different project curricula during the imple-
mentation period, resulting in foreign languages being taught in different orders
in the Germanic area of the country, contradicting the intention of harmonization
in educational policy.

6. In the Swiss educational system, all languages, including official national languages, are
termed “foreign languages” if they are not the same as the schooling language of the corre-
sponding region.

Multilingual educational language policies in Switzerland and Sweden 53



Methodology

Retrieval of studies

To compile the literature for the systematic review, a comprehensive search for rel-
evant articles was conducted, and as suggested by certain authors (see Hart, 1998;
Machi, 2012), the articles were selected utilizing in a multiple step process. Many
resources were accessed in order to locate appropriate information to substantiate
this research study. The databases that were accessed for full-text resources ranged
from Summon (the Malmö University library database/search engine applica-
tion) to education databases such as the Education Research Information Center
(ERIC) via EBSCO and the Linguistics and Language Behavior Abstract database
(LLBA). In these online journal databases, the keywords “language policy” or
“language planning” in combination with the respective country, “Sweden” or
“Switzerland,” were searched. The results provided a rich supply of literature that
enabled reaching saturation for the meta-analysis. Because this study focuses on
the latest developments in multilingual educational language policy, the results
were narrowed down by only looking at research results between 2009–2016. The
starting year of this time frame filter seemed fitting due to the introduction of the
Language Act in Sweden and the agreement on the harmonization of compulsory
education in Switzerland, which both took place in 2009.

Inclusion and exclusion criteria

Before the time frame filter was applied, a total of 339 hits for the Swedish context
and 431 hits for the Swiss context were identified. The application of the filter sub-
stantially reduced the results to 99 hits for the Swedish context and 74 hits for the
Swiss context. The abstracts of all the articles in these results were read and includ-
ing and excluding factors were applied.

Inclusion Criteria

1. The study was published between 2009 and 2016.
2. The study focused on language policy and/or planning.
3. The study was conducted in a mainstream mandatory educational setting in

order to include a wide range of student performances.
4. The study focused either on Switzerland or Sweden.

Exclusion Criteria

1. The study was published earlier than 2009.
2. The study addressed questions in non-educational settings.
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3. The study focused on issues regarding sign language with deaf pupils. Unfor-
tunately, this research review is unable to cover the vast field of special educa-
tion.

4. The study focused on multilingual policies in higher education.
5. The study did not address issues in Sweden or Switzerland.

Table 1. Search results for the Swedish context
Database Keywords Filter Hits

ERIC (Educational Resources Information Center)
via EBSCOhost

Sweden, language
policy

–
2009–2016

 40
 17

ERIC (Educational Resources Information Center)
via EBSCOhost

Sweden, language
planning

–
2009–2016

 31
 10

LLBA (Linguistics and Language Behavior Abstract) Sweden, language
policy

–
2009–2016

147
 48

LLBA (Linguistics and Language Behavior Abstract) Sweden, language
planning

–
2009–2016

121
 24

Table 2. Search results for the Swiss context
Database Keywords Filter Hits

ERIC (Educational Resources Information Center)
via EBSCOhost

Switzerland, language
policy

–
2009–2016

 28
  5

ERIC (Educational Resources Information Center)
via EBSCOhost

Switzerland, language
planning

–
2009–2016

 26
  4

LLBA (Linguistics and Language Behavior
Abstract)

Switzerland, language
policy

–
2009–2016

177
 34

LLBA (Linguistics and Language Behavior
Abstract)

Switzerland, language
planning

–
2009–2016

200
 31

The identified articles were exported and organized in the reference system
program, EndNote. In order to analyze the articles, they were illustrated in a
chart containing information about the research aim and questions, the theoreti-
cal framework, and the methodology for each study. Moreover, the results of the
studies were noted. To answer the second research question of the meta-analysis
and make visible similarities and differences in Swiss and Swedish research results,
the identified studies were then analyzed according to the predominant topics dis-
cussed in the articles.
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Results

This study aims to illustrate and compare the predominant foci in research results
on Swiss and Swedish educational language policy. As a first step, the identified
articles from both contexts are listed below.

Identified articles

For the Swedish context, a total of nine articles fit the inclusion criteria and were
selected for this meta-analysis:

– Cabau (2009a). The Irresistible Rise and Hegemony of a Linguistic Fortress:
English Teaching in Sweden.

– Cabau (2009b). Language-in-Education Policy and Planning in Sweden.
– Wedin (2010). A restricted curriculum for second language learners – a self-

fulfilling teacher strategy?
– Hult (2012). English as a Transcultural Language in Swedish Policy and Prac-

tice.
– Tholin (2012). If you get double the time: Teaching practices in the “Swedish/

English” language subject option in Swedish nine-year compulsory schooling.
– Björklund, Björklund, and Sjöholm (2013). Multilingual Policies and Multi-

lingual Education in the Nordic Countries.
– Bolton and Meierkord (2013). English in contemporary Sweden.
– Amir and Musk (2014). Pupils doing Language Policy: Micro-interactional

insights from the English as a foreign language classroom.
– Cabau (2014). Minority Language Education Policy and Planning in Sweden.

Four articles matched all the inclusion criteria for the Swiss context and were thus
selected for this meta-analysis.

– Stotz, Bossart, and Fischli (2009). Learning Languages at School in the Inter-
play of Society and Identity.

– Haenni Hoti (2009). Research Results on Factors Influencing Elementary
School Students’ English Skill, with Special Attention to Immigration Back-
ground.

– Heinzmann (2010). Has the Introduction of “Early English” in Primary
School Had an Influence on Primary School Students’ Motivation to Learn
French?

– Daryai-Hansen et al. (2015). Pluralistic approaches to languages in the cur-
riculum: the case of French-speaking Switzerland, Spain and Austria.
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While all the articles for the Swedish context were written in English, three out
of four for the Swiss context were published in German, indicating a smaller tar-
get group for their research results. An interesting difference between the two
countries’ research results is the missing focus on national language policy and
approach to language learning in Switzerland. More than half of the Swedish
research projects included a discussion on this topic. A probable explanation for
this characteristic could be the introduction of the new Swedish Language Act in
2009, which according to Bolton and Meierkord (2013, p.111), is the culmination
of “successive moves towards nationally-oriented language polices [motivated] by
covert concerns about immigration and the changing ethnic profile of Swedish
society.” A similar discussion in Switzerland could not be identified.

Table 3. Research focus * of the included studies
Research focus Sweden Switzerland

National language policy 5 0

Curriculum/syllabus 5 2

Role of the teachers 1 1

Role of the pupils 1 2

* Due to studies where there were more than one research focus identified, the total number of foci
are greater than the number studies (N=13) included in the meta-analysis.

With regard to content, four different topics could be identified for the com-
parison of the Swiss and the Swedish context. First, the articles show different
degrees of awareness of plurilingual pupils. Then the subject of the second foreign
language is greatly discussed in several articles. Moreover, the English language
and its role in society and the educational arena can be classified as an important
topic for this meta-analysis. Last, but not least, is the gap between language policy
and language planning – a common topic found in the results for Swiss and
Swedish educational policy research. These four topics provide the foundation to
answer the second research question about a possible monolingual or pluralistic
approach in the treatment of educational language policies.

Awareness of plurilingualism

Björklund et al. (2013, p.12) report that the school curricula in most Nordic coun-
tries are based on monolingual assumptions. As a consequence of this “monolin-
gual and – cultural bias,” language students tend to be treated from the perspective
of the language of the school rather than from the perspective of their individ-
ual plurilingualism. This research result is much in line with Goglin’s concept of
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the monolingual habitus mentioned earlier and stands in conflict with ecologi-
cal/holistic theories of language teaching that are, for instance, an integrated part
of Swiss curricula, as Daryai-Hansen et al. (2015) show. Their aim is to illustrate
and discuss how the development of plurilingual competences is implemented in
some European countries, including French-speaking Switzerland with its new
curriculum. To do so, the authors analyzed the curriculum according the Frame-
work of Reference for Pluralistic Approaches to Languages and Cultures FREPA
(Candelier et al., 2012), and therefore, in terms of which languages7 and pluralis-
tic approaches8 that were integrated and to what extent the transversal dimension
of learning to learn is part of the curriculum. Moreover, they discuss barriers and
challenges to overcome for plurilingualism to become the standard for all pupils.

As Daryai-Hansen et al. (2015, p.113) found out, in the new curriculum for
compulsory education in French-speaking Switzerland, the Plan d’études romand,
all languages are grouped in one domain, so as to aim at the “integrated devel-
opment of languages, French as the language of schooling, and German (L2) and
English (L3) as foreign languages” (CIIP, 2010) and to foster “the development of a
plurilingual repertoire, in which all linguistic competences are included – L1, L2,
L3 – and other languages, such as the first languages of bi- or trilingual students
in particular, can find their place.” Daryai-Hansen and her colleagues therefore
conclude that the curriculum “is consistent with the concept of plurilingualism as
promoted by the Council of Europe” (p. 113).

Although the results by Björklund et al. (2013) might point to a lack of aware-
ness of plurilingual pupils in the Swedish context, other research results show the
opposite. However, this awareness might lead to a restricted curriculum for sec-
ond-language learners as examined by Wedin (2010). She studies the relations
between second language development and subject learning among L2 learners by
conducting a longitudinal study (3.5 years) in two primary school classes. Wedin
comes to the conclusion that L2 learners are often offered a restricted curriculum
with low-demanding tasks. Creating this safety zone for students is the equivalent
of a self-fulfilling prophecy, and therefore, mean limited opportunities for school
success. According to Wedin, it is crucial that all students (L1 and L2 students) are
“involved in interactions using both the specific and the reflexive registers early
on in schooling to enable them to meet the demands of later years of schooling”
(2010, p.181). Wedin concludes with a demand for a more reflexive and critical

7. Language of schooling, regional, minority and migration languages, modern and classic for-
eign languages or linguistic varieties, registers, styles, and genres.
8. Integrated didactic approach, intercomprehension, Éveil aux langues/Awakening to lan-
guages approach

58 Adrian Lundberg



approach by teachers in how language is used in the classrooms and the possibility
to use other languages mastered by students in the class as a resource.

The same negative misconception of pupils’ plurilingualism can also be found
in the Swiss context and is touched upon in the study by Haenni Hoti (2009).
The first aspect of her study analyzes the effectiveness of learning an L2 (English)
and an L3 (French) in primary school, which is a direct consequence of the har-
monization agreement and its new curriculum. The second aspect examines the
influence of the pupils’ migratory background and (bi)national identification. The
results of the study are multifaceted and show, among other things, that binational
and bicultural identification seems to be a marker for significant better results.
Therefore, the author suggests uncoupling binationality and overstraining, and
instead, focus on individualizing and differentiating in the classroom.

Another study from the Swiss context advocates generalizing less about the
attitude towards pupils’ plurilingualism in one political country. The two case
studies described in the article by Stotz et al. (2009) show different stereotypes
of plurilinguals held by teachers in different societal contexts. The notion of the
monolingual habitus cannot only be based on the political format of the country,
but also the local circumstances. This result is of special interest as the two con-
texts are both located in the same linguistic area of Switzerland.

In addition, the fourth article for the Swiss context shows a high awareness of
plurilingualism, mentioning the curriculum’s didactics of multilingualism and its
national educational objective of functional plurilingualism for all pupils. A study
by Heinzmann (2010) investigates the possible motivational effects of the learn-
ing of first foreign language (in this case, English) on the learning of the second
foreign language (French). She concludes that English teachers may not yet be
adequately aware of how much their focus on multilingualism and other cultures
might positively influence the further study of the foreign languages of all pupils.

Third language acquisition

The teaching and learning of a third language is highly prominent in both policy
contexts under scrutiny. However, their orientation could not be more diverse.
While Swiss research focuses on the effectiveness of the first foreign language
on the second foreign language (Haenni Hoti, 2009; Heinzmann, 2010) and dis-
cusses the newly mandatory subject of the second foreign language for all pupils9

as an addition to a more pluralistic teaching and learning (Daryai-Hansen et al.,

9. Prior to the new curriculum, learning a second foreign language was only mandatory for
the stronger pupils.
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2015; Stotz et al., 2009), the concept of the freedom of choice is ubiquitous in the
Swedish results.

In 1992, a Swedish government bill discussed the students’ responsibility to
choose a language study option. This neoliberal shift from state responsibility
to individual responsibility (Cabau, 2009b, p. 386) was established when a new
curriculum was introduced two years later and did not undergo a modification
after the Language Act of 2009 in the curriculum introduced in 2011. As Tholin
(2012, p. 72) describes it in detail, instead of choosing an additional language like
French, Spanish, or German and thereby fulfilling the European Union’s objective
of ‘mother tongue plus two,’ “a great many students did not want to or could not
study an additional language.” However, they did opt for more lessons in Swedish,
Swedish as a Second Language, English, or their mother tongue.

In her articles, Cabau (2009a, 2009b, 2014) describes the language option as
a crisis for second language10 and mother tongue teachers because the interest in
learning these languages is declining due to the general public’s conviction that it
is too demanding, too time-consuming, and not really necessary to be proficient
in another language than Swedish (for national issues) and English (for interna-
tional issues).

The topic of third language acquisition is closely linked to the position of the
English language in the two countries.

English

Three of nine articles for the Swedish context mainly focus on the position of Eng-
lish. Hult (2012) investigates how discourses about English and multilingualism
are framed in Swedish national educational policy and how educators make sense
of these discourses. He employs an ethnographic and discourse analytic approach
when analyzing the text of Sweden’s national syllabi for language education as well
as the interpretations of pre-service English language teachers. The data analysis
is guided by the methodology of nexus analysis, connecting the languages pol-
icy texts and the individuals who negotiate policy discourses through their lived
experiences as educators implanting policy in practice. Hult comes to the con-
clusion that the status of the English language in Sweden is still undergoing a
dynamic process of transculturation in which the local position of English contin-
ues to be negotiated. According to his study, English is considered neither a sec-
ond nor a foreign language in Sweden, but rather a transcultural language. Clearly,
in Swedish policy texts, English is treated differently than other modern languages

10. In this case, the term second language includes the learning of all foreign languages.
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indicating that it has a different position in the linguistic hierarchy (Josephson,
2004) of the Scandinavian country.

Hult’s stand on the topic is supported by Cabau (2009a, p.140), who states that
“English knowledge seems to be part of the (young) Swedes’ cultural and linguis-
tic identity.” At the same time, Cabau (2014) describes the position of English as
a hindering factor in the development of the linguistic diversity in the Swedish
school context.

As described above (2. Sociolinguistic and policy context) the position of Eng-
lish in Sweden is often used as the explanation for the Language Act introduced
in 2009. However, Bolton and Meierkord (2013) propose an alternative explana-
tion and refer to Rojas (2005) and the new realities of a multiculturally diverse
society which are “very different from the earlier ideal of the Social Democratic
folkhemmet (‘The People’s Home’)”. A cross-relation to the earlier discussed indi-
vidual plurilingualism of the pupils can be made at this point.

The third article from the Swedish context focusing on English has a slightly
different orientation. Amir and Musk (2014, p.106) examine language policing
as the pupils’ “corrective act to rectify what they perceive as talk by others in
the ‘wrong’ medium in accordance with the normatively prescribed medium of
instruction.” Trying to construct this monolingual classroom is a sign of the
absence of a pluralistic approach to language learning.

In the Swiss context, the position of English is also lively discussed; however,
the core of the discussion is different. Stotz et al. (2009) focus on the adapted order
of foreign languages instructed in Swiss school due to the 2009 agreement on the
harmonization of compulsory education in Switzerland. The agreement recom-
mended French as a first foreign language in German-speaking cantons, mainly
due to its status as an official language of the country; however, two German-
speaking cantons chose English. In the first part of the article, the results of criti-
cal discourse analyses of more than 100 policy and planning documents, meeting
minutes, and media reports illustrate the legitimation of the prioritization in the
order of foreign languages taught in the region under scrutiny. Stotz et al. (2009)
report that the pillars of legitimation were transformed several times during the
implementation process, and Haenni Hoti (2009) and Heinzmann (2010) each
examine the interrelation of English and French language learning.

Discrepancy between language policy and language planning

Research results in both contexts locate a substantial discrepancy between policy
and planning. Daryai-Hansen et al. (2015) state that plurilingual competence is
not established in education in general, instead separate plurilingualism, con-
sisting of pure and separate languages is a widespread ideology in educational
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practices. The main concern of the study by Cabau (2014) was the gap between
language-in-education policy and planning for minority languages in Sweden. She
investigated the various challenges facing mother tongue teaching and the impact
of the introduction of a national language policy. The conclusion of her discur-
sive contextual analysis is the mismatch of the principles of equity in education
and uniformity at compulsory Swedish schools with the objective of bilingual-
ism for minority children. She also concludes that “it is not so much the lan-
guages that need to be valued, but the richness of human resources represented in
Swedish society” (Cabau, 2014, p. 422). Hence, the author demands the acknowl-
edgment of knowing a minority language outside the school arena that is in higher
education and professional development. This could solve the problem of status,
which interferes with the existing mother tongue teaching opportunities in Swe-
den, where pupils are reluctant to enroll in these courses because of the low status
of their heritage language in Swedish society.

