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1. Introduction 
It was towards the end of 2019 when the first international news outlets initially reported that 

a new virus transmitted at a quickly accelerating pace. In January 2020 it reached Sweden and 

in March the World Health Organization (2020) officially declared COVID-19 a pandemic. 

Six days later, the Public Health Agency of Sweden (Folkhälsomyndigheten 2020) 

recommended that education in Swedish upper-secondary schools should be implemented 

remotely to limit the spread of the coronavirus. Since then, Swedish upper-secondary schools 

have transitioned to hybrid teaching, varying remote education, and face-to-face (F2F) 

education, depending on the region, the spread of infection, and other circumstances.  

We, the two authors of this thesis, are completing our last term at the secondary school 

teacher program at Linköping University and have recently ended our last nine-week-long 

teaching practice. During this teaching practice, we both encountered hybrid teaching. We 

chose to examine how remote teaching affected students’ willingness to speak (WTS) English 

and how communicative classroom activities changed because we both noticed a difference in 

how students performed verbally during F2F teaching compared to remote teaching. 

Additionally, as we both will be working as teachers this fall, if COVID-19 still restricts 

schools to hybrid teaching, the results of this study might help identify some problematic 

aspects that we can learn from and improve in the future. 

To collect data, we surveyed 128 students and complemented this with interviews with three 

of them. Our findings suggest that students perceive that communicative classroom activities 

occur less frequently in remote education and that this, amongst other factors, contributes to 

their reduced WTS English during class. 

 

1.1 Aim and Research Questions 

Since Covid-19 reached Sweden there has been a continuous debate regarding remote and 

hybrid teaching. The reason why most Swedish upper-secondary schools have remained open 

to some degree throughout these pandemic-ridden 15 months, whilst many other countries 

have closed their schools entirely, is because of the presumed negative impact remote 

teaching has on students’ learning and overall health (UNICEF 2021; Folkhälsomyndigheten 

2021). Even though there seems to be a rather popular debate regarding the negative effects 
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of remote education, no studies have, to our knowledge, exhaustively researched which effect 

it has on students’ communicative abilities.  

English education is one of the foundation subjects in Swedish upper-secondary schools 

(Skolverket 2011b: 3) and can be referred to either as English as a foreign language (EFL) or 

English as a second language (ESL). However, as EFL is more inclusive, this terminology 

will be used further on in this thesis. Furthermore, the aim of this study is to research how the 

transition into remote education has affected the implementation of communicative tasks 

during EFL lessons, and the impact on students’ WTS. For this purpose, we developed the 

following three research questions: 

o   In which ways have communicative classroom activities in Swedish upper-secondary 
schools been affected by remote education according to EFL learners? 
 

o   According to EFL learners, in which ways have their WTS English been affected by 
remote education in Swedish upper-secondary schools? 

o   What are some aspects that have influenced EFL learners’ WTS English during 
remote education in Swedish upper-secondary schools? 

 

The first research question focuses solely on how remote education might have affected 

communicative classroom activities, while the second research question instead investigates 

how students’ WTS has been affected by remote teaching. The third research question 

investigates the underlying reasons for any possible changes in students’ WTS. 

 
 

2. Theoretical Background     
 

This chapter first defines speaking ability in relation to the Swedish National Agency for 

Education (2011a) curricula for the English subject in Swedish upper-secondary school. Then 

we provide a definition of WTS. This is followed by current research on remote education. 

Lastly, a theory on second language acquisition is accounted for.  

 

2.1 Speaking and the Swedish Curricula  
Speaking is an essential part of language learning. The Common European Framework of 

Reference for Languages (CEFR), which informs the English subject curricula for each of the 
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three levels of English in Swedish upper-secondary schools, divides the communicative 

ability into: 1) oral comprehension, 2) production, and 3) interaction. This study focuses on 

the latter two. Oral production includes, for example, proficiencies in sustaining a monologue 

(describing, giving information, and putting a case) and addressing audiences (giving 

presentations and answering questions) (Council of Europe 2020: 61). The oral interactional 

activities include abilities in understanding an interlocutor, holding a conversation, 

information exchange through questions, having formal and informal classroom discussions, 

interviewing and being interviewed, and co-operation through communication (ibid.: 71). 

Furthermore, overall oral production and interaction also amount to valuable abilities 

including “relying on gestures to reinforce the information” (ibid.: 72). We summarized and 

concretized these regulations to include mainly five common communicative classroom 

activities: discussions, presentations, asking and answering questions, small talk, and reading 

aloud. 
 

These communicative activities are further supported on a national level. According to the 

subject curriculum for English (Skolverket 2011a), education should provide students with 

opportunities to develop certain communicative skills. For example, English education aims 

to promote students’ ability to understand spoken English (Skolverket 2011a: 2). 

Furthermore, education should also aim to provide students with the opportunity to develop 

their ability to communicate and express themselves through speaking English (ibid.). They 

should further be given the possibility to develop their ability to adapt their language to 

different purposes and to use different language strategies when communicating in English 

(ibid.). In addition, the Swedish National Agency for Education  (2011a: 2) states that English 

education should aim to give students the opportunity to discuss certain important societal 

issues in English. Moreover, these criteria can be connected to the previously mentioned 

communicative activities. In order to discuss, present, ask and answer questions, small talk 

and read out loud, students must be able to master strategies and further be given the 

opportunity to evolve these strategies.  

The core content of the curriculum for upper-secondary school for English courses 5, 6, and 7 

stipulates that teaching should cover several different areas of oral production (Skolverket 

2011a). Additionally, these previously mentioned communicative classroom activities can, in 

one way or another, all be found in the core content of the curriculum in all three levels of 

English. Under the subcategory “Content of communication” for English 5, the Swedish 
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National Agency for Education (2011a: 3) states that “[t]eaching in the course should cover 

[c]ontent and form in different kinds of fiction.” In turn, it can be argued that this particular 

requirement relates to the communicative activity of reading aloud. Furthermore, education 

should also cover “[c]oherent spoken language and conversations of different kinds [...]” 

which is what we connect to the communicative activity of small talk (ibid.). Even though 

small talk is not assessed or even included in the actual education, it felt important to include 

this in our study since we reckoned it was one of the major changes going from F2F 

education to remote education. Moreover, according to the Swedish National Agency for 

Education’s (2011a: 4), “[s]trategies for contributing to and actively participating in 

discussions [...]” should be included in the education, which connects to the communicative 

activity of classroom discussions. In addition, education should also aim to let students 

summarize, explain, comment, give reasons for their opinions, and argue (ibid.). In turn, these 

are aspects that usually are included in oral presentations. The one communicative activity 

that is not explicitly mentioned by the Swedish National Agency for Education (2011a) is the 

one regarding asking and answering questions. However, questions are deeply intertwined in 

education in Swedish schools, which is why it is important, for the purpose of this study, to 

include the communicative activity of asking and answering questions. Finally, the core 

content for English 6 and 7 deals with the same educational requirements as mentioned above 

– albeit more in-depth.  

 
2.2 Willingness to Speak  

Students’ speaking abilities rely on their WTS. In fact, this is one of the main factors 

determining whether they take an active part in communicative classroom activities 

(McCroskey & Richmond 1990: 24). McCroskey and Richmond (1990: 19) state that 

people’s WTS is formed by their personality traits: “This variability in talking behavior is 

rooted in a personality-based predisposition which we call ‘Willingness to Communicate’ 

(WTC).” WTS and WTC are often used interchangeably, but henceforth we will refer only to 

WTS when discussing this concept. 

Several different factors have an impact on students’ WTS. One of the most important ones is 

motivation. This determines whether students will succeed in language learning and whether 

they will be able to sustain the knowledge acquired (Dörnyei & Ushioda 2011: 24). The 

separation of intrinsic and extrinsic motivation is often made to distinguish between the 
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different origins of motivation. Intrinsic motivation referrers to the inner motivation that 

derives from individual values, interests, self-esteem, and other personality traits. Previous 

studies have suggested a correlation between WTS and students’ perception of their own 

communicative competence, which means that a higher self-esteem amounts to increased 

participation and low levels of anxiety during communicative activities (McCroskey & 

Richmond 1990: 27; Riasati 2018: 11).  

While intrinsic motivation is considered the most beneficial regarding sustainable language 

learning, extrinsic motivation derives from external input and has the benefit of being a 

directly accessible tool for teachers to use to influence students’ learning (Wery & Thomson 

2013: 104). The extrinsic factors of motivation influencing students’ WTS are for example 

determined by the interlocutor, seating location, classroom atmosphere, and body language, to 

name a few (Wery & Thomson 2013: 106; Abdullah, Bakar & Mahbob 2012: 517). While 

teachers can and should actively work towards creating a classroom environment that 

supports students’ intrinsic motivation to prosper, it is often the extrinsic factors that are 

directly affected by remote teaching.  