Tholin (2012, p. 87) uses different dimensions of a curriculum (Goodson,
1995) to explain the discrepancy between the curriculum and the pupils’ choices
in terms of their language study options:

The ideological curriculum with the idea that all, or almost all, students should
study an additional foreign language, the formal curriculum in which SvEn11 is
offered as an alternative without appearing as an equivalent to the foreign lan-
guages, and the understood curriculum in which SvEn is the alternative that most
students choose. Schools, students, and parents did not perceive a ‘soft compul-
soriness’, as a quarter of the students do not study foreign languages.

As a final result for this factor, it needs to be added that the actual implementation
of multilingual educational language policies is not guaranteed even with the
availability of a curriculum with a focus on interlinguistic approaches. Daryai-
Hansen et al. (2015, p.115) remind the reader that actual implementation “will
certainly take time and necessitate further training and coordination (both hori-
zontal and vertical) at a more local level.”

Conclusions

The meta-analysis clearly shows different approaches toward multilingual edu-
cational policy applied in Sweden and Switzerland. While the Swedish context
focuses more on specific subjects that fulfill a role in the development of a mul-

11. This is the most common term for the language option of more lessons in Swedish or Eng-
lish. (Tholin, 2012, p.72)
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tilingual repertoire, research in Switzerland applies a more holistic view of multi-
lingualism (interrelations of language subjects). This conclusion can be explained
by the different approaches in the curricula in the two countries. The Swiss curric-
ula all include a holistic approach toward language teaching which fosters separate
plurilingualism, whereas the Swedish one does not. Therefore, it is not surprising
to see that the research results in these two contexts differ along the same line.
For a more detailed meta-analysis on this topic, curriculum and syllabi could have
been added as keywords in the search process. Based on the discussion on shift-
ing paradigms in language teaching, the Swiss context seems to be closer to the
current state of the art. Given that educators in Sweden are encouraged to inter-
pret national curricula directly (Hult, 2014), some kind of further education for
teachers or input by the Swedish Schools Inspectorate could advance their under-
standing of pluralistic approaches to language teaching.

The different outcomes of the research results search might, to a considerable
degree, be due to the various understanding of the terms multilingualism and
plurilingual student. Three out of four articles from the Swiss context focusing on
multilingual educational policies include all students and not only those with a
mother tongue other than that of the local language. Therefore, it can be con-
cluded that students in Switzerland are considered to be plurilingual as soon as
they have gained knowledge of more than one language, disregarding whether one
is the language of a parent or the first foreign language instructed in school. This
understanding is also portrayed in the current Swiss curriculum. In contrast, in
Sweden, discourses of plurilingual students often refer to those children with a
migratory background and another mother tongue than Swedish thus discrim-
inating them as different. Generally, finding a definition of multilingualism is a
challenging task. Even among scholars, there does not appear to be any agree-
ment. While Jessner (2008, p. 20) writes that the “monolingual perspective of
multilingualism is still prevalent in traditional research on language acquisition,”
this meta-analysis is able to show a stronger monolingual habitus in the Swedish
nation state perception than in Switzerland.

An intriguing aspect is the position of English in the two countries’ research
results. While the English language is present in both contexts, it receives much
more attention in Sweden. Articles by Cabau (2009b), and Hult (2012) in par-
ticular, discuss the position of English in the Swedish linguistic hierarchy and its
role as a factor in the hindrance of the development of linguistic diversity in the
Swedish educational arena. In the Swiss research results, English is only men-
tioned as a positive aspect of linguistic diversity.

The Swiss context provides pluralistic approaches in the curriculum, while the
Swedish curriculum is still based on the assumption of monolingualism as the
norm (Björklund et al., 2013). Moreover, as mentioned, the definition of plurilin-
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gual students in Switzerland includes all pupils, making multilingual educational
language policy an affair of everyone. However, despite these approaches and
understandings, both countries struggle during the implementation process. It
seems as the teachers as the last social scale where policies become action (Hult,
2014) are similarly difficult to convince of state-of-art multilingual language pol-
icy in both countries, indicating an underlying language policy and planning
effect regardless of the differences in the political and/or linguistic conditions of a
country.

In general, in is important to note that little research is internationally pub-
lished on the multilingual educational language policies of Sweden and Switzer-
land. The varying definitions of plurilingual pupils and how they influence the
implementation of multilingual educational language policies is certainly an inter-
esting topic to examine further. Thus, given that the implementation process of
the new curriculum in Switzerland began only a few years ago, it is suggested that
more research be conducted in Switzerland in a few years to examine the outcome
of this new approach in language teaching.
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Mehrsprachige Sprach- und Sprachenpolitik in der schweizerischen und
schwedischen Bildung: Eine Meta-Analyse

Zusammenfassung

Mehrsprachigkeit ist eine globale Herausforderung und ein Bildungsziel europäischer Staaten.
Diese Meta-Analyse untersucht, wie sich die Resultate von Forschungsprojekten über mehr-
sprachige Sprach- und Sprachenpolitik in der schweizerischen und der schwedischen Bildung
auf einer Makroebene (national/regional) unterscheiden. Beschrieben werden die unterschied-
lichen Schwerpunkte und Handhabungen von Diskursen in den jeweiligen Artikeln. Die Län-
der wurden aufgrund ihrer Ähnlichkeit in Bezug auf den gesellschaftlichen Kontext und ihrer
Unterscheidung betreffend der Sprach- und Sprachenpolitik und der politischen Entstehung
des jeweiligen Landes ausgewählt. Die Artikel wurden systematisch via zwei Datenbasen, ERIC
und LLBA identifiziert und um die jüngsten Entwicklungen nach der Einführung des neuen
Sprachgesetzes in Schweden und der Harmonisierung der öffentlichen Schule in der Schweiz
2009 zu erfassen, wurden nur Forschungsprojekte einbezogen, welche zwischen 2009 und 2016
publiziert wurden. Die Resultate der vorliegenden Meta-analyse weisen auf einen monolin-
gualen Habitus im schwedischen Nationalstaat und einer eher pluralistischen Herangehens-
weise in der Schweiz hin. Ein nennenswertes Resultat ist die unterschiedliche Definition von
Mehrsprachigkeit und mehrsprachigen Schülerinnen und Schülern und wie dieses Verständnis die
Betrachtung von bildungspolitischen Steuerdokumenten in den zwei sprachliche und kulturell
vielfältigen europäischen Ländern beeinflusst.

Multlingvaj edukaj politikoj en Svislando kaj Svedio: Meta-analizo

Resumo

Multlingvismo prezentas tutmondan defion kaj edukan celon en eŭropaj ŝtatoj. La nuna meta-
analizo ekzamenas kiel esplorstudoj de dokumentoj pri multlingva eduka politiko je makro-
nivelo (nacia/regiona) en Svedio kaj Svislando malsamas rilate fokusopunktojn kaj kiel la
diskursoj en la esploroj reprezentas malsamajn pritraktojn de multlingvaj edukaj lingvopoliti-
koj. Oni selektis tiujn ĉi landojn pro iliaj similecoj de socia kunteksto, sed ili malsamas rilate
lingvopolitikajn demandojn kaj politika formiĝo. La ekzamenita esplora literaturo estis sisteme
identigita pere de du datenbazoj, ERIC kaj LLBA, kaj, por ekzameni la plej lastajn evoluojn post
enkonduko de la nova lingvoleĝo en Svedio kaj la harmoniigo de publika edukado en Svislando
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en 2009, nur esplorartikoloj publikigitaj inter la jaroj 2009 kaj 2016 estis inkluzivitaj. La rezultoj
de la studo sugestas, ke unulingva habitus ekzistas en la kunteksto de la sveda naciŝtato kom-
pare kun pli pluralisma aliro en Svislando. La plej notinda rezulto estas la diverĝaj difinoj de
multlingvismo kaj plurlingvaj studentoj kaj la maniero laŭ kiu tiu kompreno influas la traktadon
de edukaj politikoj en tiuj du lingve kaj kulture superdiversaj eŭropaj landoj.
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ABSTRACT Understanding subjective perspectives and lived experiences 
of different stakeholders can improve pupils’ learning environment in 
compulsory school settings. Q methodology is an inherently mixed method 
approach and regarded as the basis for the science of subjectivity. The 
present paper systematically reviewed recent Q methodological publications 
in compulsory education research. Seventy-four studies reporting from 
context in twenty countries met the inclusion criteria and showed a wide-
ranging and diverse application of the research methodology. The 
subjectivity of teachers, pupils and others were explored on topics related to 
the science of learning and development and teacher characteristics. This 
review showcases how Q methodology is applied to access subjectivity in 
educational research and provides an overview of Q methodological 
findings and implications for the field. The wide range of the application of 
Q studies in compulsory education attests to the flexibility and suitability of 
this research method in educational research. 
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In education, characterized by dynamic, complex and ever-changing contexts due to a myriad 
of social interactions, researchers perennially face difficulties of local conditions limiting 
generalizations and theory building (Berliner, 2002). As a complement to so-called objective 
science, studying subjectivity to gather reliable evidence is crucial. Implying a dualistic 
worldview, subjective has long been understood as “unreliable, undependable and 
unpredictable” (Good, 2010, p. 232) as opposed to objective being its testable and reliable 
counterpart. While objective implies something existing “beyond the inner experiences of any 
single person” (Good, 2010, p. 232) and potentially being “observed by others” (Stephenson, 
1953, p. 22), subjective represents an inner experience and is much harder to observe. 
Notwithstanding, because “human actions depend on what humans think they are doing” 
(Eisenhart & DeHaan, 2005, p. 5), subjectivity in research is both powerful and important for 
a comprehensive representation of educational issues. Educational institutions have to adapt 
their structures to respond to linguistic and ethnic minorities. Equitable access to education is 
a major issue of concern (OECD, 2012). Simultaneously, educational researchers increasingly 
need to possess a repertoire of methodologies that provides equitable access to research 
participation. Through the current systematic review, the potential of Q methodology 
(henceforth Q) to identify participants’ subjectivity for educational research is showcased. 
 

1. Introduction 
To fully acknowledge the localized and interconnected nature of educational settings and the 
importance of subjective perspectives of stakeholders, we found the deeply integrated approach 
proposed by Darling-Hammond et al. (2019) to be fitting. Based on a comprehensive research 
synthesis (Cantor et al., 2019; Osher et al., 2020), the framework to support pupils’ learning 
and development, brings together four interactive and interrelated areas, each consisting of a 
range of principles of practice in the science of learning and development (henceforth SoLD). 

a) Supportive Environments, are characterized by relational trust, continuous and 
consistent structures reduce anxiety among pupils. Strong, positive and sustained 
relationships between different actors in educational contexts are central. 
Furthermore, classroom communities that permit personalized learning contribute 
to pupils’ increased feeling of safety, belonging and purpose. 

b) Productive Instructional Strategies encompass motivated and self-directed learning 
well scaffolded by the teacher. Taking pupils’ prior knowledge into account and 
providing formative feedback in rich and engaging tasks are equally essential as 
collaborative learning opportunities that encourage pupils to share ideas and 
develop knowledge cooperatively. 

c) Social and Emotional Development is advanced by an appropriate environment, 
where pupils develop habits that foster perseverance, resilience, agency, and self-
direction. A growth mindset will further support pupils’ learning and development. 

d) Systems of Support grant pupils access to a range of services that enable their 
healthy development. Extending learning opportunities for some, others need more 
extensive support. Sometimes learning barriers are best broken down by multi-
tiered systems of support, ranging from measures of prevention to selective or 
intensive intervention applied as special education. 
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1.1 Subjectivity and Q methodology 
Despite its 80-year history, Q was recently framed as an unconventional, innovative research 
method (Brown & Rhoades, 2019). Proclaimed as “the best-developed paradigm for the 
investigation of human subjectivity” (Dryzek & Holmes, 2002, p. 20), Q is regarded the basis 
for a science of subjectivity (Brown, 2019). William Stephenson introduced the principles of 
Q in a letter to Nature in 1935 and claimed the methodology to be “especially valuable in 
experimental aesthetics and in educational psychology, no less than in pure psychology” 
(Stephenson, 1935, p. 297). Gooding and Wilbur (1971) promisingly concluded that Q “can 
become an increasingly valuable tool in the educational researcher’s repertoire” (p. 46). 
Recently, Montgomery (2010) claimed that Q in educational research “is our window to 
learning about subjective reactions or responses to the issues confronting professionals daily” 
(p. 1) and most recently, the use of Q in education and educational psychology has been 
growing (Irie et al., 2018, p. 581). Subjectivity in Q is not employed in the sense of an 
opposition to presumed scientific objectivity, but in line with individual “self-referent notions” 
(Stephenson, 1953, p. 248), and where subjectivity applies to everything individuals say about 
any matter of personal or social importance (McKeown & Thomas, 1988). Certain principles, 
presented below, facilitate the understanding of subjectivity in line with Q methodology. 
 
1.2 Q methodological Principles and Terminology 
One of the methodology’s pivotal strengths, is its established status as an inherently mixed 
method (Ramlo, 2020; Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009). Furthermore, Q allows the exploration of 
minority voices (Pike et al., 2015) and offers an avenue for participatory research (Militello et 
al., 2016). Whereas purely quantitative methods tend to conceal marginalized viewpoints 
(Dryzek, 2005) by reporting averages across different demographic variables, Q increases the 
likelihood of the emergence of any participant’s actual thinking (Brown, 2006) and ensures 
that all potentially relevant voices are heard (Howe, 2004). Figure 1 illustrates six 
methodological steps of Q. 

 
Figure 1. Suggested process of Q methodological research 

 
1.2.1 From Concourse to Q set 
Initially a Q set, consisting of items to be ranked by participants, is constructed. Researchers 
collect the concourse of communicability (step 1), which is all that can be said about the subject 
matter, and shared with members of the same culture or society (Brown, 2019). Subjectivity in 
Q is to be understood as highly contextual. Then, items are culled to present a balanced and 
representative sample, equal to the sample of persons in an R methodological study (step 2). 
Crucial to understanding Q is the self-reference of these statement, as they are subjected to 
participants’ feelings (Watts & Stenner, 2012). 
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1.2.2 Q Sorting and Post-Sorting Activities 
A typical Q study involves participants in a sorting activity (step 3) that allows them to 
communicate their subjectivity towards a specific topic (Brown, 1980; Watts & Stenner, 2012) 
without the need to produce language in written or spoken form. Instead of written statements, 
pictures, objects, audio or video files can be ranked by the respondents, allowing the 
participation of many otherwise marginalized groups of people (Kelly, 2007). Young 
participants have expressed their appreciation towards the rather playful Q sorting activity (de 
Leeuw et al., 2019) and the methodology has been termed as ethical, critical, respectful and 
person-centered (Hughes, 2016). 

During the sorting process, guided by a condition of instruction derived from the research 
question, participants a posteriori assign meaning to items in the Q set. These items are sorted 
relative to each other into a predominantly predetermined quasi-normal distribution, providing 
a holistic configuration of the participants’ view, with minimal influence and bias from the 
researcher (Stephenson, 2014), representing an alternative approach to participants’ emic 
perspectives. 

It is recommended to instruct participants to elaborate on the items placed towards the 
extremes of the sorting continuum in a post-sorting activity (step 4) in the form of interviews 
(Gallagher & Porock, 2010) or written responses (Watts & Stenner, 2012). Additional 
information will eventually enrich the qualitative description of factor arrays and can be 
collected in different ways. 

 
1.2.3 From Q Factor Analysis to Factor Interpretation 
With dedicated software packages and informed decisions of the researcher, the by-person 
factor analysis compares and groups all participants’ sorts (step 5). This data condensation 
technique yields a few representative shared factors. These are rotated until the researcher 
symbolically views the subject matter through the eyes of the participants and receives a clear 
and interpretable structure (Zabala et al., 2018). The qualitative interpretation of factors (step 
6) is done in a holistic manner, accounting for the entire item configuration captured by 
particular factors. 
 
1.3 Present Study 
Despite Q’s existence for over 80 years, people are still widely unaware of it. The present 
systematic review is considered to be an important awareness-raising contribution and aims to 
illustrate why Q had been labelled as valuable for educational research (Montgomery, 2010). 
With the current review we intend to showcase the methodology’s potential for educational 
research, by responding to the following research questions: 

1. What are the characteristics of Q methodological studies in compulsory education 
research? 

2. What findings and implications for educational settings can be summarized from the 
included studies? 
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2. Method 
A systematic approach (Newman & Gough, 2020) was followed during the selection process 
and data extraction phase. Based on the PRISMA flow diagram (Moher et al., 2009), Figure 2 
illustrates the literature search and processing of records. A narrative approach (Popay et al., 
2006; Snilstveit et al., 2012) was chosen to synthesize the findings and implications of included 
studies due to the predominantly descriptive nature of Q methodological results. 
 

 
Figure 2. Flow diagram of literature search and processing of records 

 
2.1 Study Selection Process 
Three bibliographic databases were consulted on January 10 2020, to retrieve the widest range 
of educational research conducted with Q: 1) ERIC (Educational Resources Information 
Center) via EBSCO, 2) Web of Science, and 3) Scopus. The following search parameters were 
used in titles, abstracts and keywords: (Q method*) AND (Q-method*). A time period 
restriction was applied to finding records published after 2009, to ensure a more contemporary 
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review of research. Examining 10 years of research conducted with Q was considered to 
provide a thorough understanding of its applications in educational research. To minimize 
publication bias and report the most comprehensive result possible, considering gray literature 
could be justified (Alexander, 2020). The search results were limited to certain document types 
(academic journal papers, dissertations, books and book chapters) and subject areas (education, 
social sciences, humanities and multidisciplinary research), 688 publications were forwarded 
to the screening phase. 