2.3 Communication in Remote Education  
Current research on remote education indicates a relationship between communication and 

the location of classes. In a study made on upper-secondary Swedish students’ experience 

with remote teaching due to the corona pandemic, Åkerfeldt and Hermansson (2021: 43) 

reported that remote teaching obstructs the communication between the teacher and students 

by reducing the necessary visual and verbal means, such as body language and small talk. 

Students find it more difficult to communicate their needs to their teachers during remote 

teaching since they sometimes have to do it in writing (ibid.: 29). Furthermore, the students in 

the same study reported that their teachers were less attentive to their needs during remote 

teaching and expressed the need for a distinct tool or software to enable easier 

communication (ibid.: 41). Although they do not go into further detail about students’ WTS, 

Åkerfeldt and Hermansson (2021: 45) reported that students’ study motivation decreased with 

remote teaching. This finding is further supported in the Swedish Schools Inspectorate’s 

compilation of studies (Skolinspektionen 2020: 5), which found that remote teaching leads to 

decreased motivation within students, mainly due to the lonesome nature of social distancing 

during school hours. The students in this study reported that communicative tasks, such as 
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discussing and cooperating with others, are harder to perform during remote teaching due to 

technical restraints (Skolinspektionen 2020: 5). 

2.4 A Sociocultural Theory on Second Language Acquisition  
Several different theories on second language acquisition can shed light on how diminished 

interaction will impact students' language learning. One of the most prominent ones is 

Vygotsky’s sociocultural theory, which has influenced the pedagogy of Swedish schools for 

decades (Williams, Sheridan & Pramling Samuelsson 2000: 19). Vygotsky (1978: 88) 

suggested that social interactions are of importance to language learning. He believed that 

engaging in interactive communicative activities is the driving force in language acquisition, 

and raised that: “Learning awakens a variety of internal development processes that are able 

to operate only when the child is interacting with people in his environment and in 

cooperation with his peers” (Vygotsky 1978: 90). Thus, according to Vygotsky’s 

sociocultural theory, a language can only be fully acquired through verbal interactions 

between learners of the language. 

Neo-Vygotskian research further expands on the importance of peer-to-peer dialogue in 

second language acquisition. In activities of pair and group work, students learn from each 

other through collaborative dialogues (Wells 1999: 333). As language acquisition is 

considered a social practice, “it is dependent on face-to-face interaction and shared processes 

such as joint problem-solving and discussion, with experts and also with peers” (Wells 1999: 

222). Before language can be fully internalized, learners rely on other-regulated language 

input, so-called scaffolding (Mitchell, Myles & Marsden 2013: 222). In sociocultural theory, 

it is through scaffolding that the Zone of Proximal Development is accessed, in which 

language learning is most effective (Vygotsky 1978: 85). According to Mitchell, Myles and 

Marsden (2013: 223), one of the key features when scaffolding language learning is to use 

various supporting methods, such as verbal prompts, physical gestures, and extensive 

dialogues: 

All aspects of the cultural tool of language can gradually be acquired through engagement in 

communicational activity, and the mediation of others who will regulate attention, use language 

flexibility to convey communicative intentions, and supplement language use with gestures and objects. 

Here, grammar as well as vocabulary are treated in the same way: as learnable by the individual, 

through mediated language experience. (Mitchell, Myles & Marsden 2013: 235) 
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If the social interactions between students have decreased due to the transition into remote 

lessons, students’ language acquisition will naturally have been affected according to 

sociocultural theory. Hence, these are further reasons why we need to study the effects of 

remote education.  

 

3. Methodology 
In the following chapter, we present the nature of the data as well as the procedure for 

collecting it. This is followed by an explanation of ethical considerations and how we handled 

our data. Lastly, we present the procedure of processing and analyzing the collected data. 

 

3.1 Nature of the Data 
This study has a mixed-method design and uses both a quantitative and a qualitative 

approach. The reason why we conducted both a survey and interviews was that the interviews 

provided us with insights and deeper knowledge to build upon what we found in the survey, 

the term for this is completeness (Bryman 2011: 560). In addition, our data partly consist of 

the 128 responses we received on our questionnaire and partly of the three audio recordings 

from our interviews. The entire data collection was made in Swedish. We made a conscious 

choice to construct the questionnaire in Swedish rather than English to avoid language-related 

misunderstandings. Furthermore, it was the informants’ choice whether they wanted to 

conduct the interviews in Swedish or English. 

 

3.2 The Procedure of Collecting Data 
The following section has been divided into three parts. The first introduces the participants 

of the study. Thereafter, the two different methods of data collection are presented together 

with a short justification of why those particular methods were chosen. The first one of these 

describes the questionnaire, and the second one describes the interviews. In addition, the 

complete process of collecting the data is accounted for under each subheading. All data were 

collected between March and April 2021. 
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3.2.1 Participants 

The participants of this study were all students studying EFL in Swedish upper-secondary 

schools. Initially, students from 13 classes in five different schools were invited to take part in 

the study. This was to an extent a convenience sample based on classes we could access 

through our contacts with schools and other teachers. Since our peers and teachers we 

encountered during our teaching practice volunteered to help us distribute our survey, it is not 

possible to estimate the exact number of students that were invited to this study in the first 

place.  

The criteria for partaking in the study was to be a student in a Swedish upper-secondary 

school, studying the courses English 5, 6, or 7. Out of all students invited to participate in the 

study, we were left with 128 individual students aged 16–19 from schools located in the 

different municipalities Linköping, Norrköping, and Katrineholm. According to the website 

Skolkollen.se (IST Group 2019), there are currently a total of 14,183 students studying at this 

level in these three Swedish municipalities. According to the same website, there are, as of 

this date (23 April 2021), a total of 363,290 students studying in upper-secondary schools in 

all of Sweden. Of the 128 participants, 75 (58.4%) defined themselves as female, 49 (38.4%) 

as male, 3 (2.4%) as another gender, and 1 (0.8%) did not want to answer. As for the 

distribution of grades, 71 (56%) studied English 5, 28 (21.6%) English 6, and 29 (22.4%) 

English 7.  

3.2.2 Questionnaire 

We chose to conduct a survey as the initial data collecting method. Using a survey helped us 

to reach a large number of students. Considering the fact that the extent of remote teaching 

can vary extensively depending on which grade the students are in, and which region in 

Sweden they live in, it was important to the validity and trustworthiness of our study that the 

data were collected from a variety of students located in different classes and schools.  

The purpose of the questionnaire was mainly to investigate our first research question, but the 

results also functioned as a foundation on which the interview guide would be based on. 

Although questionnaires, according to David and Sutton (2016: 470), are often used as a 

deductive approach to conduct a survey, this particular questionnaire had the inductive 

purpose of forming the basis of which direction our thesis would take.  
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The questionnaire was created using Google Forms, an online web tool that allows easy 

distribution and compilation of data. The entire questionnaire consisted of 33 questions in 

total, which we estimated would take approximately 4–7 minutes to answer. We mainly used 

standardized close-ended questions, allowing us to control the amount of information intake, 

later on facilitating the data analysis process. Furthermore, close-ended questions are often 

beneficial when it comes to drawing legitimate conclusions due to the fact that it is easier to 

compare and contrast the respondents’ answers (Halvorsen 1992: 86). Another benefit of 

using close-ended questions is that they usually are faster to answer, as opposed to open-

ended questions that can be rather time-consuming (David & Sutton 2016: 210). The 

downside to this approach is that the answers are not as extensive as open-ended questions, 

which is why we chose to carry out interviews in addition to the questionnaire.  

The content of the questions that were used in the questionnaire can be divided into different 

categories such as personal trait questions and attitudinal questions (David & Sutton 2016: 

209). The first two questions in the questionnaire (see Appendix 1) were personal trait 

questions and were put in place in order to classify the informants’ gender and course levels. 

Most of the remaining questions were attitudinal, in which all but one had the same multiple-

choice answers for the respondents to choose from: several times per lesson, about once per 

lesson, about every other lesson, more rarely and never. This was in order for us to compare 

the experiences that students had with remote classes to their experiences with F2F classes. In 

case the students reported that they experienced a difference between remote classes and F2F 

classes, we wanted to examine whether the difference occurred in the structure of the classes, 

i.e. if the lessons generally were carried out differently depending on the site, or whether the 

communicative classroom activities had been affected as a result of other factors such as 

students’ WTS. To find this out, we phrased the questions in order to determine whether any 

possible differences between the two lessons had to do with the structure of the classes or 

with the students’ performance and WTS.  

Finally, we included a question asking each respondent whether they would be willing to 

participate in an interview. Out of the 128 respondents of the questionnaire, 23 replied that 

they would be willing to take part, leaving their email addresses or phone numbers for us to 

contact them. For the entire questionnaire, see Appendix 1. 