In addition to a publication date after 2009, the following inclusion criteria were used: 
• Studies investigate a compulsory educational setting and/or teacher education for 

compulsory education. 
• Studies follow the broader conceptual philosophical framework of Q: including Q 

sorting and Q factor analysis.  
• Studies report new empirical results. 
Thirty-nine studies were added through snowballing (Wohlin, 2014), including hand-

searching Q’s official, but not indexed journal Operant Subjectivity, and universities’ online 
repositories. Next, 135 records were assessed for eligibility by applying the inclusion criteria. 
If a record was not accessible via one of the three authors’ library system, the corresponding 
author was contacted to obtain the manuscript. Two records had to be excluded because the 
full text was not available. To establish a reliable screening, any potentially excluded studies 
were screened by a second author. Discrepancies were resolved through consensus. Resulting 
in the inclusion of 74 studies. 

 
2.2 Data Extraction and Analysis 
To respond to the first research question, a codebook (Pigott & Polanin, 2020) was collectively 
created. The codebook was piloted, by independently extracting data from a random sample of 
15 papers. A comparison of the coded information yielded some necessary adaptations to the 
codebook. All included papers were then systematically coded accordingly: 

1. Participant set characteristics (educational setting, role, size) 
2. Study focus (research question, condition of instruction) 
3. Q sampling characteristics (approach, sources, instrument validation, size of final Q 

set) 
4. Q sorting characteristics (distribution grid, items, post-sorting activities) 
5. Q factor analysis (software, extraction method, rotation method) 
6. Results (number of factors, labelling of factors) 
7. Others (rationale for Q, aspects of participatory research approach) 

Ambiguous information was discussed until a joint decision. 
To respond to the second research question, SoLD principles of practice (Darling-

Hammond et al., 2019) were applied as an analytical framework. Due to the tight 
interrelatedness of various principles of practice, studies could be assigned to more than one 
area. Studies that fitted multiple principles were coded with the predominant principle. Studies 
with a focus on anything other than pupils’ learning and developmental needs were clustered 
into additional areas. 
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3. Results 
3.1 Characteristics of Q methodological studies in compulsory education research 
After applying the inclusion criteria, 74 studies from 50 different sources were included. Apart 
from one book, 15 doctoral dissertations from eight different universities, met the inclusion 
criteria. The noticeable majority of the 74 included studies was published towards the end of 
the decade (see Fig. 3), illustrating the continuation of Q’s growing popularity in educational 
research (Irie et al., 2018). Participants were mostly located in the USA (n = 36) and the UK 
(n = 13). With Australia (n = 5) and South Korea (n = 4), only two more countries were 
represented more than twice. Twelve study contexts were located in Europe, two in Africa and 
two in South America. Three multicultural studies were included, with two investigating 
contexts in the USA and South Korea, and one compared results from Bulgaria and Croatia. 
 

 
Figure 3. Number of included studies per year 

 
3.1.1 Explored Voices with Q methodological Studies 
With compulsory education settings as an inclusion criterion, only voices connected to 
elementary (n = 15) and secondary (n = 29) schooling were represented. Twenty-seven studies 
included participants representing both settings. Three studies did not mention the setting they 
investigated but made clear that it was concerning compulsory education. 

Table 1 presents an overview of the participants whose voices and perspectives were 
explored. The total number of studies exceeds 74, because 13 studies combined different 
cohorts and are counted several times. The most explored voices are those of teachers. When 
in- and pre-service teachers are combined, this cohort covers 41% of all the included studies. 
The second-largest cohort is the pupils’ voices (23%). Voices of school staff members with a 
leading role, such as principals or school administrators were subsumed into the principal class, 
equal 14% of all included publications (n = 13). There were additional single cohort studies 
with members of special education, school counselors and teaching assistants. The voices of 
academics, committee members or teacher educators were only investigated in conjunction 
with other cohorts. 
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3.1.2 Categorization of Study Focus 
A qualitative interpretation of stated research questions, research aims and conditions of 
instructions allowed clustering the studies into six different categories: 

A. Representation 
One third of all studies (n = 27) investigated participants’ representation of a subject 
matter, asking them how the issue under scrutiny is typically understood.  

B. Attitudes and Values 
Research questions (n = 21) that focused more on a personal preference towards a topic 
were categorized as attitudes and values. Typically, asking participants to investigate 
what they think and like/dislike about the subject matter. 

C. Critical reflection 
Thirteen studies used Q as a tool to allow participants to critically reflect about their 
situation or characteristics. 

D. Evaluation 
In nine studies, Q was chosen to evaluate an educational issue. 

E. Response 
Six studies investigated participants’ preferences in terms of how to respond to a certain 
subject matter. 

F. Decision making 
One study used Q to describe and analyze the process of making decisions. 

A total number of 77 studies are represented, as the publications by Lundberg (2019a, 2019b) 
and Wirth (2014) consisted of two components with separate research questions and conditions 
of instructions, falling within different categories. Table 1 illustrates the distribution of study 
foci according to individual participant cohorts. Especially pupils are often asked to evaluate 
an issue, while in-service teachers are the participant cohort most often asked to critically 
reflect. 

 
3.1.3 Characteristics of Research Design and Analysis 
In terms of the research design (Fig. 4), the average p(articipant)-set in all the included studies 
consist of slightly more than 37 participants. Four studies conducted a Q study with 10 or fewer 
participants and two publications were conducted with more than 90. The number of Q items 
in the Q-sets was somewhat higher with an average of 40.3. In 28 studies, authors list a 
combination of sources for their Q-set. In studies with only one source, literature was found to 
be the most common origin, with participant-generated Q sets a close second, indicating 
aspects of a participatory approach. While 26 publications state external experts as a validation 
procedure to create Q sets, pilot studies to validate Q sets were mentioned 25 times. 
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Figure 4. Characteristics of research design 

 

  
Figure 5. Characteristics of factor analytical procedures 
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The majority of authors (n = 55) used physical cards and were present during the sorting 
activity. Sixty-one studies mention post-sorting activity, whereof most aimed at collecting 
participants’ rationale for their decisions about the extreme value choices. The factor analytical 
procedure was mostly (n = 55) performed using a version of PQMethod (Schmolck, 2014). The 
most common analytical choices were principal components analysis (PCA; n = 30) as an 
extraction method and Varimax rotation (n = 38). Studies not clearly stating their statistical 
procedure were common for both, the extraction and the rotation method (Fig. 5). 

The majority of studies retained and described three factors, followed by four-factor-
solutions and two-factor-solutions (Fig. 5). If the studies are broken up into their respective 
components, especially three-factor-solutions and four-factor-solutions gain in count. 

 
3.1.4 Less conventional Study Designs 
Most studies in this review report one group of factors, stemming from one set of items, which 
participants, sorted according to one condition of instruction at one point in time. However, 13 
studies reported factor solutions from multiple study components (see Fig. 5). In three studies, 
participants were instructed to sort the same Q set according to two different research questions 
(Cooper, 2018; de Leeuw et al., 2019; Wirth, 2014). Lundberg (2019a, 2019b) constructed 
individual Q sets for each condition of instruction. Lo Bianco and Aliani (2013) used the same 
condition of instruction with different Q sets and individually analyzed separate cohorts of 
participants, just like five other studies with one Q set and only one condition of instruction 
(Burke O’Connell et al., 2019; Jelizakova, 2015; Kemp, 2014; Militello, Bass, et al., 2013; 
Sklarwitz, 2017). Additionally, two studies applied a pre/post research design (Baron et al., 
2019; Ramlo, 2019). 
 
3.1.5 Studies with a Participatory Approach 
Eleven studies incorporated a participatory approach in at least one step of the research process. 
Mostly, that included participants’ contribution to the Q sampling, as experts during the culling 
process or as pilot study participants (Atkinson & Rowley, 2019; Baltrinic et al., 2016; Beck, 
2017; DeVore-Wedding et al., 2018; Heasly, 2017; McLain, 2018). Studies using items based 
on previous interview or questionnaire studies were not coded as participatory approach, 
because this does not actively involve participants. Other applications of participatory approach 
in Q are gathering the input of participants on the factor descriptions and interpretations, 
including participants in the factor interpretation to validate the results (Barnes et al., 2015; 
Brown & Militello, 2016; Duncan & Owens, 2011; Frearson, 2013) or asking participants to 
interpret the factors (Pruslow & Red Owl, 2012). 
 
3.2 Synthesis of Implications for Educational Settings 
The studies were clustered according to the SoLD principles of practice put forward by 
Darling-Hammond et al. (2019). The categorization is visible in Table 2. As Q was also applied 
in studies that did not concentrate on SoLD’s central focal point, the pupil, an additional 
category consisting of implications relevant for teacher characteristics was created. 
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3.2.1 Supportive Environmental Conditions 
Several included studies are located within the SoLD principle of practice to offer a safe and 
personalized setting for learning. For example, by asking teachers to foster democratic and 
participatory skills among students to socialize them for their role as community members 
(Pruslow & Red Owl, 2012) or by investigating how teachers’ emotional intensity influences 
the classroom climate (Bang & Montgomery, 2010). A multifaceted sense of belonging and its 
connection to safety is researched in Stickl Haugen et al. (2019) and Goodrich (2017). 
Furthermore, a sense of compulsory heteronormativity is found among girls’ construction of 
popularity (Duncan & Owens, 2011). Xi et al. (2016) add the notion of cultural differences in 
terms of how popularity among (Western and Asian) girls is perceived. In support of strong 
attachments and positive relationships, SoLD suggests longer grade spans and a reduction of 
different teachers which can be connected to the challenging transition from one education 
segment to the next (Lo Bianco & Aliani, 2013). 

Implications for a culturally responsive pedagogy are found in studies focusing on 
teachers’ views about multilingualism (Lundberg, 2019a, 2019b), pupil’s use of their first 
language (Stollery, 2013), the suggestion of a prayer room at schools for Muslim girls 
(Frearson, 2013) or the use of works of art to engage and motivate culturally disadvantaged 
students (Beck, 2017). The creation of a secure learning environment for pre-service teachers 
to explore and discuss linguistic diversity is suggested after the detection of consensual, but 
somewhat insecure attitudes towards more support for linguistic minority students in Yang and 
Montgomery (2013). Finally, teachers’ self-perception of their cultural competence is studied 
by Hobbs (2011), who concludes with the call for an improved definition of the concept. 

A range of studies are assigned to the SoLD principle of practice to strengthen relational 
trust and family engagement. In addition to the importance of a climate of hope to create a 
supportive administration-faculty relationship and eventually minimize teacher attrition 
(Levine, 2013), skillful school leaders are a comparatively well-researched topic with Q 
methodology. Leadership styles are suggested to be adapted to the realities in actual practice 
(Militello, Fusarelli, et al., 2013) and embedded in more in-school on-site learning opportunities 
for principals (Davis, 2018). Furthermore, Provost et al. (2010) conclude that effective principal 
leadership, was found to be characterized by high expectations for staff performance, 
communicating instructional goals, developing school goals, and systematically observing 
teachers' instructional methods. A finding largely in line with one by Dhillon et al. (2019), 
describing the importance of taking decisive action to address the poor performance of staff. 
Related to that, Brown and Militello (2016) suggest an increase in principals’ ambition to take 
an active role in teachers’ development, especially regarding sustainability and collaboration. 

Family engagement is regarded as an important topic by parents during their process of 
choosing a school (Parker, 2015) and school-family interaction could be increased through on-
campus family resource centers (Swetnam, 2010). Engaging parents to promote trust, safety, 
and belonging crucial for students’ successful educational career is supported by Yeboah et al. 
(2017), indicating parents’ strong influence on their children’s desirable job after schooling and 
Kim and Bang (2017) on parents’ educational aspiration for their children. 
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3.2.2 Productive Instructional Strategies 
To teach pupils in the zone of proximal development and provide scaffolding as suggested by 
Darling-Hammond et al. (2019), teacher demonstration, including modelling and explaining 
(McLain, 2018) and the creation of a rich learning environment and collaboration through field 
trips (Ramlo, 2019) are suggested. Baron et al. (2019) conclude that teachers’ PD programs 
difficulty to acknowledge participants’ various historical identities, perspectives and 
epistemological positions can easily be transported into compulsory education. In search of a 
definition of excellent teaching practices, Baltrinic et al. (2016) show teachers’ views are 
informed by their experiences in multiple roles, such as counselors, liaisons and guides to pupils 
and families. 

Various studies were assigned to the SoLD area of learning opportunities. Everman 
(2016) illustrates how literature can make science more approachable, build excitement, and 
encourage pupils to become more engaged. Levitt and Red Owl (2013) focus on the importance 
of early home and school literacy environments for reading competence and attitudes toward 
reading activities in school. The application of digital technologies in compulsory education 
(Burke O’Connell et al., 2019; Çirak Kurt & Yildirim, 2018) and inclusive dialogues about 
interest-based learning opportunities (Bonar, 2018; Lo Bianco & Aliani, 2013) are addressed. 
Other studies provide findings relevant to conceptual understanding, engagement and 
motivation in science (Barnes et al., 2015), citizenship education in post-communist European 
countries (Jelizakova, 2015) and geometry (Hock et al., 2015). 

Four studies focus on the importance of thoughtful feedback, which is uncontested for 
the success of pupils’ learning and development: Nauman et al. (2011) about pupil writing, 
Bang and Kim (2016) about practices of praising in the USA and Korea, Kotuľáková (2019) 
about global citizenship and Militello, Bass, et al. (2013) analyze how schools use and misuse 
data and provide implications to improve school leadership, teacher pedagogy and equitable 
pupil learning. 

 
3.2.3 Social and Emotional Development 
Three studies provide implications most relevant for the area of social and emotional 
development. Heffernan (2017) reports that resilience among young women is understood 
differently and that there might be an even larger difference between teachers and pupils. In 
terms of offering educative and restorative behavior support, Atkinson and Rowley (2019) 
suggest a person-centered approach to pupils’ reintegration into mainstream education and list 
generally accepted strategies. Kim and Oh (2017) investigate different stakeholders’ 
perceptions of a zero-tolerance policy for school violence in South Korea and conclude with a 
need for educational interventions instead of punishments for a positive transformation via self-
reflection. 
 
3.2.4 Systems of Support 
The holistic SoLD framework also includes addressing pupils’ individual needs to overcome 
learning and development barriers. De Leeuw et al. (2019) investigate pupils’ perspectives on 
resolving social exclusion. Subba et al. (2016, 2017) find that teachers attach comparatively 
less significance in their practices, to autonomy support for pupils with learning difficulties. 
Individual needs is a controversial issue, as teachers opposed to inclusion practices believe they 



 

 
 

17 

have to focus their attention on the majority of the class (Brown, 2016), while special education 
teachers regard inclusion as a natural quality of schooling (Sabo et al., 2018). As a consequence 
of lacking teacher self-efficacy regarding teaching in inclusive classrooms, Berry (2010) 
demands more opportunities for teacher education that meet the needs of a wide range of pupils 
and how to access and effectively manage resources. 

Two different special education leadership models were proposed in the included 
studies. Firstly, a distributed leadership continuum (Tudryn, 2012) focusing on collaboration 
and secondly, a transitional action model (Boscardin et al., 2018) that allows special education 
leaders to use facilitation to cultivate relationships, empower others, understand multiple 
perspectives and navigate complex, dynamic, organizational systems. Ramsay et al. (2018) 
reinforce the importance of collaboration among school staff regarding interventions. Heasly 
(2017) suggests incorporating educational psychologists in regular school routines, to support 
pupils to have a voice and prevent burnout among teaching staff (Atkin, 2019). Militello and 
Janson (2014) illustrate that there exists a dissonance between the ideal practice and the current 
practice of school counselors, often grounded in organizational constraints. 
3.2.5 Teacher Characteristics 
Four out of the 74 included studies focus on teachers’ professional identity: Levine and 
VanSlyke-Briggs (2014) on being a renegade teacher, Wirth (2014) about the existence of 
pluralistic ignorance amongst secondary teachers in terms of influences on their teaching 
practices, Demir (2016) about Turkish pre-service teachers overall satisfaction with their choice 
of education and Dobrica-Tudor and Théorêt (2017) instruct teachers to critically reflect on 
their well-being and conclude with the importance of conditions and constraints inherent to the 
workplace. 

Included studies also focused on teachers’ role as policy arbiters in discussion about the 
use of digital technologies in schools (Vandeyar, 2014) and local language planning processes 
(Kemp, 2014; Slaughter et al., 2020). Ramlo illustrates how Q can be used for pupils’ evaluation 
of teaching (2017) or the determination of in-service teachers views about learning during their 
professional development (2012). 

 
4. Discussion 

The present paper aimed to systematically review Q studies in educational research. The study 
selection process yielded 74 studies. The characteristics of these Q studies published between 
2010 and 2019 were presented first, then, a narrative analysis based on the SoLD principles of 
practice, as put forward by Darling-Hammond et al. (2019), served as an analytical framework 
for the included studies’ results and implications. The discussion presents delimitations and 
limitations, followed by the most relevant results of the systematic review study. The paper 
concludes with directions for further research and implications for practice. 
 