Before distributing the questionnaire to the participants of the study, we emailed two students 

who met the criteria for participation in order to conduct a small pilot study. Pilot studies are 
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beneficial when conducting quantitative questionnaires since the evaluation can help avoid 

any misconceptions in advance (David & Sutton 2016: 90). In the feedback, both students 

said that the questions were straightforward and easy to understand. In addition, they 

confirmed that the estimated timeframe we had set up for conducting the questionnaire was 

accurate. Thus, we did not have to make any alterations before distributing it to the 

participants of the study. 

3.2.3 Interviews 

Since this study examines students’ individual perceptions of their own WTS during English 

lessons, qualitative interviews were used as a complement to the above-mentioned 

questionnaire.  In contrast to questionnaires, interviews provide researchers insight into the 

subjective thoughts and opinions of the participants (Fejes & Thornberg 2019: 33). In this 

study, semi-structured interviews were used. The interviews mainly aimed to answer the 

second and third research questions. 

In the process, we also considered using focus-group interviews as a possible data collecting 

method. However, this option was ruled out because of the organizational and logistical 

difficulties it brings with it. Additionally, we did not want the participating students to 

influence each other’s answers. In addition, another possible alternative was to use 

observations. However, observations would not be sufficient enough since we wanted to 

investigate students’ individual perceptions of their WTS. Thus, we deemed that observations 

simply do not provide the insights into the participants’ subjective thoughts and opinions 

necessary for this study.  

In order to decide on what questions would be relevant to ask during the interviews, we 

decided to conduct the survey first and then compile the findings, from which we designed 

the semi-structured interview guide (see Appendix 2). No demographic questions were 

included in the interview guide since the participants’ answers in the questionnaire provided 

us with the information we needed (i.e. gender and level of English). All interviews started 

off with the same two questions: “In your experience, how has your WTS English during 

class been affected by remote education?” and  “If you had to choose, do you prefer the 

subject English being taught through remote education or F2F education?”. Furthermore, 

follow-up and clarification questions, such as: “Can you explain why you think that is, 

please?” were asked in order to solicit more data and make the interviews more in-depth.  
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We sent out an email or a text message to six out of the 23 volunteering participants based on 

their responses to the questionnaire. We wanted to make sure that we included participants 

that had answered somewhat differently from each other and who had both a negative and a 

positive attitude towards remote education. Furthermore, we wanted a heterogeneous group of 

participants. Therefore, participants from different age groups, genders, and levels of English 

were chosen. We received a total of three replies, which ended up being the students that we 

interviewed. The informants consisted of both male and female participants studying English 

5 and English 6.  

Each one of these three interviews were conducted separately with each participant and it was 

the participants’ choice whether they wanted to conduct the interview face to face or via 

video call. The first two interviews were conducted face to face with one of us at a location of 

the participants’ choice, while the other one of us joined the interviews via Zoom and was 

responsible for taking notes during the interviews. The third and last interview was conducted 

via Google Meet with all three parties present. During the third interview, we naturally took 

the same roles as in the first two, i.e. one of us led the interview and asked the questions 

while the other one listened and took notes. Since it was important for us to be able to go 

back to the interviews, and when doing so not only having our notes to access, we decided to 

record the interviews. In order to record the interviews, a smartphone was used. In general, 

the duration of each interview was between 10–20 minutes. The audio recordings of these 

three interviews provided us with approximately 43 minutes of raw data in total. 

 

3.3 Ethical Consideration  

In accordance with the guidelines from Swedish Research Council (2002), we followed the 

different ethical principles necessary for conducting a study. These include that the 

respondents prior to participating are informed of the purpose of the study, that participation 

is optional, anonymous, and confidential, and that the respondents at any time have the right 

to cancel their participation without being questioned (The Swedish Research Council 2002). 

This information was included at the beginning of the questionnaire, which allowed the 

respondents to reconsider participating in advance. By partaking in the survey, they would 

agree to the terms of the study. All participants were over 15 years old which meant they did 

not need parental consent.  



 12 

For the interviews, we designed a letter of consent (see Appendix 3) in which we took in to 

account the same ethical principles from the Swedish Research Council (2002) as mentioned 

above, with the addition of recording devices being used. The letter of consent was then 

handed out and signed by the participants before the interviews began. In addition, all data 

were stored on password-protected computers and deleted after the study was finished.  

 

3.4 The Procedure of Processing and Analyzing the Data 
The following chapter explains the procedure of processing and analyzing the data. The 

chapters are divided into the two methods of univariate analysis and content analysis.  

 
3.4.1 Univariate Analysis 

To interpret the data collected from the questionnaire, we used the univariate analysis 

method. The purpose of the univariate method in a questionnaire is to perform a descriptive 

analysis on each variable and study the different values in relation to statistics (Johannessen, 

Tufte & Christoffersen 2020: 274). The method was applied using frequency distribution 

tables to illustrate the percentage and statistics of the results. According to Johannessen, Tufte 

and Christoffersen (2020: 277), tables allow a standardized percentage score of 0–100, which 

is a useful approach when the number of participants is more than approximately 20. Since 

the questionnaire had 128 participants, it was appropriate to include both percentages as well 

as stating the original value for each question and its answers. Hence, the tables were used in 

order to process and structure the data, thus making them easier to overview. 

The univariate analysis method includes further dimensions of analyzing data – such as 

identifying the different measures of central tendencies of the replies (Johannessen, Tufte & 

Christoffersen 2020: 279). Whether or not these are applicable to the study depends on the 

type of variable. Continuous variables can be measured through ratio and interval, and can 

therefore be divided into the central tendencies of mean and median, while discrete variables, 

measured nominally, are fixated on the distinct meaning of each separate value, preventing 

mean and median from being calculated (ibid.: 252). In this case, our questionnaire only 

included discrete variables, and therefore mainly focused on distinguishing the modal value, 

i.e. the most frequently reported answer, to each question in the questionnaire.  
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3.4.2 Content Analysis  

The method of analysis used for analyzing the semi-structured audio-recorded interviews was 

content analysis. As guidance, we had Burnard’s (1991) 14-step instructions on how to 

analyze qualitative interviews. Content analysis involves a system of categorization and 

coding of the transcripts (ibid.: 461). Thus, this method of analysis assumes that the semi-

structured, open-ended interviews have been recorded and transcribed properly (ibid.). 

Accordingly, we transcribed our three audio-recorded interviews slightly verbatim. This 

indicates that we, in our transcriptions, excluded irrelevant features such as laughter, 

pronunciation of words due to different accents, inhale- and/or exhale sounds, and hesitation 

markers such as “ehm” for example.  

Content analysis is the most commonly used method of analysis when qualitatively analyzing 

documents, such as transcribed interviews (Bryman 2011: 505). When using content analysis, 

the researcher searches for underlying themes in the analyzed material (ibid.). Burnard (1991) 

instead refers to these themes, as Bryman (2011) directs them, as categories. Burnard (1991: 

461) states that content analysis also can be described as thematic content analysis. Thus, it 

can be argued that it in fact is the same method of analysis Burnard (1991) and Bryman 

(2011) are referring to, even though they are using different terminology. In this study, 

Burnard’s terminology will be used.  

The procedure of analyzing the data started during the days of the interviews. According to 

Burnard (1991: 462), stage one includes taking notes after the interviews and writing down 

topics discussed during the interviews. Stage two includes transcribing the interviews, using 

the audio recordings. In accordance with Burnard’s second stage, the transcripts were read 

through and additional notes were made. The main purpose of stage two is for the researchers 

to become immersed in the material (ibid.). In stage three, the transcriptions were reread and 

open coding and categories were made. The open coding consisted of a compressed summary 

of a cut-out part from the transcription. The categories functioned as a way to formulate the 

information down to the very core using only a word or two. We were left with 30 categories 

in stage three.  
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Table 1. An Illustration of How Stage Three Was Conducted 

Interview transcript Open coding Category 

some lessons when I would talk so in some 
cases it was the internet in other cases it 
was so maybe it did not sound well and then I 
would have to and try to speak again several 
times and then that then reduce my will 
because I have to repeat myself several times 
one does not hear and then it 
usually happens quite often and then 
especially for me and right now at the moment 
I have bad internet connection and it can 
lead to very big problems especially when you 
have to talk to someone else in the group for 
sometimes it can be a one minute wait before 
the sound comes and it can be very 
problematic 

Technical difficulties such as 
unstable internet connection lead to 
delays in sound which leads to the 
informant having to repeat 
themselves several times. This, in 
turn, affects the informant's WTS in 
a negative way 

Technical 
difficulties 

 

The aim of stage four was to sort out these categories and to see which categories were 

similar and could be put together into broader categories. Burnard (1991: 462) refers to these 

as higher-order headings and they should also include more specific subcategories. In stage 

four, six higher-order headings were made by one of the authors. The first five stages were 

made by only one of the authors, however, in the sixth stage, the other author was invited to 

independently generate categories. Both authors' categories were then discussed together in 

order to decide on a finalized list of higher-order headings.  

The seventh step included a rereading of the transcriptions to make sure that the higher-order 

headings together with their subcategories covered all aspects found in the transcriptions 

(Burnard 1991: 463). In the eighth stage, color-coding was used. The transcripts were once 

again reread and color-coded according to the four higher-order headings. In stages nine and 

ten, these color-coded parts of the transcriptions were cut out and put into a new document. 

The transcriptions as a whole were saved in order to provide a context in line with Burnard’s 

(1991: 463) recommendations.  

At some stages, we somewhat deviated from Burnard’s instructions. According to Burnard 

(1991: 464), the interviewees should be contacted in the eleventh stage and asked to read 

through the four higher-order headings together with the subcategories and transcribed 

interviews in order to consent that it in fact was what they meant with their statements. 

However, we decided to rule out this stage simply because we did not want to add to the 

workload of our informants who all are in their last month of school. The twelfth stage was 
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also skipped as it deals with sorting paper copies and we worked digitally. The writing-up 

process finally begins in the thirteenth stage (Burnard 1991: 464). To our help, we had the 

color-coded transcripts and we decided to divide the results into the four higher-order 

headings and present each of them under four different subheadings in this thesis. In the 

fourteenth and last stage, we decided to link our findings to verbatim examples of the 

interviews to illustrate various sections (ibid.).  

 

4. Results  
 

4.1 Questionnaire 
This chapter focuses primarily on the first research question, but also gives some insights into 

the second research question. It has been divided according to the five different 

communicative activities presented in the theoretical background: Classroom discussions, 

questions, small talk, reading aloud, and giving presentations. We also present the results on 

students’ WTS. Due to the occurrence of internal dropout, all respondents to the questionnaire 

have not answered every question (see Tables 2–8).  

 

4.1.1 Classroom Discussions 
The frequency of discussion tasks has decreased and students feel less willing to participate in 

classroom discussions due to remote teaching. In the questionnaire, the largest percentage of 

the participants answered that they get the opportunity to discuss (in groups, pairs, or with the 

entire class) about every other lesson during remote classes. However, in classes F2F the 

most frequent answer was several times per lesson (see Table 2). Almost the double 

proportion of the students reported that they get the opportunity to orally discuss in the 

classroom several times per lesson compared to lessons remotely. In addition, just over half 

reported more rarely than every other lesson during F2F lessons (see Table 2).  
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The most frequent answer to the question of whether they take an active part in discussions 

during remote lessons was more rarely than every other lesson. In contrast, the most frequent 

answer during F2F classes was several times per lesson (see Table 2).   

Table 2. The Frequency of Discussion Tasks during ESL Lessons 

 I  get  the  opportunity  to  discuss  orally  in  
English  in  pairs,  groups  or  with  the  class  
during  English  lessons  
N=126    

I  take  an  active  part  in  oral  discussions  in  
English  in  pairs,  groups  or  with  the  class  
during  English  lessons  
N=125/126  

 Remotely n 
(%) 

F2F n (%) Remotely n (%) F2F n (%) 
 

Several  times  
per  lesson  
 

23 (18.3) 49 (38.9) 28 (22.4) 50 (39.7) 

About  once  
per  lesson  
 

25 (19.8) 38 (30.2) 29 (23.2) 42 (33.3) 

About  every  
other  lesson  
  

43 (34.1) 25 (19.8) 23 (18.4) 13 (10.3) 

More  rarely  
  
 

32 (25.4) 13 (10.3) 36 (28.2) 20 (15.9) 

Never  
  
 

3 (2.4) 1 (0.8) 9 (7.2) 1 (0.8) 

 

4.1.2 Questions 

The results suggest that asking and answering questions occur less frequently during remote 

teaching. This section is further divided into subcategories: Asking questions in English to the 

teacher, asking questions in English to peers, and receiving questions in English from either 

the teacher or peers during classes in English.  

Regarding whether the students experience the possibility to ask questions orally in English to 

their teacher during remote classes, the majority answered several times per lesson (see Table 

3). However, an even larger percentage gave the same answer about F2F classes. The 

difference here was minimal between the two different locations, although F2F teaching had a 

slight advantage.  

The largest percentage of informants reported that they more rarely than every other lesson 

take the opportunity to ask questions to their teachers during both remote and F2F classes (see 

Table 3). However, 16.7% of the students replied that they never ask questions to their 

teachers during remote lessons, making this the second most frequent answer. In the 

equivalent question for F2F classes, only 2.4% of the students answered that they never ask 

questions to their teachers (see Table 3).  
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Regarding asking questions to their classmates during remote classes, 29% of the participants 

answered that they get the opportunity to do so more rarely than every other lesson. In 

contrast, a slight majority (60.3%) of the respondents answered that they get the very same 

opportunity several times per lesson during F2F classes. The equivalent answer was given by 

25.8% of the respondents regarding remote classes (see Table 3). Consequently, it is the 

participants’ experience that they ask their classmates questions more than twice as often 

during F2F classes than during remote classes.  

When asked whether the opportunity to ask questions to their classmates is acted upon, the 

most frequent answer was more rarely than every other lesson during remote classes (see 

Table 3). However, during F2F classes the respondents’ most frequent answer was that they 

ask questions in English to their classmates several times per lesson (see Table 3). In 

addition, a higher percentage (27.2%) answered that they never get the opportunity to do so 

during remote classes, whilst only 6.3% answered the same regarding F2F classes.  

Table 3. The Frequency of Students Asking Questions during ESL Lessons 
 

 I  get  the  opportunity  to  
ask  questions  to  my  
teacher  during  English  
lessons  
N=126/125  

I  ask  questions  to  my  
teacher  during  English  
lessons  
N=126  

I  get  the  opportunity  to  
ask  questions  to  my  
classmates  during  
English  lessons  
N=124/126  

I  ask  questions  to  my  
classmates  during  
English  lessons  
N=125/126  

 Remotely 
n (%) 

F2F n (%) Remotely 
n (%)  

F2F n (%) Remotely 
n (%) 

F2F n (%) Remotely 
n (%) 
 

F2F n (%) 

Several  times  
per  lesson  
 

97 (77) 110 (88) 14 (11.1) 24 (19) 32 (25.8) 76 (60.3) 15 (12) 45 (35.7) 

About  once  
per  lesson  
 

13 (10.3) 6 (4.8) 16 (12.7) 33 (26.2) 16 (12.9) 21 (16.7) 15 (12)  27 (21.4) 

About  every  
other  lesson  
  

7 (5.6) 5 (4) 20 (15.9) 24 (19) 21 (16.9) 18 (14.3) 20 (16) 20 (15.9) 

More  rarely  
  
 

5 (4) 3 (2.4) 55 (43.7) 42 (33.3) 36 (29) 8 (6.3) 41 (32.8) 26 (20.6) 

Never  
 

4 (3.2)      1 (0.8) 21 (16.7) 3 (2.4) 19 (15.3) 3 (2.4) 34 (27.2) 8 (6.3) 
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Regarding how often the respondents receive questions from their teacher or classmates 

during remote classes, most of them answered more rarely than every other lesson (see Table 

4). The most frequent answer given to the equivalent question for F2F classes was several 

times per lesson. Regarding whether the respondents answer the questions they receive, the 

answer several times per lesson was given by a larger percentage regarding F2F classes 

compared to classes being taught remotely (see Table 4). 

 

Table 4. The Frequency of Students Receiving and Answering Questions during ESL Lesson 
 I  receive  questions  from  my  

teacher/classmates  during  English  
lessons  
N=125/126  

I  answer  the  questions  I  receive  from  my  
teacher/classmates  during  English  
lessons  
N=125  

 Remotely n (%) F2F n (%) Remotely n (%) F2F n (%) 
 

Several  
times  per  
lesson  
 

28 (22.4) 46 (36.5) 55 (44) 69 (55.2) 

About  once  
per  lesson  
 

26 (20.8) 36 (28.6) 25 (20) 23 (18.4) 

About  every  
other  lesson  
  

22 (17.6) 23 (18.3) 15 (12) 18 (14.4) 

More  rarely  
  
 

43 (34.4) 20 (15.9) 26 (20.8) 13 (10.4) 
 

Never  
  
 

6 (4.8) 1 (0.8) 4 (3.2) 2 (1.6) 
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4.1.3 Small Talk 

The respondents’ experiences with small talk differ greatly in terms of frequency depending 

on the location of the classes. When situated remotely, most of the replies indicated that the 

opportunity to engage in small talk in English with their classmates is given more rarely than 

every other lesson (see Table 5). The second most frequently reported answer was never. For 

the equivalent question regarding F2F classes, the most frequently reported answer was 

several times per lesson while the answer never was given only by a small percentage (see 

Table 5). Consequently, when asked how often the respondents engage in small talk with 

their classmates during remote classes, the larger percentage of the respondents replied more 

rarely than every other lesson, while the second most frequent answer was never. However, 

the equivalent question regarding F2F classes found that a slight majority of the respondents 

answered several times per lesson. Only a small percentage answered that they never engage 

in small talk with their classmates during F2F lessons (see Table 5).  