4.1 Delimitations and Limitations 
First, even though this review did not apply an exclusion criterion for non-English publications, 
studies not using the English terms Q method or Q methodology, but a translation of them, 
might not have been identified. Second, 20 studies were excluded from this research review, 
because they reported findings based on a different analytical procedure than Q factor analysis 
and were therefore “not in line with the original aim of Q methodology” (Brown, 2019, p. 568). 
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However, 18 of them used Q sorting as a data collection technique and might have provided 
additional insights into characteristics of Q sampling and Q sorting procedures. Third, the 
review study included not only traditional literatures but also gray ones. Even though the latter 
are often associated with a lack of quality, the current study was set out to illustrate and 
represent how Q has been used recently, but it is important to note some included studies did 
not state all information about study characteristics reviewed in the present paper. Finally, when 
the initial literature search was conducted in January 2020, some of the publications were listed 
as in press. With an updated reference list, one article (Slaughter et al., 2020) is now listed as a 
2020 publication. 
 
4.2 Flexibility of Q methodology 
Stephenson (1980) argued that Q was not prescriptive and items used in a sort could mean 
different things to different people and, depending on the situation, have different meanings for 
the same person. This characteristic of Q highlights the flexibility of this methodology and is 
interlinked to the described a posteriori assignment of meaning. Presenting the diverse and 
wide-ranging applications in educational research, this review further showcased Q’s 
flexibility. For example, the included studies comprised elementary and secondary levels of 
compulsory education, but Q studies identified in the initial searches also encompassed studies 
in preschools and tertiary settings. The wide range of participants also evidences the 
methodology is flexible enough to be used with adults, older pupils and young pupils. The fact 
that sorting items vary in number, from 14 to 78 items, and in format, including text but also 
images, are other features that support Q’s flexibility. In addition, the result section about 
research foci further presents the methodology’s application for various projects. Moreover, a 
comparison with results from a review study in conservation research (Zabala et al., 2018), 
indicates that Q is applied in other research foci, such as management alternatives or conflict 
resolution. However, the full potential of Q’s flexibility in terms of study designs is not yet 
tapped. For example, more studies using items other than written statements could further 
strengthen the methodology’s application for pupils with disabilities. 
 
4.3 A Methodology for the otherwise Marginalized 
The variety of participant cohorts showcases Q’s suitability as a research method for all 
members of a school setting, without a limitation in age and verbal understanding. It can 
therefore be concluded that Q is sufficient to provide a holistic and comprehensive collection 
of perspectives in educational research. An unexpected finding is that the cohort of pupils was 
the second most frequently studied group of participants. This finding can be regarded as a 
confirmation of Q’s potential to explore subjectivity and perspectives of otherwise often 
marginalized pupils (Brown, 2006; Ellingsen et al., 2014). On the other hand, voices of school 
staff other than teachers or members of the principal class and specifically studies investigating 
teacher educators’ subjectivity are underrepresented. This is surprising as several included 
studies call for an adaptation of pre- and/or in-service teacher education. The review study 
uncovers a lack of communication between teacher education and teachers’ actual work 
environment. However, it needs to be noted that this conclusion only concerns Q studies. 
Teacher educators’ perspectives might have been gathered with alternative research methods. 
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4.4 A Participatory Approach to Policy Formation 
Across different subjects, included studies are demanding a participatory approach to policy 
formulation and implementation, illustrating how Q offers insight into perspectives and 
subjectivity of different actors. Applying Q, especially in a participatory fashion, where 
respondents are given the possibility to contribute to various stages in research, could 
considerably increase the sense of accountability and transparency, thicken its democratic 
dimension (Howe, 2004) and be beneficial for educational research. This is of particular 
relevance during reformation processes regarding inclusive education policies, pupils’ well-
being and their educational success. By granting pupils access to otherwise entirely adult 
conversations due to the methodology’s characteristic of a non-verbal approach, policies are 
expected to meet pupils’ need even more accurately (Heasly, 2017) and teachers are better 
equipped to successfully implement inclusive education. In summary, Q is a potent way to 
either include stakeholders into policy formation processes or at least inform and educate 
policy-makers and the larger community about educational issues from participants’ subjective 
point of view. 
 
4.5 Implications for Practice 
A range of included studies have suggested the application of Q, and especially its item sorting 
technique, as an educational tool for critical reflection or for evaluating a particular aspect of 
learning (see Table 2: categories C and D). As an articulation tool within classroom dialogues 
or an instrument for formative feedback, a prominent component of SoLD on productive 
instructional strategies, Q allows the conjunction of teachers’ and pupils’ subjectivity in a 
constructive way and supports their learning and development. Q sorting was also applied for 
teachers to gain a better understanding of their pupils, as it allows them to group individuals 
(Beck, 2017), understand where they are coming from and continually assess if they are making 
growth in their competence (Sklarwitz, 2017). The review showcases Q’s sheer limitless 
potential as an educational tool to support pupils’ learning and development due to the 
methodology’s flexibility in terms of study focus and design. However, more research is needed 
to investigate how educators with limited or no knowledge of Q can integrate Q sorting in their 
teaching practices. Based on the experience and motivation afforded by post-sorting discussion 
with learners, educators might move on to using Q in line with its original aim of elucidating 
shared subjective viewpoints. 
 
4.6 Directions for Future Research 
Even though the present review expands insights into the potential of Q to study subjectivity in 
educational research, a range of questions remains for future research. First, while included 
studies focused especially on areas of supportive environmental conditions and productive 
instructional strategies, the SoLD area of social and emotional development of pupils is 
underrepresented. With its reputation to include marginalized voices, Q is considered to be 
well-suited for research illuminating pupils’ skills, habits and mindsets for successful learning 
and development. Strengthening this research trajectory would further develop the 
understanding of how to meet pupils’ individual social and emotional needs. 

Second, a considerable number of studies were excluded because they analyzed data 
gathered in Q sorting activities with other approaches than Q factor analysis. The carried-out 
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analysis was mostly descriptive statistics and Q factor analysis would provide a fruitful basis 
for future research and further highlight the strengths and weaknesses of the complete 
methodology. Moreover, it can be expected to see further implications of potential applications 
of Q sorting as an educational tool. We, therefore, recommend that future studies explore the 
possibilities of individual elements of Q methodology, especially its sorting technique, as a tool 
in educational practices. 

Third, whereas teacher and pupil perspectives are highly represented in the included 
studies, parent and teacher educator perspectives, either as a single cohort or as part of mixed 
participant groups, are largely missing. This gap suggests the need for new research to 
supplement current educational research on improving communication between teacher 
education providers and their recipients thus highlighting more voices. 

A final direction for further research, it needs to be noted the review was specifically 
focused on Q studies executed in compulsory education and on teacher education for 
compulsory education. Q studies from other educational settings, such as daycare and higher 
education settings were therefore excluded. We recommend that future reviews explore the 
characteristics and implications of Q studies in these additional educational settings. 

 
5. Conclusion 

Focusing on compulsory education, the characteristics of Q methodological studies since 2010 
were systematically reviewed. In this ten-year timespan, 74 included studies illustrated wide-
ranging and diverse ways in which researchers have been using Q as a means to analyze 
subjectivity, including participants who tend to be marginalized. To identify the implications 
that the selected Q studies for educational research purposes, the studies were grouped within 
the SoLD framework (Darling-Hammond et al., 2019). According to its inventor, Q “stands for 
discovery in subjectivity, of reality in nature, made possible by technique” (Stephenson, 2014, 
p. 43, emphasis in the original). This technique allows representing a person’s internal 
standpoint or subjective point of view as empirically observable, meaningful and relational, 
hence operantly subjective in the form of a Q sort (Stephenson, 1968). In other words, Q offers 
a flexible and systematic approach to data collection and analysis about subjectivity and is 
suited for educational research. 
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ABSTRACT
This study explores teachers’ beliefs about multilingualism and
multilingual students in Swedish primary schools. The aim is to
support a better-informed discussion about teachers’ decision-
making in linguistically diverse classrooms in the European nation-
state. The use of Q method combines qualitative and quantitative
data analyses. Q material applied in the present study provided
the participants with all the necessary language to describe
their beliefs. Two Q sets of statements – one regarding the
understanding of the phenomenon and the other concerning
suggested pedagogical responses in relation to current
multilingualism – were constructed using a variety of sources. The
participants are forty teachers, predominantly female, employed at
three different primary schools in southern Sweden. Applying
inverted factor analysis and abductive interpretation, three sets of
teachers’ beliefs emerged and descriptions represent the teachers’
complex views about multilingualism in the classroom. Overall,
teachers’ beliefs are rather welcoming towards multilingualism and
multilingual students and recent concepts with growing acceptance
in literature, such as translanguaging, are well accepted. However,
sceptical views, often based on monolingual ideologies are present
and are likely to pose challenges for the implementation of
pluralistic policies. This study contributes to an open debate about
benefits and challenges of current multilingualism in education.
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Introduction

Historically, the social and political organisation of nation-states along monolingual lines
has been ‘the dominant modality for the organisation of European territory and the man-
agement of its populations’ (Lo Bianco, 2005, p. 115). However, the increase in linguistic
and cultural diversity due to accelerated migration flows challenges ‘the idea of a single,
common “national” language [as] the leitmotif’ (May, 2017, p. 5). Sweden is a prominent
example of such a practice, in which a national language is elevated to the role of safe-
guarding a national culture and identity (Cots, Lasagabaster, & Garrett, 2012). At the
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same time, the education system has an opportunity to sensitise the society about a poss-
ible new social norm that foregrounds multilingualism1 with Swedish as the shared
national language. From a language ecology perspective, the classroom represents ‘a key
site where policies become action’ (Hult, 2014, p. 159), and teachers, through their peda-
gogical decisions based on their beliefs, are at the metaphorical heart of language policy
implementation (Hornberger & Johnson, 2007; Menken & García, 2010; Ricento & Horn-
berger, 1996). In recent years, research has shown increasing interest in educators’
dilemma of finding themselves in linguistically diverse classrooms, which are historically
perceived monolingual spaces in many nations. Some examples include a study of pluralist
language ideologies of two primary school teachers in the United States (Henderson,
2017), a research project on monoglossic echoes in multilingual spaces in Australia
(Reath Warren, 2018) and tensions between ‘globalising’ and ‘nationalising’ discourses
in Estonian higher education (Soler & Vihman, 2018). Furthermore, Young (2014) in
France and Haukås (2016) in Norway investigated teachers’ beliefs about multilingualism
and a multilingual pedagogy with interviews and focus group discussions, while De
Angelis (2011) used a questionnaire for her study of teachers’ beliefs about their students’
prior language knowledge.

Teachers’ beliefs

Research about teachers’ beliefs is considered especially challenging, due to the fact that
different teachers’ beliefs and their interrelationships are not observable and may not be
entirely consciously accessible (Rokeach, 1968). Moreover, when asked, teachers may
respond with what is culturally and socially desirable. Observations, questionnaires or
interview studies are therefore insufficient means to investigate teachers’ beliefs. As a
result, the present study has adopted a powerful qualitative method with quantitative fea-
tures to provide accounts of human subjectivity to explore teachers’ beliefs in the context
of multilingualism in Swedish primary education.

Drawing on a review of teacher cognition in language teaching, Borg (2003) describes
teachers as ‘active, thinking decision-makers who make instructional choices by drawing
on complex, practically-oriented, personalised, and context-sensitive networks of knowl-
edge, thoughts and beliefs’ (p. 81). Because it is often difficult or even impossible to clearly
determine whether the teacher knows or believes something (Pajares, 1992), and because
‘in the mind of the teachers these concepts are not held distinctively separate’ (Borg, 2006,
p. 33), in the present study the concept of teachers’ beliefs refers to the teachers’ under-
standing of and pedagogical thinking about multilingualism and multilingual students.
Belief elements of different strength are organised in complex networks and structured
in a central-peripheral way. The more central and stronger an element is, the more resist-
ant it is to change (Rokeach, 1968). Moreover, different beliefs may contradict one
another, reflecting their complexity (Pajares, 1992).

Complexity of multilingualism

This study aims to shed light on teachers’ beliefs about multilingualism as a social
phenomenon and on their pedagogies regarding multilingualism ‘in the most unbiased
way possible’ (Aronin & Jessner, 2015, p. 286). Most of the research carried out about
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multilingualism supports the acquisition and use of different languages in different
domains and illustrates advantages of multilinguals, such as superior metalinguistic
and meta-cognitive abilities (Bialystock, 2011; Cenoz, 2003; De Angelis, 2007) or mul-
tilingualism’s positive effect on earnings (Grin, Sfreddo, & Vaillancourt, 2010) to
name but a few. According to Jessner and Kramsch (2015) the ‘dark side to linguistic
diversity’ (p. 6) has received far less attention in academia. They proceed to say that
current multilingualism ‘is part of a general revolution against monolingualism and
what it stands for, namely […] the bedrock of schooling, the nation-state and the
Academy’ (p. 7, italics in original). By adding a complexity lens (Larsen-Freeman,
2014), the current paper understands multilingualism as a dynamic phenomenon,
consisting of opportunities and difficulties to be faced by individuals, the society
and its institutions.

In academia, the bi- and multilingual norm in societal language use seems to have
replaced the monolingual perspective (Aronin, 2015; Jessner & Kramsch, 2015; May,
2014). Thismultilingual turn (May, 2014) is characterised by the acknowledgement of mul-
tilingual speakers’ fluid language practices in their full complexity (García, 2009). García
refers to translanguaging when multilingual individuals use their full linguistic repertoire
and receive positive confirmation for their linguistic capacity. As a newmethod of teaching
and an alternative to traditional pedagogies, where the teachers ‘keep knowledge about
other languages, including the L1 [the students’ first language], out of the classroom in
order not to confuse students’ (Jessner, 2008, p. 39), translanguaging requires the teachers’
willingness to engage in learning with their students and equalise power relations (Flores &
García, 2013). Comparable terms to translanguaging which all ‘shift the focus from
languages to speakers and open up the possibility for a multilingual analysis, rather than
a monolingual one’ (Jonsson, 2017, p. 22) include Canagarajah’s (2011) codemeshing or
Jørgensen’s (2008) polylingual languaging. According to Paulsrud, Rosén, Straszer, and
Wedin (2017), the concept of translanguaging creates a stronger home-school connection
and allows for better participation between weaker and stronger learners in mixed-ability
classes. However, this more fluid understanding of language use in current multilingualism
represents a challenge for educators, because it destabilises codes, norms and conventions
that teachers and especially language teachers have relied upon (Kramsch, 2014). It is there-
fore not surprising that different research studies have identified a discrepancy between
multilingual pedagogies celebrated in literature or pluralistic policies and current classroom
practice (Cenoz & Gorter, 2011; Cummins, 2007; Daryai-Hansen et al., 2015). The reasons
for this gap are manifold. The implementation of a multilingual pedagogy is connected to
new curricula, new appropriate learningmaterial, adapted assessment practices and enough
time for the teachers to engage and adapt, as they are expected to perform a major paradig-
matic shift. In order to understand the reasoning behind sceptical beliefs and to lead a
better-informed discussion about multilingual education, this current research project
applies a methodology that captures the richness of the phenomenon and explores patterns
of Swedish primary school teachers’ beliefs about it.

Linguistic ecology of Sweden

The current research project is situated in Sweden, where the national language hierarchy
is clearly dominated by Swedish and English (Josephson, 2004). To secure the
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development of Swedish, mainly in respect to the rise of English, Swedish became the
official language of the country in 2009 (Swedish Ministry of Culture, 2009:600).
English is considered a transcultural language (Hult, 2012) whose position is continually
negotiated and part of the local dominant language constellation, which is described as ‘the
complex of languages shared on a day-to-day basis [to meet] essential functions of com-
munication, interaction and identity-marking’ by Aronin and Singleton (2012,
p. 59).While Swedish is taught as a mandatory subject from first grade and English
from third grade in public schools, other major European languages and minority
languages, non-official ones in particular, are marginalised in the Swedish educational
system. This is party due to the organisation of school subjects, where languages are
treated as ‘separate units, each with specific goals and learning outcomes’ (Rosén, 2017,
pp. 44–45). In addition, studying an additional language to Swedish and English lies in
the students’ responsibility. Many students however choose more lessons in Swedish or
English (Tholin, 2012, p. 71) and thereby miss the European Union’s policy objective of
‘mother tongue plus two other languages’ (European Commission, 2004, p. 16). Neverthe-
less, three efforts to foster multilingual development need to be mentioned. Mother tongue
instruction was established in 1977 and is currently an elective school subject in its own
right. Municipalities are obliged to organise the classes, if five students or more use a par-
ticular language on a daily basis with a caregiver and wish to receive such an instruction.
Moreover, a suitable teacher must be available. These requirements are waived for official
minority languages. The second, more short-term educational support is study guidance in
the mother tongue, which aims at helping students with limited Swedish language compe-
tence understand schooling held in the national language. Thirdly, Swedish as a Second
Language was established as a school subject in 1995 to provide a more systematic
support for immigrant students’ development of the Swedish language. It is telling that
in Sweden these immigrant children are often referred to as multilingual students,
which is an acknowledgment that the children have a language other than Swedish as
their first form of communication and now need to acquire the dominant language of
their host country, thus becoming even more multilingual. As concluded by Lundberg
(2018), even in research results, discourses of multilingual students in Sweden often
refer to children with a migration background and mother tongues other than Swedish.
They are thereby discriminated as different from the perceived monolingual norm in
national education policy documents. On the other hand, multilinguals in a wider under-
standing, are not necessarily called multilingual for at least two reasons. First, the particu-
lar usage, described by Lundberg, has a strong negative connotation and is avoided when
referring to native Swedish speakers. Second, individual multilingualism is still popularly
understood as consisting of a native-like control of two or more languages (Bloomfield,
1933) and speakers whose linguistic proficiencies are partial tend not to be considered
multilingual. As a consequence of the described monolingual stance, it can be hypoth-
esised that the linguistic repertoire of multilingual individuals who have high Swedish
language competency is overlooked.

This monolingual disposition stands in sharp contrast with the multilingual sociolin-
guistic reality of most children (monolingual and multilingual ones) entering the
Swedish school system and the current state of research about multilingualism and multi-
lingual pedagogy described above.
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Research setting

In light of these peculiarities in the Swedish context, the present study used a range of
school settings to ensure representative coverage of typical conditions. Forty teachers
from three different primary schools in the southern Swedish region of Scania were
recruited for this study on a voluntary basis. The biggest school, with around 400 students
of which 95% have a non-Swedish background, is located in the inner city of Malmö,
Sweden’s third largest city and an excellent example of a ‘test bed for understanding
social diversity and complexity’ (King & Carson, 2017, p. 3). Twenty-nine teachers (23
female and 6 male) from this school took part in the study. According to their self-evalu-
ation, all of these teachers can communicate in at least two languages and more than half
of them do not have Swedish as a first language. The other two schools are smaller and
located in a more rural area, approximately 40 minutes away from the city of Malmö.
Seven teachers (5 female and 2 male) participated from a school with about 250 students,
whereby 20% are of a non-Swedish background. The four remaining participants are all
female and employed at a school with 110 students who are almost exclusively of
Swedish background. All of the teachers in the rural area are native speakers of Swedish
and consider themselves able to communicate in at least two languages.

Materials and methods

In order to explore teachers’ subjective beliefs from the individual’s point of view instead of
imposing researcher-defined categories onto them, Q methodology (henceforth Q) was
selected as particularly well suited to the requirements of the current research project.
Moreover, Q provides the sometimes insufficient language to describe and label their
beliefs (Ernest, 2001) and is an interactive, dynamic and operant methodology (Brown,
1980), which approaches individuals in terms of their own priorities, values, beliefs and
opinions (Ernest, 2011). Furthermore, by making use of a form of inverted factor analysis
thereby combining qualitative and quantitative aspects, Q ‘is an effective method for turning
subjective statements into an objective outcome’ (Akhtar-Danesh, Baumann, & Cordingley,
2008, p. 770). Invented by psychologist William Stephenson in the 1930s, Q methodology
locates shared viewpoints in a purposely-selected group of people about an issue. One of the
many strengths of Q’s abductive approach lies in its exploratory and theory-generating
potential, because typically no hypotheses are formulated before the execution of the
study (Stenner, Dancey, & Watts, 2000). Many studies have shown Q to be a reliable
method (Watts & Stenner, 2012). Moreover, Lo Bianco (2015) describes Q as a valuable
research method in the field of language policy and for plans to explore and define ‘the
nature and complexity of communication problems’ (p. 70) by mapping out the field of
arguments, positions, and the underlying discourses in the debates about multilingualism.

Research design

To identify the complexity of teachers’ beliefs about multilingualism in general, multilin-
gual students in particular and respect the approach to the concept of teachers’ beliefs
mentioned above, the participants in this study were given two Q samples to complete.
The first aimed to capture their underlying understanding of the subject while the
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second explored the teachers’ suggested pedagogical action regarding multilingualism and
multilingual students. Stainton Rogers and Stainton Rogers (1990) describe this procedure
as, in practice, a means of exploring what cultural elements tend to be voiced in conjunc-
tion with each other thus providing a further level of interpretation. In the current study,
the subdivision into understanding and pedagogy does justice to the complex nature of the
studied teachers’ beliefs.

Various sources, such as academic literature, popular science magazines, educational
policy documents and discussions with teachers were used in an unstructured way to
gather a variety of items containing various discourses of multilingualism. Four domain
experts and two experienced Q researchers were then approached to evaluate the state-
ments, which were reformulated in a language the participants were likely to use and
understand (Dryzek & Holmes, 2002) and represent the nuanced thoughts of teachers
as closely as possible. All experts focused on the same criteria: simplicity, clarity,
wording, and breadth and depth (Paige & Morin, 2016; Watts & Stenner, 2012). This pro-
cedure is especially important for the de-contextualised Q statements and resulted in a
reduction of the items and the creation of two separate Q samples which were piloted
with twelve teachers and teacher trainers. After some further adjustments, the Q
samples for the current study were finalised. While the first component study (called
understanding in this paper) comprises a 39-item Q sample, the second (called pedagogy
in this paper) is a Q sample comprising 32 items.

Data collection

In 2017, the researcher visited all the schools and was present during the collection of the
empirical data. The participants were provided with explanatory information about the
research project and signed a consent form. They then completed a short questionnaire sup-
plying additional demographic details. Next, the participants were asked to perform a card-
ranking activity using the 39 items on understanding. Each item had to be assigned a hier-
archical position in a forced-choice, quasi-normal and symmetrical distribution according
to the extent to which the statement was felt to describe the participant’s understanding of
multilingualism and multilingual students. The face-validity dimension among which the
items had to be sorted was labelled as ‘most disagree’ to ‘most agree’, and the most negative
value (−4) represented the left pole while the most positive value (+4) was located on the
right pole. The aim of this dynamic procedure was to generate a single and holistic configur-
ation of all the items, consisting of each participant’s constant comparison between the
items. The product is considered to be a dynamic representation of their viewpoint on
the subject. Some participants added one or several reasons for their choices of items at
+ 4/−4 by writing on the back of the page. The procedure was repeated with the 32-item
Q sample about pedagogy, the second component discussed in this present paper.

Analytical procedures

The data for the 40 participants was statistically analysed using the dedicated software,
PQMethod (Schmolck, 2014). The software offers a variety of by-person factor-extraction
and rotation methods and provides the researcher with a number of statistical measures.
After properly exploring the data by engaging with the process of factor rotation in an
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investigatory fashion (Watts & Stenner, 2012), the most informative solution for each
component was chosen, which resulted in the application of different data-reduction tech-
niques. Q sorts on understanding were subjected to principal components analysis2 and
centroid factor analysis was used for the related Q study on pedagogy. One can refer to
Kline (1994) for a point-by-point comparison between principal component analysis
and centroid factor analysis. For both components, the automatic varimax procedure
was used to rotate the factors according to statistical criteria and account for the
maximal amount of opinion variance (Watts & Stenner, 2012). After the elimination of
factors with insufficient statistical strength, three accounts of understanding (Factors 1-
U, 2-U and 3-U) were identified, which, when taken together, explain 56% of the
opinion variance. A simple equation outline in Brown (1980, pp. 222–223) was used to
calculate each Q sort’s significance at the p < 0.01 level: 2.58(1/√no of items). For this
first component, factor loadings of at least +/− 0.41 were significant at the p < 0.01 level
and 26 of the 40 Q sorts loaded significantly on one of these three factors. In the
related pedagogy study, three factors (Factors 1-P, 2-P and 3-P) were extracted, accounting
for 55% of the opinion variance. Here, 31 of the 40 Q sorts loaded significantly (+/− 0.45 at
the p < 0.01 level) on only one of these three factors. All Q sorts loading significantly on the
same factor were merged to a single ideal-typical Q sort according to a procedure of
weighted averaging. This shared, distinct understanding of the subject matter is called a
factor array. Figure 1 shows the factor array for Factor 1-P on pedagogy. The top line rep-
resents the values (−4 to + 4) and the numbers in brackets show how many items could be
allocated per value.

To move from the factor arrays to the factor interpretations, a careful and holistic
inspection of the patterning of items within a factor array was applied by using the crib
sheet method (Watts & Stenner, 2012). Apart from the three items on top and at the
bottom of the factor array, the crib sheet also focuses on items, which are ranked
higher or lower in a particular factor array relative to other factor arrays. As a conse-
quence, even items ranked zero (indifferent) in one factor are important for the interpret-
ation of this factor if the same item is given extreme scores on other factors (Dryzek &
Holmes, 2002).

Results

Three sets of teachers’ beliefs have emerged in the current research project. Each of these
sets consists of one factor in each of the two components. Despite their varying explained

Figure 1. Factor array for Factor 1-P on pedagogy.
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opinion variance indicating their statistical strength, all three emerged factors in the
understanding component and all three emerged factors in the pedagogy component
meet sufficient statistical criteria to be included in this study. The respective explained
opinion variance and significant loadings, separated by gender and school context are
shown in Table 1.

The following result section is structured according to the three sets teachers’ beliefs which
have emerged. A short quantitative description including the statistical connection between
the components is followed by a summary of the underlying understanding of multilingual-
ism and multilingual students (component 1) and a more detailed narrative of the suggested
pedagogical action (component 2). In these qualitative interpretations of the single factors,
which have been given titles for mnemonic reasons (Stenner et al., 2000), the numbers in
brackets represent factor item rankings. Taking Factor 1-P for example, we can see that
(20: −1) indicates that item 20 was ranked in the −1 position by the merged average of all
participants significantly loading on this factor. Relevant comments by participants are
also cited in the interpretations, followed by the number of the Q sort in parentheses.

The Q-sort items and the allocated values for each of the three factors in the second
component are presented in Table 2 at the end of the results section as a reference. The
single Q-sort items and allocated values for the first component on understanding can
be requested from the author.

Teachers’ belief set 1 (TBS1) – let us help you exercise your right to be
multilingual!

A total of 14 respondents load significantly on Factor 1-U, explaining 28% of the opinion
variance in the understanding component and 15 respondents load significantly on Factor
1-P, which explains 26% of the opinion variance in this second component. Twelve out of
the 14 respondents aligning with Factor 1-U also load significantly on Factor 1-P, illustrat-
ing the clear connection between the two components. Five of these 12 are however listed
as confounded, because they also show a significant loading on Factor 3-P. One teacher
loads on Factor 2-P and one on Factor 3-P.

Due to the high-explained opinion variance of Factors 1-U and 1-P, it can be concluded
that this first teachers’ belief set represents the group consensus, which mainly draws from
the common disciplinary socialisation that teachers share.

Understanding Factor 1-U
Participants loading strongly on Factor 1-U have a highly positive understanding of multi-
lingualism and do not identify any negative changes that occur at school with the presence

Table 1. Quantitative summary for all factors.
Understanding Pedagogy

1-U 2-U 3-U 1-P 2-P 3-P

Explained opinion variance 28% 12% 16% 26% 10% 19%
Significant loadings Women 13 3 4 13 5 4

Men 1 4 1 2 4 1
Urban 9 3 5 10 6 4
Rural 5 4 0 5 3 1
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of multilingualism. In the view of these teachers, multilingual students generally do not
experience problems at school. On the contrary, they believe multilingualism develops
verbal skills and produces cognitive advantages.

The teachers representing Factor 1-U consider the mother tongue spoken at home to be
a crucial aspect for students’ educational success and correspondingly believe that the
Swedish competence of the parents of multilingual students is irrelevant. They regard mul-
tilingual students as a valuable resource for society and multilingualism as a positive
influence on their own teaching practices.

Pedagogy Factor 1-P
Teachers loading on Factor 1-P do not treat every student the same but rather individua-
lise their pedagogical practices according to the students’ mother tongue (20: −1). This is
due to their awareness of the needs of multilingual students and the respondents’ acknowl-
edgment that individual support in the students’ mother tongue is needed (26: 3).
However, they do not believe that multilingual students need reduced individual learning
objectives (25: −2) or any additional support to learn Swedish (4: 0). Teaching Swedish as
a second language to multilingual students and not integrating them in standard Swedish

Table 2. Q-sort values for items in pedagogy.
Factors 1-P 2-P 3-P

1 It is important that students with low motivation can withdraw from foreign language classes −2 −4 −1
2 Multilingualism is an important topic of debate in education 1 1 2
3 A common language is important 2 3 1
4 Multilingual students need additional support to learn Swedish 0 1 0
5 Multilingual students should not learn additional languages but rather focus on the ones they

already know
−3 −2 −2

6 Everybody should be functionally trilingual −1 0 −3
7 Multilingual students need special education support −2 −2 −2
8 Multilingual and monolingual students should learn Swedish separately −3 −2 −2
9 Multilingualism is a right at school 4 1 3
10 Multilingual students should be evaluated in their mother tongue −1 −3 −1
11 Schools should have access to multilingual material 1 1 1
12 Competence in more than two languages is unnecessary. One foreign language is sufficient −3 −3 −1
13 Cooperation with the multilingual students’ parents is vital for the students’ success. 1 2 1
14 Teaching materials should include multilingualism as a topic 0 −1 0
15 A common attitude towards multilingualism is important among the teaching staff 3 1 2
16 Schools ought to change their way of teaching due to a society’s increased multilingualism 2 −2 0
17 Separate languages should be taught separately −1 −1 −2
18 Students should be encouraged to use their full linguistic repertoire 2 −1 3
19 The school needs more concrete guidelines concerning multilingualism 0 1 1
20 I treat every student the same regardless of their mother tongue 0 4 4
21 Here, Swedish is the norm and not the students’ multilingualism 0 3 −3
22 Students with a migration background should be excluded from foreign language classes −2 −3 −1
23 Multilingualism should be a part of teacher education programmes 1 −1 2
24 Multilingual students should take a preparatory course before they take part in regular classes −1 3 0
25 Multilingual students often need reduced individual learning objectives −1 0 −1
26 Multilingual students have the right to receive individual support in their mother tongue 3 2 0
27 Teaching staff should receive information about multilingualism to distribute to parents and

students
0 0 0

28 Being allowed to use all their languages during lessons helps multilingual students in their
general learning

3 0 2

29 We need a ‘Swedish only’ policy in our public schools here −4 0 −3
30 I don’t understand the students’ mother tongue, so I don’t want them to use them −2 2 −4
31 Teachers of different language subjects should collaborate closely 2 −1 1
32 A central task of the teacher is the systematic support of the students’multilingual self-perception 1 0 3
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classes is clearly opposed (8: −3), for example because of the missed chance to provide
good linguistic examples for weaker students (Q sort 21). Also, the idea of sending such
students to preparatory courses before they are permitted to take part in regular classes
is rejected (24: 0).

Most important for these teachers is the idea that multilingualism is a right at school (9:
4), and they hold that all schools ought to adapt their teaching practices in response to
society’s increased multilingualism (16: 2). Although they do not see multilingualism as
a high priority topic for schools (2: 1), a common attitude towards the topic among the
teaching staff is considered to be of prime importance (15: 3), as this is considered to com-
municate a positive signal to students (sort 3) and promote closer collaboration among
language teachers (31: 2). Nonetheless, according to Factor 1-P, there is no need for
more concrete guidelines concerning multilingualism (19: 0).

This factor clearly opposes the idea of a ‘Swedish only’ policy in public schools (29: −4).
On the contrary, these teachers believe that multilingual students’ use of all their languages
during lessons will assist them in their general learning (28: 3), and therefore, Factor 1-P
respondents are in favour of allowing translanguaging strategies in their classes (30: −2)
and encourage this multiple language use (18: 2).

Despite their view that functional trilingualism is not considered entirely necessary (6:
−1), teachers loading on this factor clearly want all their students to learn more than two
languages (12: −3) and hold that multilingual students should learn additional languages
rather than focus on the ones they already know (5: −3).

Teachers’ belief set 2 (TBS2) – you’re tolerated. Now adapt!

At total of 7 respondents load significantly on Factor 2-U, explaining 12% of the opinion
variance in the understanding component and 9 respondents load significantly on Factor
2-P, which explains 10% of the opinion variance in this second component. Four out of the
seven respondents aligning with Factor 2-U also load significantly on Factor 2-P. One
teacher loads on Factor 1-P, one on Factor 3-P and one participant shows no significant
loading in the pedagogy-component. TBS2 consists of a comparatively high percentage of
male respondents. Moreover, in the understanding component, teachers from the rural
schools outnumbered their colleagues from the urban school, despite the much smaller
numbers of participants.

Understanding Factor 2-U
The topic of multilingualism is considered to have gained too much prominence in school-
ing. The aligning respondents doubt if their engagement with questions of multilingualism
broadens their horizon as a professional. However, they expressed the view that increased
multilingualism among students does make their task to communicate social values more
difficult.

Teachers loading on this factor believe that children who are raised monolingually can
become multilingual and that multilingualism can be a resource for learning additional
languages. However, they do not believe that multilingual children have a bigger vocabu-
lary nor any particular cognitive advantages or any higher cultural awareness.
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Respondents aligning with Factor 2-U do not believe in the benefits of speaking the stu-
dents’mother tongue at home and the Swedish competence of multilingual students’ parents
is considered to be crucial for any successful collaboration between schools and parents.

Pedagogy Factor 2-P
According to Factor 2-P, multilingualism should not be an important topic at school (2: 1),
while a common language is vital (3: 3). The normative assumption that the use of Swedish
language should be an uncontested reality in Swedish schools (21: 3) is confirmed by the
comment that the students’ educational success is more likely if their Swedish language
competency is good (Q sort 8). The logic of these positions is that multilingualism essen-
tially constitutes a problem, which undermines the assumedmonolingual norm, where stu-
dents are painted in terms of deficit. The suggestion of implementing a ‘Swedish only’ policy
in public schools is not categorically opposed by the respondents loading on Factor 2-P (29:
0), and moreover, multilingualism is not necessarily seen as a right at school (9: 1), which
means that no school ought to change its teaching practices due to society’s increasedmulti-
lingualism (16: −2). It follows from these beliefs that it is not the teachers’ central task to
systematically support the students’ multilingual self-perception (32: 0).