Table 5. The Frequency of Small Talk during ESL Lessons 

 I  get  the  opportunity  to  small  talk  with  my  
classmates  and/or  teacher  in  English  
during  English  lessons  
N=125/124  

I  engage  in  small  talk  with  my  classmates  and/or  
teacher  in  English  during  English  class  
N=125  

 Remotely n (%) F2F n (%) Remotely n (%) F2F n (%) 
 

Several  times  
per  lesson  
 

27 (21.6) 65 (52.2) 25 (20) 65 (52) 

About  once  
per  lesson  
 

18 (14.4) 30 (24.2) 5 (4) 20 (16) 

About  every  
other  lesson  
  

14 (11.2) 15 (12.1) 11 (8.8) 18 (14.4) 

More  rarely  
  
 

36 (28.8) 10 (8.1) 
 

50 (40) 
 

16 (12.8) 

Never  
  
 

30 (24) 4 (3.2) 34 (27.2) 6 (4.8) 

 

4.1.4 Reading Aloud  

The results suggest that reading aloud overall occurs less frequently than other 

communicative classroom activities in Swedish EFL classrooms. However, the results also 

support that reading aloud occurs even less frequently during remote education and that 

students feel less willing to take an active part when the opportunity is given remotely. When 

asked how often they get the opportunity to read aloud in English in class, more than half of 

the respondents answered never (see Table 6). During F2F lessons, however, most 
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respondents answered more rarely, whilst never was only the second most frequent answer 

(see Table 6).  

When asked how often they take an active part in reading aloud in English, the replies were 

varied. Most of the respondents replied never during remote education, while most of them 

replied more rarely than every other lesson during F2F education, giving several times per 

lesson as their second most frequently answered alternative for F2F education (see Table 6). 

Table 6. The Frequency of Reading Aloud during ESL Lessons 

 I  get  the  opportunity  to  read  aloud  in  English  
during  English  lessons    
N=125  

I  take  an  active  part  in  reading  aloud  in  English  
during  English  lessons  
N=121/123  

 Remotely n (%) F2F n (%) Remotely n (%) F2F n (%) 
 

Several  
times  per  
lesson  
 

1 (0.8) 4 (3.2) 18 (14.9) 30 (24.4) 

About  once  
per  lesson  
 

7 (5.6) 8 (6.4) 16 (13.2) 23 (18.7) 

About  every  
other  lesson  
  

8 (6.4) 14 (11.2) 10 (8.3) 8 (6.5) 

More  rarely  
  
 

39 (31.2) 55 (44) 35 (28.9) 37 (30.1) 

Never  
  
 

70 (56) 44 (35.2) 42 (34.7) 25 (20.3) 

 

4.1.5 Giving Presentations 

The difference between how often the respondents give presentations in English during 

remote classes compared to F2F classes is minimal. During remote classes, 44% answered 

that they more rarely than every other lesson get the opportunity to give presentations in 

English. Similarly, 45.2% gave the same answer regarding F2F classes. The second most 

common answer for both locations was about every other lesson (see Table 7). Although 

similar, the biggest difference can be observed in both ends of the frequency distribution. 

While the question regarding remote classes was answered never by 17.6%, the same answer 

was only given by 5.6% during F2F classes. Furthermore, a larger percentage of respondents 

replied that they get the opportunity to orally present in English both several times per lesson 

and about once per lesson more frequently during F2F classes as opposed to during remote 

classes (see Table 7). Likewise, a similar distribution frequency can be applied to how often 

the students do present in English in front of their classes. Again, the answer more rarely than 
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every other lesson was given as the larger percentage when the respondents were asked 

whether they present orally in English both during remote and F2F classes (see Table 7).  

Table 7. The Frequency of Presentation Tasks during ESL Lessons 

 I  get  the  opportunity  to  give  oral  presentations  in  
English  during  English  lessons    
N=125/124  

I  give  oral  presentations  in  English  during  English  
lessons    
N=123/125  

 Remotely n (%) F2F n (%) Remotely n (%) F2F n (%) 
 

Several  times  
per  lesson  
 

9 (7.2) 15 (12.1) 6 (4.9) 10 (8) 

About  once  
per  lesson  
 

8 (6.4) 17 (13.7) 11 (8.9) 17 (13.6) 

About  every  
other  lesson  
  

31 (24.8) 29 (23.4) 22 (17.9) 20 (16) 

More  rarely  
  
 

55 (44) 56 (45.2) 58 (47.2) 67 (53.6) 

Never  
  
 

22 (17.6) 7 (5.6) 26 (21.1) 11 (8.8) 

 

4.1.6 Willingness to Speak 

The results indicate that remote education has decreased students’ WTS. When asked whether 

they feel WTS during F2F education, a majority answered yes together with a large 

percentage who answered sometimes, and only 5.6% answered no. During remote classes, 

there was also a larger quantity of students answering yes or sometimes, although, the 

percentage answering no was slightly higher than in F2F education with 16.8%. The biggest 

difference in percentage can be found in the frequency of answering yes to if students feel 

WTS during remote education compared to F2F education (see Table 8) which suggests a 

decrease in students’ WTS as a consequence of remote education. 

Table 8. The Frequency of Students’ WTS during ESL Lessons 

 I  feel  willing  to  speak  English  during  English  lessons  
N=125  

 Remotely n (%) 
 

F2F n (%) 

Yes  
 

53 (42.4) 85 (68) 

No  
 

21 (16.8) 7 (5.6) 

Sometimes  
  

51 (40.8) 33 (26.4) 
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4.1.7 Summary 

The results from our survey indicate that communicative classroom activities occur less 

frequently during remote education. In addition, students feel less willing to take an active 

part in communicative classroom activities when taught remotely and their WTS has 

decreased due to remote education. The underlying causes for this are further examined in the 

following section.  

 

4.2 Interviews  

In order to answer the second and third research questions, the three transcribed interviews 

were analyzed through content analysis. According to this method of analysis, the researcher 

should provide a commentary that links the verbatim examples of the transcripts together 

(Burnard 1991: 464) while writing up the results. In addition, in the following section, the 

results of the interviews will be presented under each of the four higher-order headings which 

emerged from stage seven – namely, technical issues, body language, learning objectives, 

and location (see Table 9).  

Table 9. An Illustration of the Higher-Order Headings Together with the Subcategories 

Technical  Issues ·∙    Sight  (camera) 
·∙    Hearing  (microphone)   
·∙    Internet  connection 
·∙    Delays 
·∙    Raising  hands  digitally 
·∙    Repetitive  speech     
·∙    Technical  limitations  (having  to  use  other  software  to  contact)   
·∙    Time  aspect 

Location   ·∙    Psychological  aspects 
·∙    Social  relations 
·∙    Reduced  WTS     
·∙    Classroom  atmosphere 
·∙    Distractions  at  home 
·∙    Feeling  exposed   
·∙    Assuming  everyone  is  listening   
·∙    Seating  location  in  the  classroom   
·∙    Focus   

Body  Language ·∙    Facial  expression 
·∙    Misunderstandings   
·∙    Gestures   
·∙    Eye  contact 

Learning  Objectives   ·∙    English  education 
·∙    Group  work   
·∙    Speaking  proficiency 
·∙    Not  wanting  to  interrupt  lessons   
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4.2.1 Technical Issues 
 
According to our informants, asking questions during remote classes often amounts to some 

technical difficulties. In order to ask the teacher questions, without their peers hearing,  the 

informants stated that they need to switch between different media, which can be a time-

consuming and rather problematic task. Student 1 stated that: 

Extract 1 (student 1) 

den  största  anledningen  till  att  jag  ställer  mer  frågor  i  det  fysiska  
klassrummet  är  eftersom  i  distansundervisningen  så  måste  du  om  du  ställer  
en  fråga  så  kommer  frågan  oftast  komma  till  hela  klassen  om  man  inte  vill  
att  den  ska  vara  till  hela  klassen  då  måste  man  ha  en  annan  såhär  kanske  
använda  chatt  eller  nån  annan  media  för  att  kontakta  läraren  o  det  kan  ta  
mer  tid  då  är  det  svårare  o  ställa  frågor 

the  main  reason  that  I  ask  more  questions  in  the  physical  classroom  is 
since  during  remote  teaching  you  have  to  if  you  ask  a  question  the 
question  will  come  to  the  whole  class  if  you  do  not  want  it  to  be  to  the 
whole  class  then  must  one  have  another  like  maybe  use  chat  or  another 
media  to  contact  the  teacher  and  that  can  take  more  time  and  then  it  is 
harder  to  ask  questions 

 

The alternative is having to wait until the end of class to ask questions, thus risking forgetting 

what they needed to ask in the first place. In turn, this sometimes leads to the informants 

disregarding such things as asking questions during lessons taught remotely. 