According to the belief system of this factor, multilingual students are essentially con-
sidered problematic because they usually require additional support, for example, to learn
Swedish (4: 2) or to even be able to participate in regular class activities (24: 3). Although
drawing a distinction between subjects called Swedish and Swedish as a Second Language is
strongly opposed (8: −2), Factor 2-P holds that multilingual students should be well pre-
pared before they meet monolingual Swedish students. Yet, they often need reduced indi-
vidual learning objectives (25: 0), which seems to be rather disturbing to the teachers
loading on this factor, as they want to treat every student the same, regardless of their
mother tongue (20: 4). Therefore, it is not surprising that these teachers regard it as absol-
utely unimportant that students with low motivation may be excluded from foreign
language classes (1: −4). Perhaps they should not be excluded (22: −3) because school
is not a place where the student can choose subjects but rather receives the same schooling
as everybody else. A different interpretation for this strong statement against the possible
exclusion from language subjects is provided by Q sort 32, which states that all students of
migrant backgrounds should be obliged to participate in Swedish classes. It is implied that
respondent 32 means Swedish when referring to the foreign language for non-Swedish
students.

Without the support of teachers and well-functioning cooperation with their parents,
multilingual students will not achieve similar levels as native Swedish students and will
not be successful (13: 2). At the same time, respondents who align with this factor
prefer to receive information about multilingualism that can be distributed to parents
and students (27: 0) rather than include multilingualism in teaching materials (14: −1)
or in teacher education (23: −1) thereby keeping the responsibility to inform their stu-
dents. Moreover, there does not need to be additional collaboration among teachers
(31: −1), and a common attitude towards multilingualism within the teaching staff is
not considered to be particularly important (15: 1).

The formulation of this factor does not permit any translanguaging strategies during
lessons. Students should not be encouraged to use their full linguistic repertoire (18:
−1). Teachers loading on this factor do not wish to hear mother tongues unknown to
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them during lessons (30: 2) and believe that it does not facilitate the students’ learning
process (28: 0); additionally, the evaluation of multilingual students in their mother
tongue is unthinkable for this factor (10: −3).

These teachers acknowledge the necessity of competence in more than two languages
(12: −3) but are not convinced that everybody needs to be functionally trilingual (6: 0),
and particularly, that multilingual students may be better off focusing on the languages
they already know (5: −2).

Teachers’ belief set 3 (TBS3) – why make such a fuss? Everyone will be fine

At total of 5 respondents load significantly on Factor 3-U, explaining 16% of the opinion
variance in the understanding component and 5 respondents load significantly on Factor
3-P, which explains 19% of the opinion variance in this second component. Four out of the
five respondents aligning with Factor 3-U also load significantly on Factor 3-P. One of
them shows however a confounded viewpoint with an additional significant loading on
Factor 1-P. One teacher loads on Factor 1-P and one participant shows no significant
loading in the pedagogy-component. No teacher from the schools in the rural area
aligns with Factor 3-U and only one with Factor 3-P.

The factors in TBS3 share a relatively high inter-correlation with the first factors in their
component (Factors 1-U and 1-P), indicating that those factors are not mutually exclusive
and could statistically be considered two different manifestations of the same consensus
factor (Watts & Stenner, 2012). However, in terms of content, Factors 3-U and 3-P rep-
resent different viewpoints and are therefore kept as an independent set of teachers’ beliefs.

Understanding Factor 3-U
Although Factor 3-U adherents do not believe mass immigration to be the reason for
society’s increased multilingualism, they state that children are either monolingual or mul-
tilingual and that it is impossible to become multilingual. At the same time, these teachers
see many benefits of being multilingual, such as the enhanced development of general
verbal skills and the increased capacity to use effective reading strategies. According the
teachers loading on Factor 3-U, multilingualism also produces cognitive advantages and
permits children to gain new perspectives on their surroundings. In general, multilingu-
alism here is seen as the key to effective communication, contacts and an asset towards
gaining employment.

These teachers see the school as heavily and positively influenced by the students’ indi-
vidual multilingualism and do not consider that additional efforts are required, most likely
because any potential problems of being a non-native Swedish speaker are opposed by this
factor.

Pedagogy Factor 3-P
Arising from principles of personal integrity and to avoid discrimination, teachers loading
on Factor 3-P want to treat every student the same regardless of their mother tongue (20:
4). They see equal treatment as a fundamental principle of a teacher’s professional practice
(Q sorts 4, 5 and 9). At the same time, equal treatment does not mean identical teaching. A
distinction between these notions is key to the reasoning underlying this factor. Given that
students’ individual multilingualism is considered normative (21: −3) and multilingualism
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is seen as a right at school (9: 3), the idea of a ‘Swedish only’ policy at public schools is
therefore strongly opposed (29: −3) and multilingualism is considered to be an important
topic of debate in education (2: 2). However, no additional support for multilingual stu-
dents is considered necessary, which is a main distinction in relation to TBS1. Other
special measures such as preparatory courses (24: 0), additional support to learn
Swedish (4: 0), special education support (7: −2), mother tongue instruction (26: 0) or
reduced individual learning objectives (25: −1) are all deemed unnecessary. Teachers
loading on this factor also oppose the separate learning and teaching of Swedish as a
second language from regular Swedish (8: −2). At the same time, they adhere to the
view that multilingual students should be excluded from foreign language classes
altogether (1: −1) if they show low motivation. Students with migrant backgrounds
should generally be excluded from these lessons (22: −1) and focus on the languages
they already know instead (5: −2). These items correspond well with a low agreement
with the statement that everybody should be trilingual (6: −3) and that one foreign
language is sufficient (12: −1). Q sort 4 underlines this by saying that students do not
necessarily feel better with more languages and they should be able to choose themselves
if they wish to learn an additional language.

Teachers aligning with this factor consider the systematic support of students’multilin-
gual self-perception as a central task (32: 3) and that learning about multilingualism
should also be included in teacher education programmes (23: 2). Although respondents
loading on this factor believe it is important to present a common attitude towards multi-
lingualism as the teaching staff of a school (15: 2), they are unsure if schools should adapt
to the society’s increased multilingualism (16: 0). There does not necessarily need to be an
increase in the cooperation between the multilingual students’ parents and the teachers
(13: 1), not even in the form of external information be provided to parents (27: 0).

Teachers loading on factor 3-P see extensive benefits in students’ use of their full lin-
guistic repertoire during lessons (30: −4), as they believe that this aids the students in
their general learning (28: 2). They consider that students should be actively encouraged
to draw on all their available translanguaging strategies (18: 3), and they could even accept
evaluating students in their mother tongues (10: −1). Q sort 40 states that it is the teacher’s
own problem if they do not understand the students and not the students’ duty to use the
dominant language.

Discussion

The main objective of the present paper is to investigate the spread and depth of the beliefs
shared by teachers on the understanding of and suggested pedagogical approaches to mul-
tilingualism and multilingual students in Swedish primary school. The patterns in the two
components are highly similar and lead to clear connections between the factors across the
components, which allowed the creation of three sets of teachers’ beliefs, consisting of
information from both components.

Summaries of teachers’ belief sets

TBS1 falls largely in line with the current state in educational linguistics, which is gen-
erally favourably disposed towards a pluralistic approach to teaching. In this approach,
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the concept of translanguaging, which promotes a better understanding of class content,
creates a stronger home–school connection and allows for better participation between
weaker and stronger learners in mixed-ability classes is supported (Paulsrud et al.,
2017). TBS2 serves as the antithesis to TBS1, as it takes a critical stance towards the
subject matter of multilingualism, displaying a more personal and political identity
rather than the professional viewpoint found in the other two belief sets. The illustrated
rather traditional understanding of language education rooted in a monolingual ideology
is typical to nation-states and their construction of ‘the recognition/accommodation of
linguistic diversity as a threat to the maintenance of national cohesion and related
notions of social and political stability’ (May, 2017, p. 3, italics in original). Teachers
loading on TBS3 agree with their colleagues aligning with TBS2 that there is no need
to change their professional practice due to the increased societal diversity in Sweden,
however, they see multilingualism as a benefit and do not show a deficit-oriented view
of multilingual students.

Context

The high percentages of teachers in the rural areas of Sweden loading on TBS2 indicate
that professional experience in terms of student population has an influence on how
multilingualism and multilingual students are received. On the one hand, the lack of
engagement with non-native speakers of Swedish obviously nurtures insecurity about
the topic and scepticism of more pluralistic approaches to teaching. However, on the
other hand, all teachers except for one from the rural schools that significantly load
on Factor 1-P also load on Factor 1-U in understanding. Ultimately, this means that if
teachers have a positive understanding of multilingualism, even if they rarely work
with multilingual students in their daily professional context, they will opt for a more
pluralistic way of teaching. Generally, school affiliation seems to be more predictive in
the understanding component, where only 18% of the teachers in the urban school
load on Factor 2-U compared to the 44% in the rural schools. However, in pedagogy,
the difference of 3% between urban and rural educators loading on Factor 2-P is
miniscule.

Consensus across the teachers’ belief sets

The three teachers’ belief sets align closely on certain topics. A finding which stands in
clear contrast to current teaching practices and education policy in Sweden, is the explicit
disagreement with the separation of languages by all sets. While a critical discourse about
the subject of Swedish as a Second Language exists, the single-language subjects are gen-
erally not questioned (Rosén, 2017). Another consensus across all the sets is the positive
attitude towards the acquisition of new languages by multilingual students. However, the
European Commission’s (2004) recommendation that at least three languages should be
taught from an early age receives a rather low ranking by all teachers’ belief sets in the
present Q study, confirming the dominant language constellation in Sweden and the
Swedish understanding of the term multilingual student which only represents people
with another first language than Swedish.
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Complexity awareness as a prerequisite for change

The results of the current research study suggest that the discrepancy between
language policies promoting more pluralistic approaches to teaching and teachers’
pedagogical decision-making in classrooms is at least partly based on teachers’
beliefs rooted in monolingual and traditional ideologies. Bearing in mind that
‘belief change during adulthood is a relatively rare phenomenon’ (Pajares, 1992,
p. 325), a complexity lens was applied to gain awareness of the underlying structures
of these predominant sets of teachers’ beliefs, because a better understanding of how
teachers think is a prerequisite to deconstruct and rebuild teachers’ beliefs in favour
of multilingual education (Young, 2014). As research shows, awareness of the com-
plexity of concepts such as multilingualism is ‘critically important for practicing tea-
chers who work with diverse populations of pupils’ (Aronin & Jessner, 2015, p. 287)
in order to ‘acknowledge the individual differences among learners, which call for
differentiated instruction’ (Larsen-Freeman, 2014, p. 232) and eventually prepare
them for our diverse world, where multilingualism is more complex than simply posi-
tive or negative.

Final remarks

The current study indicates that pluralistic approaches to language teaching, includ-
ing translanguaging as a recent concept with a growing acceptance in the literature
(Cenoz & Gorter, 2017), are, on a conceptual level, well-accepted among teachers
at Swedish primary schools investigated in this study. There is no intention to
claim that the results of the current study are statistically representative for all
Swedish primary teachers. Yet, a genuine representation of factors discovered in Q
studies can be seen to exist in a larger population (Brown, 1980; Dryzek &
Holmes, 2002). Further research is needed to explore the representation of the
various teachers’ beliefs in practice.

Several misconceptions about multilingualism were revealed, which are often based
on monolingual ideologies still predominant in the Swedish nation-state. The fact that
all students and not just those who are already multilingual, can benefit from pluralistic
teaching practices (Molyneux, Scull, & Aliani, 2016) calls for an intensified collabor-
ation between policy makers, schools and families in order to help all students
become successful language users. Moreover, the findings in current study are in
line with Young (2014), who states that ‘the absence of a declared language policy
referring explicitly to plurilingual pupils, who are not new arrivals, is leaving ordinary
class teachers in limbo’ (p. 167). In addition, the clear connections between the two
components in this study indicate that the more well-informed the teachers are
about multilingualism, the more fitting their proposed course of action at a pedagogical
level becomes. The main implication of this study is that an intensified pre- and in-
service teacher education about benefits and challenges of current multilingualism as
a complex phenomenon is needed. The ultimate aim is to educate more benevolent
gatekeepers in terms of language variation (Boyd, 2003), more multilingual develop-
ment in the classroom (Aronin, 2015) and an open public debate about the unique
Swedish view of multilingualism.
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Notes

1. The term ‘plurilingualism’ is often used when referring to individual language repertoires. To
ensure continuity with earlier research, in this paper, the terms ‘multilingualism’ and ‘multi-
lingual’ are used to refer to both individual and societal multilingualism.

2. Although the results of principal component analysis as an extraction option are usually
called components, the term factors will be used for improved readability.
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A B S T R A C T

Multilingualism is ubiquitous in European mainstream education and has increasingly found its way into edu-
cational policy documents. Teachers interpret these documents and make pedagogical decisions based on their
experiences and beliefs in order to manage their classrooms. The overtly multilingual polity of Switzerland
underwent a paradigmatic shift in language teaching in line with a multilingual turn and provides a particularly
useful context to investigate the covert educational language policy by exploring sixty-seven primary teachers’
subjective viewpoints about multilingualism. The qualitative interpretation of the inverted factor analytical
result uncovers a gap between the common understanding of the nature of multilingualism and the fragmented
intentions of pedagogically reacting to linguistic diversity in the classroom. In conclusion, the current study
shows the need for a continuation of professional development and establishment of supportive school condi-
tions for the implementation of this large-scale innovation endeavour in the context under scrutiny.

1. Introduction

The current research project investigates teachers’ viewpoints about
multilingualism1 and multilingual students in the context of main-
stream multilingual education. In a time of a large-scale innovation
programme based on regenerated theories of teaching and learning of
second and additional languages and against the backdrop of increased
international migration, multilingualism is of prime relevance for a
wide range of educational settings.

This paper reports about the situation in Switzerland, which has
self-constructed a political identity that differs from most other
European states (Stotz, 2006). Switzerland has experienced the co-ex-
istence of four linguistically distinct communities and has applied the
principles of territoriality and subsidiarity to consolidate national co-
hesion. The pride in linguistic pluralism and regional diversity is de-
scribed as the essence of Swiss cultural identity and resonates largely
with the advice by Lo Bianco (2017) that ‘multilingualism should be
centrally associated with shared communication, social cohesion and
economic and civic betterment’ (p. 45–46). It is often assumed that if a
polity of a state such as Switzerland is multilingual, the population is
also multilingual (Schiffman, 1996). That is not the case per se, but
multilingualism, with varying proficiencies in the registers of different

linguistic codes, is a key element of the Swiss national culture (Schwab,
2014) and deep-seated in the national education system on an overt
policy level. In fact, people's individual multilingualism is one of the
main objectives in current Swiss curricula for primary and secondary
schooling, mainly achieved via foreign language teaching and learning.
Since ‘language policy is never developed and implemented in a his-
torical, social, or political vacuum’ (May, 2015, p. 45), the language
policy landscape of the particular setting, in the present case German-
speaking Switzerland, needs to be explored.

1.1. Educational language policy and planning in Switzerland

Due to the decentralised and federalist structure of Switzerland, the
organisation of schools falls within the remit of the cantons and a large
amount of autonomy is assigned to the municipalities. The Swiss
Conference of Cantonal Ministers of Education (EDK) coordinates the
work of the cantons through intercantonal agreements and re-
commendations. Prior to HarmoS (EDK, 2007), the large-scale innova-
tion and harmonisation process in national education, which came into
effect on 1 August 2009, Switzerland knew 26 different curricula, one
for each canton. Currently, there are three different curricula; Le plan
d’études romand for western, French-speaking Switzerland, Il piano di
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studio for southern, Italian-speaking Switzerland and Lehrplan 21 for
central and eastern, German-speaking Switzerland. In terms of the
number of languages taught and the age of onset, all of these curricula
follow the EDK's Strategy of Language Teaching (EDK, 2004). In addi-
tion to the local dominant official language, all children in Switzerland
learn an additional official language of the country and English. While
the word additional would imply an additive approach (Spolsky, 2009),
the Swiss education system applies the term foreign languages when
referring to any language other than the regionally dominant official
language, including other Swiss national languages. Hence, the first
foreign language is generally learned from 5th school year2 onwards
and the second foreign language is learned from the 7th school year
onwards. All curricula thereby respect the European Union's policy
objective of ‘mother tongue plus two other languages’ (European
Commission, 2004, p. 16) and present the basic condition to become
multilinguals, which ‘is a prerogative and duty of the citizens of this
multilingual state’ (Stotz, 2006, p. 252) from a confederate discourse
perspective, where cultural diversity and mutual understanding are of
prime importance. Representing a more federalist discourse, popular
initiatives are still pending in certain cantons to limit the teaching and
learning to only one foreign language in primary school, and focusing
rather on English than a second official language of Switzerland. The
third discourse described by Stotz (2006) is connected to globalisation
and ‘is a bottom up, populist discourse [to serve] the need for trans-
national integration and opportunities for wealth creation’ (p. 257). The
second and third discourses have led to the fact that English is taught as
a first foreign language in cantons in Eastern Switzerland. Because of
this failure to have a harmonised policy, the six cantons along the
French-German language boarder agreed to a common project curri-
culum for foreign language learning in 2006, which was named Passe-
partout and later integrated into process-oriented Lehrplan 21. Since the
current study focuses on the canton of Berne, the Passepartout curri-
culum (Bertschy, Egli Cuenat, & Stotz, 2015) is described in more de-
tail.

1.2. A pluralistic curriculum in a monolingual context

The Passepartout curriculum is highly prescriptive in terms of
teaching methods and desired outcomes and represents a paradigmatic
shift from a rather monolingual to a multilingual approach in language
teaching and learning in Swiss primary and secondary schools. The sum
of new approaches and methods involved clearly meets the definition of
complex and multilevel innovations provided by Century and Cassata
(2016).

Moreover, the curriculum is based on current research about third
language acquisition and is in many ways in line with the multilingual
turn in language teaching and learning described by May (2014), in-
cluding the acknowledgment of multilingual speakers' fluid language
practices in their full complexity (García, 2009). As an example, even
though the term translanguaging is not mentioned in the curriculum,
characteristics of pedagogical translanguaging, especially its sponta-
neous application referring ‘to the reality of bi/multilingual usage in
naturally occurring contexts’ (Cenoz & Gorter, 2017) are clearly re-
cognisable. In summary, Passepartout represents a language as a re-
source orientation (Hult & Hornberger, 2016; Ruíz, 1984) and show-
cases an affinity to multilingualism described as part of the Swiss
national identity (Giudici & Grizelj, 2017). In the curriculum, language
learning is considered a lifelong process and teachers are encouraged to
see potential challenges due to migration induced multilingualism as
beneficial for students' academic success (Maluch, Kempert, Neumann,

& Stanat, 2015). However, as stated by Spolsky (2009), ‘the school as an
institution normally works towards uniformity and monolingualism’ (p.
91), which has traditionally also been the case in Switzerland and still is
true, when regarding the organisation of language education. Even
though the curriculum suggests different ways of connecting the
teaching and learning of German, French, English and students' mother
tongues, all languages are represented as separate units in planning and
schedules, indicating a monolingual norm at school (Jonsson, 2013) as
opposed to a more heteroglossic and combined use of linguistic re-
sources in the classroom. Maintaining boundaries between languages
can also be seen as representing an entrenched monolingual nationalist
ideology (Musk, 2010). Another example can be drawn from the mis-
alignment between the new curriculum and the traditional way of as-
sessing language competence in the canton, where the native speaker of
the target language is the reference. Teachers find themselves in the
midst of the tension between long standing codes, norms and conven-
tions they have relied upon (Kramsch, 2014) and new educational
language policy fostering a more fluid understanding of language use.
In other words, the context and conditions, which ‘can affect innovation
enactment in legitimate ways’ (Century & Cassata, 2016, p. 172), are
not ideal for a prompt enactment of new policies according to their
intentions, especially because they involve a rather high level of self-
doubt and uncertainty (Geijsel, Sleegers, van den Berg, & Kelchtermans,
2001) among the teachers.

1.3. Teacher cognition and teacher education

Within language education policy, decisions about languages and
their uses in educational contexts (Shohamy, 2006), are understood as
multidimensional, involving scales of social organization (Hult, 2018).
In the current implementation research article, the focus is put on
teachers as ‘active, thinking decision-makers’ (Borg, 2003, p. 81) and
‘policy arbiters’ (Johnson, 2013; Menken & García, 2010). The im-
portance of their role in making educational reforms successful is
generally accepted (Dori & Herscovitz, 2005) and particularly their
subjective perceptions based on what Borg (2015) describes as teacher
cognition when he refers to ‘the complex, practically-oriented, perso-
nalized and context-sensitive networks of knowledge, thoughts and
beliefs’ (p. 321) play a pivotal role in the potential enactment of policies
(Coburn & Talbert, 2006). In the results section, the label teacher
viewpoint will be used to describe the collectivity of their beliefs, in-
cluding cognitions of different consciousness levels and objective truth
that potentially explain their classroom decision-making (e.g. Nespor,
1987; Pajares, 1992) and pedagogical practices (Richardson, 1996) in
connection with multilingualism.

Concurrently, a number of studies have reported on a discrepancy
between theoretical multilingual pedagogies and current classroom
practice (e.g. Cenoz & Gorter, 2011; Cummins, 2007; Daryai-Hansen
et al., 2015). Reasons for teachers' resistance to implement research
based curricular reformation are diverse. General teacher education
often does not devote a sufficient amount of time to teachers' knowl-
edge development about multilingualism and multilingual pedagogy
(De Angelis, 2011; Lundberg, 2019; Otwinowska, 2014), despite the
fact that professional development activities are regarded ‘as important
for fostering the implementation of large-scale innovations by teachers’
(Geijsel et al., 2001, p. 132). On the one hand, teacher education is
supposed to help interpret and negotiate (Menken & García, 2010) and
on the other hand critically reflect on and engage with policy to avoid
educators merely acting as servants of the system that follow top-down
initiatives unquestioningly (Hult, 2018; Shohamy, 2006). Providing
teachers with multiple opportunities of reflection about culturally di-
verse schools and classrooms is shown to confront their biases (Kumar &
Lauermann, 2018). Furthermore, if language teachers do not recognise
an increased efficiency of language learning, they are reported to be
resistant to implementing a new approach (Egli Cuenat, 2011; Jakisch,
2014).

2 With HarmoS, two years of kindergarten are counted as the first two years of
schooling. This new way of counting years of school is applied in this article to
ensure continuity with the new curriculum in the context. Example: 5th school
year equals two years of pre-school and third year of primary school.
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As outlined by Haukås (2016) in her study about teachers' beliefs
about multilingualism and a multilingual pedagogical approach,
changes in teachers' beliefs and pedagogical approaches take time and
only happen if the teachers are convinced that the modifications are for
the better. In order to ‘[persuade] the educational establishment to
consider the possible value of multilingualism’ as described as the first
level of conflict by Spolsky (2009, p. 91), a further education course of
72 contact hours was made compulsory as a implementation support
strategy (Century & Cassata, 2016) for all in-service primary school
teachers of French and English in the Passepartout region and was or-
ganised in several meetings over a time span of 18 months. These
courses addressed teachers' language competences, teachers' methodo-
logical didactical competences and introduced new textbooks for
French and English in a sustained way consisting of a multitude of
feedback cycles and collaborative learning opportunities. During nu-
merous sessions in the course, the teachers were asked to carefully
analyse the highly prescriptive curriculum and become ‘critical, cultu-
rally responsive and potentially transformative’ (Arias, 2012, p. 17).
During the Passepartout professional development courses, which
measure up to many structural and core features of effective in-service
education (Bell & Gilbert, 1996; Garet, Porter, Desimone, Birman, &
Yoon, 2001), teachers often found themselves navigating between new
policies and best practices communicated during the course on the one
hand side and their own experience and beliefs on the other hand side.
Pre-service teacher education in the context under scrutiny was also
adapted by adding didactics of multilingualism and the presentation of
the new textbooks to the syllabi of relevant subjects. In the remainder of
this paper the term Passepartout course will be used for both, pre- and
in-service education settings.

The present educational language policy implementation study
tackles hardly observable teachers’ subjective viewpoints about multi-
lingualism and multilingual students on a conceptual level and about
potential pedagogical actions, which serve as language management
tools in their content classroom. Considering the policy-practice gap
reported in the several studies mentioned above and the difficulty to
change beliefs (Pajares, 1992) a range of different viewpoints, show-
casing different degrees of acceptance of the current curriculum for
language learning as a by-product, can be expected.

2. Methodology

The purpose of this investigation is to de- and reconstruct under-
lying linguistic ideologies in predominant teachers’ viewpoints without
imposing researcher-defined categories onto them in order to in-
vestigate covert educational language policies in Swiss primary schools
with regard to the adapted overt educational policy situation in mul-
tilingual Switzerland.

2.1. Research design

Q methodology (henceforth Q) is regarded as particularly well
suited to investigate subjective phenomena that are not entirely con-
sciously accessible (Irie, Ryan, & Mercer, 2018). This is partly because
the participants are provided with the necessary language to describe
and label their beliefs (Ernest, 2001).

Psychologist William Stephenson invented Q in the 1930s to locate
shared viewpoints in a purposely-selected group of people about an
issue by combining the qualitative Q sorting technique and the in-
verted, by-person Q factor analysis as opposed to the more traditional
by-variable factor analysis known as R methodology (Watts & Stenner,
2005). The resulting abductive approach with great exploratory and
theory-generating potential is an interactive, dynamic and operant
methodology (Brown, 1980). In the field of language policy, Lo Bianco
(2015) advocates Q as a valuable research method to investigate ‘the
nature and complexity of communication problems’ (p. 70) by deli-
neating underlying discourses in the debates about multilingualism.

Constructing the set of cards, called Q sample, is achieved by col-
lecting, evaluating, culling and reformulating statements with the aim
of approaching individuals ‘in terms of their own priorities, values,
beliefs and opinions’ (Ernest, 2011, p. 234) in a language the partici-
pants are familiar with (Dryzek & Holmes, 2002) but represent the
nuanced thoughts of the participating educators. The statements in the
present study were initially compiled with an unstructured approach
(Watts & Stenner, 2012) using a variety of sources, such as academic
literature, popular science magazines, educational policy documents
and discussions with teachers. Four domain experts, whereas two from
the Swiss context, and two experienced Q researchers evaluated each
statement in terms of simplicity, clarity, wording, breadth and depth
(Paige & Morin, 2016; Watts & Stenner, 2012) in order to reach a ba-
lanced and well-formulated Q set with a good coverage of the issue in
question.

To align the methodology with this study's theoretical foundation
drawing on teacher cognition and language education policy, the
statements were separated into two sets of cards. While the statements
on the cards in the first study component (henceforth called under-
standing) aimed to reveal the teachers' underlying understanding of and
belief about central concepts in linguistically diverse school settings,
the second one (called pedagogy) focused on potential pedagogical
practices regarding multilingualism and multilingual students. The two
final Q samples were piloted with twelve teachers and teacher trainers
and again slightly adjusted.

2.2. Research setting

As Q methodology represents an inversion of more traditional R
methodological research techniques, each participant in this study was
purposefully selected and treated as a variable. The main sampling
criterion was the expectation of the participants to have a defined
viewpoint that matters in relation to multilingualism in education. To
achieve a heterogenous group of teachers in a city, which can be seen as
a distinguished proving ground for ‘understanding social diversity and
complexity’ (King & Carson, 2017, p. 3), three primary schools in the
metropolitan area of Berne were selected to illustrate a range of schools
with regard to size and linguistic composition. Since all teachers meet
students of diverse linguistic background and all students in main-
stream classrooms learn several languages, all teachers at these three
schools were invited to participate. Sixty-seven of them, representing a
participation rate of 55%, agreed to share their viewpoint on a volun-
tary basis.

School A is the smallest school with around 150 students of almost
exclusively (Swiss-)German language background. Seven teachers par-
ticipated from the school and all except for one teacher had attended a
Passepartout course. From School B with its 250 students of mixed lin-
guistic origin, only 3 out of the 25 participating teachers had attended a
Passepartout course. School C has about 350 students and a migration
background was common among these children. Thirty-five teachers
from this school participated in the current study and 14 of them had
attended a Passepartout course. The differences in the percentage of
teachers' participation in Passepartout is due to their distribution of
French and English lessons among the teaching staff and the low sup-
port for the innovative curriculum reform by School B's principal, re-
sulting in an unfavourable condition for this school's improvement
(Dori & Herscovitz, 2005; Thoonen, Sleegers, Oort, Peetsma, & Geijsel,
2011) In addition to the compulsory subjects, all participating schools
provide lessons in German as a second language and offer mother
tongue instruction programmes upon request.

2.3. Data collection

All participating schools were visited in 2017 and the researcher
was present during the face-to-face collection of the empirical data.
Before completing a short demographic questionnaire, including their
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self-assessment of their foreign language skills, the participants were
briefed about the research project and signed a consent form. The
participants were then asked to physically sort the 39 statements on
understanding according to a set pattern determined by a sorting grid
(see Fig. 1 for a completed sorting grid on pedagogy). Items they dis-
agreed with more strongly had to be put closer to the left pole (−4),
while the statements with the most agreement were located towards the
right pole (+4). The aim of this forced choice procedure for each
participant was a single and holistic configuration of all the statements,
called a Q sort, taking into account the connections and relations be-
tween the statements. The participants were asked to add comments
about their choice of items at +4/-4 as well as, according to them,
missing items by writing on the back of the page. The procedure was
repeated with the 32 statements for second component about pedagogy.

2.4. Data analysis

The empirical data for the 67 participants was quantitatively ana-
lysed using the dedicated software PQMethod (Schmolck, 2014), ap-
plying a by-person factor analysis as a data-reduction technique. By
engaging with the processes of principal components analysis and
varimax rotation in an investigatory fashion (Watts & Stenner, 2012),
the most informative solution for each component was selected. For
each viewpoint, a factor array, that is a single ideal-typical Q sort ac-
cording to a procedure of weighted averaging of all significantly
loading Q sorts, was created. The consensus factor in the second com-
ponent is illustrated in Fig. 1. The values are shown in the top line,
while the numbers in brackets indicate the number of items per value.
The crib sheet method by Watts and Stenner (2012) was used to care-
fully and holistically inspect the patterning of items in the factor arrays
and prevented the oversight of items ranked zero (indifferent) in a
particular factor for description of its viewpoint if they were given
extreme scores in other factors.

3. Results

The results section is divided into the two study components starting
with understanding, followed by pedagogy.

3.1. Component 1: What do multilingualism and multilingual students mean
to you?

After the elimination of factors with insufficient statistical strength,
two factors could be kept for the first component. A total of 51 re-
spondents loaded significantly (at ± 0.41 at the p < 0.01 level) on only
one of the factors and an additional 14 were confounded with sig-
nificant loadings on both factors, indicating that they are not mutually
exclusive, but rather two manifestations of one consensus viewpoint
called A. Together they explain 52% of the variance and share a rather
high intercorrelation (0.55). Viewpoint A is presented in a narrative
fashion below. Since there are relevant differences between the two
manifestations with regard to the sorting of specific statements, they
are then described separately, using distinguishing statements and
called A+ and A–.

3.1.1. Viewpoint A: the broad consensus
Sixty-five out of 67 participating teachers significantly loaded on

Viewpoint A and show a general agreement of multilingualism as a
resource, where students can draw on knowledge in different language
while learning new languages, regardless of their first language. They
believe that multilingualism has no negative influence on their school
environment and the communication of social skills. On the contrary,
coping with multilingualism is experienced to broaden the teachers'
professional horizon. They are certain not to regard students with
mother-tongue-like skills in the local dominant language as mono-
lingual, but respect these students’ full linguistic repertoire. At the same
time, multilingual students do not need to speak all of their languages
fluently to be considered multilingual. The consensus viewpoint is
generally unsure about cognitive aspects of multilingualism.

3.1.2. Viewpoint A+: foreign language teachers
This viewpoint explains 33% of the study variance and had a total of

37 respondents loading significantly on this factor without a second
significant loading on A–. Nineteen out of these 37 teach at least one
foreign language (French or English) and almost all of them have re-
ceived Passepartout pre- or in-service education about a multilingual
pedagogical approach.

Respondents adhering to Viewpoint A+ believe that monolinguals
can become multilinguals and that they do not necessarily have another
mother tongue than (Swiss-)German. Moreover, they are sure that
multilingualism is not a consequence of mass migration, but a result of
their teaching. Not seeing any particular problems with (Swiss-)German
or general problems in school is therefore in line with their under-
standing of multilingualism.

3.1.3. Viewpoint A–: other teachers, including German teachers
The 14 significant loadings on this viewpoint explain 19% of the

study variance. Except for two, whereas one with Passepartout course
participation, Viewpoint A– adherents do not teach foreign languages.
Since none of the participating schools was a bilingual school, it can be
concluded that a vast majority of teachers loading on this viewpoint
teach in German. They regard their students' parents’ (Swiss-)German
skills as crucial for the educational success of their children and con-
sider it a fact that multilingual students do not have a bigger vocabulary
than their monolingual peers. Moreover, they can see a potential frus-
tration coupled with multilingualism.

3.2. Component 2: How should multilingualism and multilingual students be
handled according to you?

Six accounts, which together explain 73% of the variance were
identified for the second component about the suggested pedagogical
actions of teachers. They are displayed in Fig. 2, where the size of the
shape roughly represents the explained study variance of each factor. 47
of the 67 Q sorts loaded significantly on one of these six factors. Factor
loadings of at least ±0.45 were significant at the p<0.01 level and the
number of significant loadings per factor is as well visible in Fig. 2.

From a purely statistical point of view, the case for only two sepa-
rate factors could be made due to high factor intercorrelations among
five of the six viewpoints. Viewpoints 1 to 5 are visually represented on
the left-hand side and connected with arrows to illustrate their inter-
connection. Viewpoint 1 serves as the consensus and is in line with
national policy documents about multilingualism and a professional
stance. The other four viewpoints below Viewpoint 1 are a result of a
certain level of insecurity in connection with linguistic diversity and
can be distinguished by their approach to overcome their lack of
knowledge about the topic. Viewpoint 2 shows a positively evolving
stance, while the remaining three viewpoints are much more traditional
and less open-minded. A further distinction can be made between
Viewpoints 4 and 5, which both show aspects of a nationalist ideology.
Viewpoint 4 agrees with potential policies to secure a monolingual

Fig. 1. Factor array for consensus viewpoint 1 in the second study component
on pedagogy.
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norm, whereas Viewpoint 5 applies a more self-centred approach in
overcoming linguistic diversity. Viewpoint 6 has no significant inter-
correlation with other viewpoints. While Viewpoint 1 could be con-
sidered the most favourable one due to its sound agreement with cur-
rent research about multilingual pedagogy, the other viewpoints are
equally interesting as they pinpoint critical issues in the teachers’ socio-
cultural reality and allow a vital discussion about multilingualism in
education. Fig. 2 also lists the distribution of loadings in the first
component (understanding) per viewpoint in the second component to
illustrate the connection between the two questions posed.