An additional technical issue that our informants brought up is the issue of not being able to 

use breakout rooms for group discussions in Google Meet. Being able to have conversations 

in smaller groups as such is important for the informants’ engagement in oral exercises and 

WTS. Student 3 stated that: 

Extract 2 (student 3) 

just  det  här  med  att  vi  är  engagerad  på  ett  helt  annat  sätt  när  vi  sitter  i  
grupp  i  klassrummet  liksom  ska  man  bli  grupperad  eh  liksom  i  google  meet  
blir  det  inte  samma  grej  ska  man  alltså  det  är  inte  lika  enkelt 

just  this  thing  with  us  being  engaged  in  a  whole  other  way  when  we  are 
sitting  in  groups  in  the  physical  classroom  I  mean  if  we  are  going  to  get 
grouped  in  meet  it  is  not  the  same  thing  then  one  should  always  it  is  not 
as  easy  
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Unstable internet connection, which leads to delays in audio and video, was another technical 

issue that the informants brought up as a decisive factor behind their diminished WTS during 

class. According to the informants, this is problematic because they have to repeat themselves 

several times due to “lagging” audio, leading to disturbed interactions. In turn, this decreases 

the informants’ willingness to engage in oral activities during remote classes. One of the 

informants stated that: 

Extract 3 (student 1) 

vissa  lektioner  då  jag  skulle  prata  så  i  vissa  fall  var  det  internet  i  
andra  fall  var  det  så  kanske  det  hördes  inte  lika  bra  och  då  brukar  det  
jag  vara  tvungen  o  försöka  tala  om  flera  gånger  o  sen  de  då  minskar  min  
vilja 

during  some  lessons  when  I  would  talk  so  in  some  cases  it  was  internet  in 
other  cases  was  it  so  maybe  it  did  not  hear  as  good  and  then  it  usually 
is  that  I  have  to  repeat  myself  and  speak  again  several  times  and  then 
that  then  reduces  my  willingness  
  
 

Lagging audio and having to repeat oneself also makes the informants hesitant to speak 

overall, and they carefully think through what to say before turning the microphone on to 

speak. In addition, not having the camera activated can lead to misunderstandings which, 

according to the informants, in turn leads to a lessened WTS. Both the teacher's and students' 

videos can disappear due to unstable internet connection, leading to misunderstandings 

because of deteriorating visual impacts.  

4.2.2 Body Language  

Body language, such as facial expressions, is really important for the understanding of what 

other people are saying. According to the informants, when there is a loss of visuals, they lose 

the ability to read each other's facial expressions and body language, in turn, causing 

misunderstandings.  

Extract 4 (student 1)  

när  man  har  inte  kameran  på  så  äre  betydligt  svårare  jämfört  med  om  man  
skulle  ha  kameran  säger  för  att  även  fast  vissa  detaljer  försvinner  så  
har  du  fortfarande  ungefärlig  förståelse  av  vem  vad  människan  försöker  
visa  med  sina  kroppsuttryck 

when  you  do  not  have  your  camera  on  it  is  significantly  more  difficult 
compared  to  if  the  camera  is  on  since  even  if  some  details  disappear  you 
still  have  sort  of  an  understanding  of  what  a  person  is  trying  to  say 
with  their  body  language 
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When the students participating in remote classes do not have their video cameras activated, 

the informants experience that it becomes more difficult to interpret each other’s body 

language. The informants reported that some students turn off their cameras because they 

want to sit back and relax during remote lessons and that they do not feel as compelled to 

participate when they cannot be seen. In which case, not having their cameras activated can 

lead to an increased risk of being misunderstood and misunderstanding others, according to 

the informants. In turn, being misunderstood and not understanding what others are saying are 

factors that contribute to the informants’ reduced WTS and one of the informants explained 

that: 

Extract 5 (student 1)  

min  vilja  har  minskat  [...]  och  anledningen  till  det  är  eftersom  med  
distansundervisning  så  är  det  väldigt  enkelt  att  bli  missförstådd  
eftersom  väldigt  små  detaljer  som  ansiktsuttryck  ibland  är  inte  med  i  
själva  videon 

my  willingness  has  decreased  [...]  and  the  reason  for  this  is  that  during 
remote  teaching  very  small  details  such  as  facial  expressions  sometimes 
is  not  in  the  video 

 

The informants feel that body language and gestures, which we all use when we speak, are 

more complicated to read during remote education. In turn, this leads to it being more 

problematic to communicate through video and audio than F2F in the classroom. In addition, 

the informants stated that students’ body language can also show off engagement when 

conducting different exercises. In turn, the informants reflect upon the fact that it must be 

more difficult for the teacher to see which students are engaging in the activities and not in 

the virtual classroom compared to in the physical classroom. 
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4.2.3 Learning Objectives 

The informants mentioned that they felt as if remote teaching has had a negative impact on 

their speaking proficiency in English. According to the informants, not being able to 

communicate with classmates and the teacher, to the same extent as before, has negatively 

impacted their pronunciation, fluency, and vocabulary. Student 3 said: 

Extract 6 (student 3)  
[det  är]  typ  alltid  enklare  uttrycka  sig  när  man  sitter  så  där  fysiskt  känns  det  
som  det  är  liksom  som  sagt  vi  pratar  inte  jättemycket  när  vi  har  på  meet  så  jag  
vet  inte  riktigt  hur  jag  känner  kring  det  men  det  där  just  den  där  delen  att  prata  
och  så  där  på  ett  mer  liksom  typiskt  engelskt  sätt  och  så  där  uttalet  det  där  
känns  som  att  vi  gör  mindre 

[it  is]  sort  of  always  more  easy  to  express  yourself  when  you  are  like  in 
there  physically  it  feels  more  like  it  is  sort  of  like  I  said  we  do  not 
speak  that  much  when  we  are  on  meet  so  I  do  not  know  really  how  I  feel 
about  that  but  this  thing  I  mean  this  part  of  speaking  like  on  in  a  more 
English  way  and  like  pronunciation  it  feels  like  we  are  doing  that  less 

 

Speaking English is something students mostly do during English classes and since the 

number of communicative activities decreased due to remote education, their speaking 

proficiency is affected. The informants also expressed that it is more challenging to express 

themselves in English while sitting alone at home in front of the computer than it is in the 

physical classroom. In addition, the informants reported on how Swedish is used more 

frequently by the students in their class during remote lessons than it is during F2F lessons. 

The informants meant that this is another contributing factor for their reduced WTS as they 

do not want to speak English if their peers speak Swedish. Moreover, the informants add that 

speaking English instead of Swedish develops their knowledge in English and student 2 stated 

that:   

Extract 7 (student 2)  
man  kan  ställa  frågor  det  enklare  man  kan  prata  med  sina  kompisar  på  
engelska  inte  på  svenska  så  det  bidrar  till  att  vi  utvecklar  vår  engelska  
lite  bättre  tror  jag   

one  can  ask  questions  more  easily  and  one  can  talk  to  ones  friends  in 
English  not  in  Swedish  which  contributes  to  that  we  develop  our  English  a 
little  bit  better  I  think 

 

A noticeable difference in how education has changed, according to our informants, is that it 

is not as easy to communicate with their teacher and/or their classmates as before. In addition, 

the informants stated that it feels as if the lesson gets interrupted if they have to raise their 
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“digital hand” and turn on their microphone to ask or say something. The informants feel as if 

when they interrupt the lesson the education in itself also gets less productive. Thus, this 

feeling of having to interrupt the lesson contributes to the decrease of the informants’ WTS 

and the students sometimes choose to not ask questions or say other things. 

The informants also expressed, however, that they sometimes actually feel more focused on 

assignments and get more school work done during remote class. The reason for this, 

according to the informants, is that distractions, such as small talking with classmates during 

lessons which causes them to lose focus on their task, might occur in the physical classroom 

when the classmates are seated nearby each other. 

Extract 8 (student 2)  

vi  pratar  inte  så  mycket  som  i  klassrummet  vi  det  är  bara  uppgiften  eh  
alltså  uppgiften  tar  hela  fokusen  vi  fokuserar  bara  på  uppgiften  i  
stället  för  att  prata  med  varandra 

we  do  not  talk  as  much  as  in  the  classroom  we  it  is  only  the  assignment  I 
mean  the  assignment  takes  all  the  focus  we  only  focus  on  the  assignment 
instead  of  talking  to  each  other  
 
 

4.2.4 Location 

Being able to be close to classmates and to have the opportunity to engage in small talk or ask 

the classmate next to you a quick question are aspects that the informants brought up as 

reasons for why they prefer F2F education instead of remote education. Furthermore, the fact 

that others speak English during class in the physical classroom makes the informants feel 

more comfortable speaking too. The informants mentioned that sitting alone in front of the 

camera can make them feel uncomfortable with speaking English during class. According to 

the informants, a safe classroom environment is crucial for their WTS and student 2 stated 

that: 
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Extract 9 (student 2) 

en  till  grej  är  att  oftast  när  jag  är  på  distansundervisning  så  är  du  
ensam  i  ett  rum  framför  kameran  o  då  känns  det  lite  såhär  obehagligt  att  
prata  inför  kamera  även  fast  du  ser  människan  i  skärmen  medan  när  du  är  i  
en  klass  så  är  det  människor  som  sitter  bredvid  dig  och  dom  också  pratar  
och  det  i  sin  tur  såhär  gör  det  enklare  för  dig  o  försöka  prata  eftersom  
alla  gör  det  o  sen  o  de  o  då  känner  man  sig  lite  såhär  mer  trygg 

another  thing  is  that  often  when  I  am  in  remote  teaching  I  am  alone  in  a 
room  in  front  of  the  camera  and  then  it  feels  a  little  like  uncomfortable 
to  talk  in  front  of  the  camera  even  though  you  can  see  the  person  on  the 
screen  while  when  you  are  in  the  classroom  it  is  people  sitting  next  to 
you  and  they  are  also  talking  and  in  turn  that  makes  it  easier  for  you  to 
try  to  talk  since  everybody  else  is  doing  it  and  then  that  make  you  feel 
a  little  more  like  safe 

 

Having the teacher in the classroom physically is another aspect that the informants bring up 

as being important for their WTS. Asking subject-related questions, discussing given 

instructions to activities, and being able to have private conversations with the teacher are 

some things that the informants brought up as being beneficial aspects of F2F teaching. In 

addition, there are some other problematic aspects with remote education that the informants 

brought up. The informant we call student 3 stated that:  

Extract 10 (student 3)  

är  det  i  klassrummet  så  är  det  bara  såhär  man  bara  pratar  men  nu  är  det  
verkligen  så  att  man  tänker  igenom  innan  för  man  vill  inte  säga  något  som  
man  kanske  kommer  ångra  sen  eller  liksom  det  är  en  helt  annan  grej  liksom  
att  vi  nu  ska  jag  prata  så  man  sätter  på  micken  är  man  i  klassrummet  är  
det  ju  bara  så  här  ja  snackar  mycket 

   
is  it  in  the  classroom  it  is  like  just  like  you  only  speak  but  now  it  is 
really  like  you  think  through  what  to  say  before  because  you  do  not  want 
to  say  something  that  you  might  regret  later  or  like  it  is  a  totally 
different  thing  like  now  we  are  supposed  to  when  I  speak  I  turn  on  the 
microphone  when  you  are  in  the  classroom  it  is  just  to  yeah  like  I  talk  a 
lot 

 

Another reason why the informants do not want to talk much is that they feel especially 

observed during remote lessons, rather than during F2F classes where speaking occurs more 

naturally and several people could speak all at once or direct their focus elsewhere. In other 

words, the informants feel more exposed when they speak during remote classes than they do 
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during F2F classes. Something that reduces the informants’ WTS is when too much focus is 

directed towards them. Instead of talking the way they normally would during F2F classes, 

the informants choose to, at times, abstain from speaking. Although, this issue of feeling 

especially exposed when talking “too much” also brings with it some problems according to 

the informants. The informants are well aware of the fact that they get graded on their oral 

performance when discussing different topics for example, and for that reason, they also want 

to perform admirably in the oral parts of the education.  

4.2.5 Summary 
The results from our interviews support what we found in the questionnaire, i.e. that students’ 

WTS has decreased due to remote education. In addition, the underlying causes for students’ 

reduced WTS can be directly connected to the technical difficulties and lack of body 

language that classes being taught remotely entail. Furthermore, we saw a connection 

between students’ reduced WTS and some learning objectives, such as communicative 

classroom activities occurring less frequently but also students not wanting to interrupt 

lessons. Lastly, several aspects, which could be put in relation to location, also showed to 

have a negative impact on students’ WTS. 

 

5. Discussion 

This chapter discusses this study’s findings by combining and comparing the result of the 

questionnaire and the interviews. The aim is to provide answers to our three research 

questions: (1) In which ways have communicative classroom activities in Swedish upper-

secondary schools been affected by remote education according to EFL learners, (2) 

According to EFL learners, in which ways have their WTS English been affected by remote 

education in Swedish upper-secondary schools? and (3) What are some aspects that have 

influenced EFL learners’ WTS English during remote education in Swedish upper-secondary 

schools?. First, the findings are discussed in relation to students’ WTS, followed by the 

different communicative classroom activities which are discussed in relation to the factors 

affecting remote education in Swedish upper-secondary schools. Lastly, a discussion on the 

strengths and limitations of our chosen methods follows. 
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5.1 WTS and Communicative Classroom Activities  

The findings of this study suggest that students feel less willing to actively partake in 

communicative classroom activities during remote lessons than during F2F lessons. The 

result of the questionnaire suggests that 68% of the participants feel WTS during F2F lessons. 

In contrast, only 42.4% stated that they feel WTS during remote lessons. Thus, it can be 

concluded that students’ WTS has been reduced due to remote teaching. In addition, these 

findings are in line with what the informants reported in the interviews. All three of our 

informants answered that their WTS was reduced in remote teaching for different reasons. 

This might partly be explained by the negative effects this pandemic has had on students’ 

social lives as our study suggests that interaction between peers occurs much less frequently 

in remote education. This is in line with McCroskey and Richmond (1990: 24), who 

concluded that students’ WTS is one of the main factors determining whether they take an 

active part in communicative classroom activities or not.  

Our study found that communicative classroom activities occur less frequently during English 

classes in remote education compared to F2F education. We can contrast this to McCroskey 

and Richmond (1990: 33), who found that there is a correlation between a high WTS and 

having an extensive social life. It is thus possible that fewer communicative classroom 

activities lead to fewer student interactions, which in turn leads to a lower WTS. Due to the 

benefits they obtain both socially as well as academically, students with a higher WTS 

encounter higher chances of graduating (McCroskey & Richmond 1990: 33). In turn, in a 

recent study, made by the Swedish Schools Inspectorate (Skolinspektionen 2020), some 

Swedish upper-secondary school principals declared that they could see an immediate 

correlation between the decreased number of students that will be able to graduate this year 

and remote education due to the pandemic. The results in relation to these communicative 

classroom activities are discussed more in detail in sections 5.1.1–5.1.5. 

 
5.1.1 Classroom Discussions  

The results of this study as a whole have clearly shown that the English communicative 

classroom activities have been largely affected by remote education. Based on the data from 

the questionnaire, the largest quantity of respondents experiences a decreased amount of 

discussing activities during remote English lessons, which reportedly only take place about 

every other lesson during remote classes as opposed to several times per lesson during F2F 
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classes. As the students get fewer opportunities to discuss the tasks they are given, they lose 

the opportunity of collaborative dialogue, which Wells (1999: 333), in line with the 

sociocultural theory, states is an important scaffolding process that allows the students to 

learn from each other.  

The students we interviewed reported that the technical issues that sometimes occur during 

remote education negatively influence the quality of the communicative activities. The tasks 

requiring group divisions are a lot more time-consuming due to technical constraints, such as 

software limitations, as opposed to F2F. This is in line with the Swedish Schools 

Inspectorate’s compilation of studies (Skolinspektionen 2020: 5) on how students find 

cooperative communicative tasks to be more difficult to carry out during remote teaching. 

According to our study, this resulted in the students feeling less willing to participate in these 

activities. 

The result of the questionnaire further supports that during F2F classes, a larger percentage of 

students take an active part in classroom discussions several times per lesson, while the most 

frequent answer for remote classes was more rarely than about every other lesson. This 

means that although the students get the opportunity to discuss every other lesson during 

remote classes, they choose to participate more seldomly. Based on these results, together 

with the results of the interviews, it is likely to believe that the reason they participate more 

seldom than the opportunity is given remotely is because of their reduced WTS.  

Moreover, the interviewed students expressed that the task of discussing becomes more 

difficult as they normally rely on reading each other’s body language, facial expressions, and 

gestures. The informants reported that they often experience problems with their internet 

connections, causing the visual impressions to become an unreliable source of 

communication. Likewise, since their classmates sometimes choose not to activate their 

cameras, the same outcomes follow. This causes higher risks of misunderstandings, making 

classroom discussions remotely more complicated than those F2F. These findings align with 

Mitchell, Myles and Marsden (2013: 223), who assert that gestures are a part of the 

scaffolding process and that it is much harder to acquire language without them. Ultimately, 

technical issues, limitations, and executions of remote teaching in situations of discussion 

activities pay large contributions to the students' decreased WTS.  
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5.1.2 Asking and Answering Questions 

This study suggests that the communicative classroom activity of asking and answering 

questions has decreased in frequency together with students’ willingness to ask and answer 

questions. The results from the questionnaire imply that a majority of the participants 

experience that they are provided with the opportunity to ask classmates questions during 

English class several times per lesson during F2F teaching, as opposed to remote classes 

where the most frequent answer was more rarely than every other lesson. Furthermore, the 

results from the interviews suggest that physical closeness to peers is a vital contributing 

factor for students’ willingness to ask and answer questions during English classes. Previous 

research shows that the seating arrangements in the classroom matters to students’ WTS, 

where the students sitting physically closer to the teacher asks more questions to the teacher, 

engaging themselves in the communicative classroom, furthermore, being more WTS during 

communicative tasks (Abdullah, Bakar & Mahbob 2012: 520). Moreover, the same study 

suggests that students seated in the back of the classroom prefer to ask questions to their peers 

rather than to their teachers. Although there appears to be a difference in students’ WTS 

depending on their seating location during F2F education, it is clear that not sitting in the 

classroom at all has an even worse effect on their willingness to ask questions, both to their 

teachers and to their peers, during remote lessons.  