This quantitative summary of all viewpoints is followed by the quali-
tative interpretation and description of single viewpoints, named to evoke
their interpretation, using as many items from the Q sample as possible.
The numbers in brackets show factor item values. Taking Viewpoint 1 as an
example, (20: 4) indicates that item 20 was ranked in the 4 (most agree)
position by the merged average of all participants significantly loading on
this factor. The possibility of adding comments about the reasons for the
sorting was used often and integrated into the viewpoint descriptions.
Comments adding a further layer of interpretation or improved clarity of
the viewpoints are quoted in the interpretations, followed by the number of
the Q sort in parentheses. The viewpoints’ names are enriched with a
symbolic and mnemonic statement formulated by the researcher.

3.2.1. The consensus Viewpoint 1 – Multilingualism is good for all of us!
Twenty-two respondents load significantly on Viewpoint 1, ex-

plaining 25% of the opinion variance. Additional seven out of eight
respondents not loading significantly on a single factor had a high
loading on Viewpoint 1, indicating an even stronger consensus.

The teachers loading on this viewpoint consider multilingualism to
be an important topic at school (2: 2), beneficial for everybody (Q sort

59) and a right of every student (9: 2). They treat everybody the same
(20: 4), which is understood as a non-discriminating act and to provide
the same rules for all students (Q sort 50). Moreover, students with
migration background should not be excluded from foreign language
learning (22: −3).

They consider the students' individual multilingualism as the norm
(21: −3) and want to support them develop their multilingual self-
perception (32: 3). At the same time they believe it is quite important to
have a common language (3: 2) for a functioning communication (Q
sort 60), but a ‘German-only policy’ is not requested (29: −3). Q sort 7
underlines his viewpoint about the importance of a common language
with functioning communication and a feeling of togetherness.

Translanguaging strategies are allowed by the teachers loading on
this factor (30: −4, 28: 1) and are also used to develop the students’
self-perception (Q sort 42). They even encourage their students to use
their full linguistic repertoire (18: 3). Evaluating multilingual students
in their mother tongue is however considered to be difficult (10: −1) or
impossible due to lacking language skills of the teacher (Q sort 60).

While multilingualism should be part of teachers' education (23: 3)
and included in teaching materials (14: 2), information to hand out to
parents is not requested (27: 0). Schools should however adapt to the
society's increase multilingualism (16: 1).

3.2.2. The evolving Viewpoint 2 – With some more information, we can do
it together!

The teachers loading on this factor want more collaboration, for
example with multilingual students' parents (13: 4), who highly influ-
ence their children's success with their attitude (Q sort 58) or among
language teachers (31: 3) who should promote a common attitude
about multilingualism (15: 2). They also see massive advantages in

Fig. 2. Quantitative summary and visual representation of all viewpoints in the second component.
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receiving multilingual teaching materials (11: 3) to increase the stu-
dents' joy of learning languages (Q sort 64) and the inclusion of mul-
tilingualism in textbooks (14: 2). They believe multilingualism is an
important topic at school (2: 2) and should be part of teacher education
(23: 2). On the whole, this factor shows quite some willingness to
change, even in the teachers' professional practices (16: 1).

These teachers highlight the importance of a common language (3: 3)
and the non-necessity of a ‘German-only policy’ (29: −3), while they still
see German as the norm (21: 1). At the same time, they are unsure about
multilingualism as a right at school (9: 0), if multilingual students should
receive individual support in their mother tongue (26: 1) or to learn
German (4: 0) and if they should treat every student the same (20: 0).

All students, regardless of their linguistic background and compe-
tence, should learn German together (8: −3) in order to benefit from
positive consequences of peer learning (Q sort 64). No students should
be allowed to withdraw from language subjects due to low motivation
(1: −4) or be excluded because of another mother tongue (5: −2).
However, one foreign language is considered being enough (12: −2)
and the teachers loading on this factor are unsure about the concept of
translanguaging (18: 1, 28: 0, 30: −1, 10; −1).

3.2.3. The traditionalist Viewpoint 3 – That's just the way it is! We're not
going to change!

Multilingualism is important (2: 3) and should be part of teachers'
education (23: 3), partly because of insecurity among teachers (Q sort
40). Nevertheless, schools don't necessarily need to change their prac-
tices due to the society's increased multilingualism (16: −1). Even
though the teachers loading on this factor are unsure about the need of
being trilingual (6: 0), they see the benefits of learning additional
languages (12: −3) by all students (1: −4, 5: −3, 22: −2). Moreover,
they feel it is the reality of school and life in general to be forced to do
things you don't like (Q sorts 39; 55; 65).

The evaluation of students in their mother tongue is unthinkable for
these teachers (10: −3). Generally, translanguaging is not considered to
be a beneficial concept (30: 1, 18: 1, 28: 0). In addition, using other
languages would allow students to make fun of peers and teachers would
not realise it (Q sort 55). Students with other mother tongues should rather
go to preparatory classes (24: 2) to learn German, because a common
language is important (3: 3) and then come back to these teachers’ classes.

Every student is treated the same, regardless of linguistic back-
ground (20: 4). The teachers loading significantly on this factor have
however experienced the need for additional support for multilingual
students (4: 2). This is accompanied with the belief that neither in-
dividual support for these students (26: −1) nor multilingualism as a
whole is a right (9: 0).

3.2.4. The policy Viewpoint 4 – A monolingual policy could make our job
easier!

The teachers loading on this factor consider multilingualism to be
an important topic at school (2: 3), as it is challenging German as the
uncontested norm (21: 3) and because a common language is important
(3: 4) for vital and fast communication during the lessons (Q sort 46).
Even a ‘German-only policy’ is not entirely opposed (29: 0).

There exists a strong attitude against the objective of what Q sort 38
calls forced trilingualism for every student (6: −4, 12: 2) and the use of
translanguaging strategies (18: −3, 10: −2, 28: −1, 30: 1). Language
subjects should not be merged (17: 2) and multilingualism does not
need to be included in teaching materials (14: 0).

Multilingual students are not in need of special education support
(7: −3) or reduced learning objectives (25: −3). Nor should they ne-
cessarily go to preparatory classes (24: −1) or expect individual sup-
port in their mother tongue (26: −1).

While schools don't need to change their practices (16: 0), the tea-
chers desire to receive information material about multilingualism to
hand out to parents of multilingual students (27: 3). At the same time,
the cooperation with these parents is not considered to be vital (13: 0).

3.2.5. The self-centred Viewpoint 5 – We have more work because of
multilingualism even though we have nothing to do with it!

The teachers loading on this factor consider multilingualism being an
important topic (2: 3) because it is challenging German as the un-
contested norm (21: 4). At the same time, no ‘German-only policy’ is
regarded necessary (29: −4) and schools do not need to adapt to the
increased diversity (16: −1). All students are entitled to receive the same
treatment (20: 3). Multilingual students however need additional support
and thereby increase the teachers' workload by creating reduced learning
objectives (25: 2) or organising additional German classes (4: 2).

Theses teachers request more concrete guidelines about multi-
lingualism (19: 1) and a discussion about the topic within the teaching
staff to present a common attitude (15: 1). An intensified collaboration
between language teachers is however not considered to be beneficial
(31: −1), as language subjects should be taught separately (17: 2).

Multilingualism shouldn't be included in teacher education (23: −2),
as it is not the teachers' task to support the multilingual self-perception of
the students (32: −1). Translanguaging strategies are opposed by the
teachers representing this factor (30: −3, 10: −2, 28: 0, 18: 0) and
trilingualism is not a responsible learning objective for all students (6:
−3, 12: −2). Multilingual students should not be excluded from foreign
language learning (1: −3), considering the fact that the common lan-
guage at school (German) is a foreign language for these students.

3.2.6. The minimalist Viewpoint 6 – I don't do more than necessary to make
it work!

Although the single teacher loading significantly on this factor be-
lieves multilingualism is right at school (9: 3), he considers a common
language, especially among peers, to be important (3: 4) and therefore
suggests additional support for multilingual students to learn German
(4: 3) in order to facilitate learning in other subjects and for the in-
tegration into normal classes. They should at the same time be excluded
from other language subjects (22: 3) to let them focus on the languages
they already know or need to know (5: 2). Generally, learning one
foreign language is considered being sufficient (12: 2, 6: −1). While
German could also be taught separately to L1 and L2 students (8: 0),
probably due to the different pre-conditions, other language subjects
could be merged (17: −3). In terms of translanguaging, this teacher
shows a rather inconsistent account. While he seems to be aware of the
benefits of using all languages in classes (28: 1), he does not think
multilingual students should be encouraged to use their full linguistic
repertoire (18: −1). If they do it however, he accepts it (30: −2). An
evaluation in the students’ mother tongues is considered to be an
overkill (10: −3).

Multilingualism is not considered being an important topic at school
(2: −1) and teaching materials do not need to cover it (14: −1). The
teacher loading on this factor does not request more concrete guidelines
about the topic (19: −2) and sees no benefit in a common attitude
about it within the teaching staff (15: −2). A ‘German-only policy’ is
clearly opposed (29: −4).

Multilingual students neither need special education support (7:
−3) nor reduced learning objectives (25: −2). Cooperation with their
parents is however vital for the educational success (13: 2).

4. Discussion

The objective of the present curriculum implementation study is to
investigate shared subjective teachers’ viewpoints about multi-
lingualism and potential pedagogical language management practices
in connection with a large-scale innovation in increasingly linguistically
diverse settings.

4.1. The professional consensus

Both of these study components display viewpoints in favour of a
language as resource orientation (Ruí;z, 1984), adapted by the current
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foreign language curriculum. Due to the intense undertaking of a
mandatory further education which is largely in line with literature
about effective professional development for teachers (Garet et al.,
2001), the implementation of the new curriculum affected all teachers
and involved them in discussions about changes or even paradigmatic
shifts in the teaching and learning of foreign languages and the hand-
ling of multilingualism in educational contexts. It can be assumed that a
resulting common disciplinary socialisation was a vastly influential
factor resulting in a large consensus among the participants of the
study. However, the results also suggest a relationship between dis-
courses of a Swiss national identity, where multilingualism is a key
element, and the understanding of the subject matter. After all, all
teachers considered themselves capable of communicating in more than
one language. It is telling that even the traditionalist Viewpoint 2 in the
second study component is in line with a confederate discourse per-
spective (Stotz, 2006).

4.2. The personal stance

Apart from the striking consensus, a distinction between foreign
language teachers, who consider their own teaching as an important
component of the students' multilingualism, and all other teachers, who
teach in the dominant school language German, could be drawn in the
first study component. Due to their intense and sustained examination
of the new curriculum and its didactic principals based on pluralistic
approaches, it is hardly surprising that foreign language teachers seem
to be better at navigating new language policies to cater their students'
needs (Hult, 2014) as policy arbiters (Menken & García, 2010). Fur-
thermore, the aim of their teaching is the development of the students’
multilingualism, where teachers of other subjects use language as a
means and potentially see more difficulties with linguistic diversity in
their classes.

While the professional development course Passepartout seemed to
have had a larger influence on what multilingualism means to the
teachers (study component 1), their reactions to pedagogical actions
(study component 2) are rather rooted in their personal stance, where
previous classroom experience as students and teachers are a strong
influence and difficult to ignore. On an institutional scale, this result on
teachers' viewpoints can be interpreted as in line with the schools’ effort
towards uniformity and monolingualism (Spolsky, 2009).

The most intriguing viewpoints in the second component are ar-
guably the ones that indicate a certain level of uncertainty, which is an
expected source of concern for teachers in ‘a turbulent policy en-
vironment’ (Geijsel et al., 2001, p. 134) during the introduction of a
large-scale innovation like HarmoS. Especially viewpoints 3, 4 and 5
base their reactions to pedagogical actions on long standing traditions
in their teaching context, which is in line with research on uncertain
teachers (Thoonen et al., 2011). The discrepancy between new policies
and routines, including the organisation of (separate language) subjects
and expectations concerning forms of assessment, is still too substantial
to allow teachers to fully implement a paradigmatic change concerning
multilingualism as the norm. The rather moderate readiness to en-
courage students' use of translanguaging capacities, which enjoy a
growing acceptance in literature (Cenoz & Gorter, 2017), serves as an
illustrative example of the teachers' current dilemma. Especially tea-
chers of other subjects than foreign languages seem to lack expertise in
how to make use of their students' full linguistic repertoire. This result
would suggest that professional development courses on topics of
multilingualism should be offered to all educators and not be limited to
foreign language teachers.

4.3. The importance of context

Participants of this study are teachers from schools of different size
and with different student populations. Contrary to the expectation to
be able to trace back specific viewpoints to particular school settings,

results in this study indicate a neglectable role assigned to local context.
The understanding of multilingualism and its management in the
classroom was rather influenced by the characteristics of the profes-
sional consensus described above, the broader regional context and the
Swiss cultural identity. This result stands in clear contrast to a similar
study in the Swedish nation state context (Lundberg, 2019), where no
professional development endeavour about multilingualism was orga-
nised. There, three different viewpoints, each consisting of an under-
standing and a pedagogy component, could clearly be assigned to local
contexts with varied degree of student diversity.

4.4. Limitations and further directions

Even though the present study contributes to the existing literature
about teacher cognition, the results only describe shared viewpoints in
three schools. While Q methodology does not aim to make general-
isations in the sense of pertaining statistical inference, factors dis-
covered with this research methodology serve to contradict established
preconceptions about a particular category of people. Against the
backdrop of the faint or even absent importance of the local context, the
results of this study clearly show that neither school size, nor their
student composition or school leadership are decisive in terms of their
understanding of multilingualism. Nevertheless, similar research in
other schools, especially in other linguistic areas of Switzerland, where
a more product-oriented curriculum is applied, would indicate if there
exist significant differences among representatives from different lin-
guistic communities or if there is a common, language and curriculum
independent, understanding of multilingualism in Switzerland.

The study's results suggest that teachers have not yet fully shifted
their preference and beliefs in favour of a pluralistic pedagogical ap-
proach. However, without a similar study prior to the undertaking of
the professional development courses, it is impossible to assign clear
value to Passepartout. Nevertheless, similar research in a few years will
show if teachers are able to accept new practices and draw on new and
positive experiences, as adapting to new paradigms is a slow process
(Pajares, 1992). Providing motivational conditions in line with the
current curriculum to experiment with new pedagogical approaches
and reflect upon them will support the teachers' further development
(Thoonen et al., 2011). In accordance with this, more research about
teachers' language practices, the observable behaviours and choices
(Spolsky, 2009) is suggested, as the current project only discusses the
teachers' intended practical actions in the classroom. Methodologically,
classroom observations could be one way of connecting the described
teachers' viewpoints with their practical representations. Moreover, in-
depth interviews with teachers from different viewpoints, but also with
participants showing confounded results, could lead to a better-in-
formed understanding of the underlying ideologies about multi-
lingualism in the studied Swiss primary schools.

5. Conclusions

To summarise, adapting beliefs about practical language manage-
ment is incomparably more challenging than about the theoretical
understanding of the concept. Neither the teachers' personal and pro-
fessional experience, nor Passepartout seem to be enough to equip all
educators with pedagogical strategies to tap all students’ linguistic
potential and facilitate the formation of multilingual identities.
Desirably, especially teachers of other subjects than foreign languages
are involved in awareness raising and knowledge development con-
cerning multilingualism and critical teacher agency in (language)
policy implementation processes in order to establish proactive school
climates that welcome the increasingly heteroglossic classroom reality
due to international migration and challenge monolingual ideologies in
teaching and learning.
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Education is inherently connected to language. Many minority lang-

uage speakers experience a disadvantaged situation as their linguistic 

repertoire is not valorised for learning in mainstream classrooms. At 

the same time, even majority language speakers are expected to strive, 

if teachers make decisions in favour of the acknowledgment of the full 

and dynamic linguistic repertoire of their pupils. By investigating the 

grounds on which these language management decisions are taken, 

the overall purpose of the current investigation is to advance the dis-

cussion about the way education and research may contribute to the 

change for greater social justice and betterment for all students.

This is achieved by comparatively analysing stakeholders’ viewpoints 

about multilingualism in Sweden and Switzerland on the one hand 

and illustrating the potential of Q methodology to identify partici-

pants’ subjectivity for educational research on the other hand. Due to 

the twofold nature of this thesis’ purpose, two overarching research 

questions guide the separate studies in this compilation thesis:

1. How does language management in education take shape in rela-

tion to socially situated discourses about multilingualism and (langu-

age) policy?

2. What are the benefits and limitations of using Q methodology in 

educational research?

Adrian Lundberg has a Teaching Diploma for Secondary School Level 

from Teacher Training University Bern, Switzerland and an M.A. in 

Languages and Literature in Multilingualism and Plurilingual Educa-

tion from Fribourg University, Switzerland. Viewpoints about Educa-

tional Language Policies: Multilingualism in Sweden and Switzerland 

is his doctoral dissertation in education.
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