Our findings also suggest that another reason for students’ reduced willingness to ask 

questions during English class, is having to switch between different media when asking the 

teacher questions without their peers hearing. This could include starting a private video 

meeting with the teacher or having to use the private chat function in order to ask the teacher 

questions. According to the interviewed students, this is a technical aspect that can be both 

time-consuming and a rather problematic task. Statistics from the questionnaire support that 

students seemed to be less willing to ask the teacher questions during remote teaching. In 

addition, the informants stated that they feel exposed when asking questions during remote 

education as they often have to interrupt the lesson. This can have a negative impact on 

students’ learning objectives, such as their learning ability, according to our informants. In 

other words, as asking questions verbally becomes a difficult task remotely, the students 

prefer not to engage in such activity at all, ultimately hindering their language development. 



 33 

The statistics show a difference in whether the students are given the opportunity to ask 

questions depending on if the lesson is situated remotely or F2F. Where 88% answered that 

they get the opportunity to ask questions to their teacher several times per lesson during F2F 

classes, the same answer was only given by 77% of the students during remote lessons. 

Additionally, a majority of 60.3% answered that they are given the opportunity to ask 

questions to their peers several times per lesson during F2F. In contrast, only 25.8% answered 

that they are given the opportunity to ask their peers questions several times per lesson during 

remote teaching. In turn, this supports that this particular communicative classroom activity 

in fact has decreased considerably due to remote teaching. Furthermore, the results of the 

questionnaire suggests that students feel more willing to ask and answer questions during F2F 

teaching compared to remote teaching. Thus, from the results of our questionnaire, it can be 

concluded that students’ willingness to ask and answer questions has decreased due to remote 

teaching. 

The results of our questionnaire are in line with what we found in the results of the 

interviews. Our informants stated that they, in their experience, in fact ask fewer questions 

during remote classes because they feel particularly exposed when doing so remotely. In turn, 

this can be connected to psychological aspects such as anxiety being the underlying reason 

for their reduced willingness to ask and answer questions. In addition, another aspect they 

brought up which can be connected to anxiety is the fact that they do not want their peers to 

hear some of their questions as it could potentially uncover that they lack knowledge in 

grammar for example. In turn, this is something our informants stated feels uncomfortable to 

share with the rest of the class, inducing a feeling of anxiety. This correlates with previous 

research on anxiety, suggesting that it is often a consequence of having low self-esteem, and 

that “a decrease in one’s level of anxiety, combined with a high perception of communication 

ability, makes a person self-confident and hence more willing to communicate” (Riasati 2018: 

11). Schumann (1986: 382) further states that when there is a risk of embarrassment, students 

put up barriers that hinder them from exploring the language verbally. Thus, it could be 

argued that feeling exposed when asking questions leads to higher levels of anxiety and fear 

of embarrassment, which reduces the students’ self-esteem, and vice versa. This also has 

repercussions on students’ WTS.  
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5.1.3 Small Talk  

The informants reported that English lessons are the occasions where they mainly get the 

opportunity to speak English in their everyday lives. The result of the questionnaire supports 

that there has been a reduction in the amount of small talk in English among students before, 

during, and after remote classes. While a slight majority estimated that they get the 

opportunity to small talk several times per lesson before, during, and after F2F classes, the 

most frequent answer for the equivalent question for remote classes was more rarely than 

every other lesson. The interviews support that the decreased amount of small talk causes the 

students to feel as if their speaking proficiency has worsened. More specifically they 

mentioned that their pronunciation, fluency, and vocabulary have deteriorated. This fits with 

Vygotsky’s (1978: 90) sociocultural theory which argues that acquisition requires social 

interactions. By removing social interactions from lessons, there are strong indications 

suggesting that students’ speaking proficiency will cease to improve. This is supported by 

Wells (1999: 222), who argues that language acquisition is dependent on F2F interaction. 

Moreover, previous research suggests that students’ social life is important to their WTS, 

which in turn is important to their speaking proficiency (McCroskey & Richmond 1990: 33). 

Thus, reducing the extent of socialization in schools likely has a negative effect on students' 

learning outcomes.   

As the interviewed students reported that Swedish is used more frequently as the common 

language of small talk during remote lessons than during F2F lessons, they feel that the peer 

pressure to speak Swedish is a contributing factor to their decreased WTS English. The 

questionnaire reinforces the idea of a reduced willingness to engage in small talk during 

remote classes as the percentage of students answering more rarely than every other lesson 

increased when asked how often they actually do engage in small talk before, during, and 

after remote lessons. These findings support how students engage in small talk less than they 

do during F2F classes even though they get the opportunity (although a smaller one) to do so. 

Nevertheless, the interviews provided a different perspective, as the informants felt positive 

towards the decreased amount of small talk during remote classes due to the possibility of 

focusing their attention on other tasks instead. According to the informants, small talk 

distracts the education, meaning that reduced small talk in the classroom actually might be a 

positive aspect of remote education. Again, small talk is generally not viewed as part of the 

structured classroom activities planned by the teacher, which means it is not explicitly a 
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foundation for a student’s grade, but rather part of practicing communicative abilities. It 

further functions as another source of collaborative dialogue, which Wells (1999: 333) argues 

is valuable for language acquisition as it allows students to practice speaking and problem-

solving using language as a tool for collaboration. However, in a class where an excessive 

amount of small talk amongst students during lessons causes disturbed focus and other 

problems, it can be argued that remote education might be a solution to that particular issue. 

In other words, a decreased participation in certain communicative activities is not necessarily 

purely disadvantageous as it can provide opportunities for other abilities to be practiced 

instead.  

 
5.1.4 Giving Presentations   

The results from the questionnaire showed that the differences in the answers occurring most 

frequently between remote and F2F education were marginal. Even though the activity 

reportedly occurred somewhat more often during F2F classes than during remote classes, in 

both cases the most frequent answer was that students more rarely than every other lesson get 

the opportunity to present in front of their class. However, a rather large percentage also 

replied that they never get the opportunity to present before their classes during remote 

classes, compared to a smaller percentage during F2F classes. In the interviews, the students 

reported that they feel uncomfortable presenting before their classes remotely. It was a 

common idea shared between the interviewed students that they feel exposed when talking to 

a screen. During F2F lessons, presenting and speaking in front of the class is experienced to 

be more natural, the general atmosphere is taken into account making the speaker aware of 

who is listening and who is not. The environment plays an important role in students’ WTS as 

students’ anxiety levels increase as the atmosphere gets harder to interpret (Riasati 2018: 4). 

Generally speaking, while students subconsciously are able to interpret their environment and 

their surroundings in the F2F classroom, the same cannot be said for the remote classroom, in 

which it appears that students rather assume that everyone else is listening intensively to 

every word. These are interesting findings as the point of reference among the students seem 

to be being constantly observed while participating in remote communicative activities, even 

by the ones not having their cameras activated. This can to some extent be observed in the 

results of our questionnaire, which support that an even larger percentage of students chose 

not to present before their classes even when the opportunity is given to them. This is, 

however, the case for both remote classes and F2F classes.  
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5.1.5 Reading aloud  

Our findings suggest that reading aloud as a communicative classroom activity, does not 

occur much at all during English class in neither remote teaching nor F2F teaching. However, 

the results support that reading aloud occurs even less frequently during remote teaching. 

Thus, it can be argued that reading aloud, as a communicative classroom activity, in fact has 

decreased in frequency due to remote teaching. In addition, the result of the questionnaire 

also supports that students seem more willing to read aloud in class, when they get the 

opportunity to, during F2F teaching. Thus, their willingness to read aloud also seems to have 

decreased as a consequence of remote teaching. As reading aloud provides yet another 

opportunity for scaffolding with teacher input, it encourages language acquisition (Mitchell, 

Myles & Marsden 2013: 222). Even though this study suggests that reading aloud does not 

seem to occur as much as the other communicative classroom activities, it must be 

remembered that it can still be a valuable tool for stimulating students’ speaking proficiency.  

 

5.2 Benefits and Limitations of the Chosen Methods 
In the following sections, we discuss the different methods of data collection as well as the 

different methods of analysis in terms of their strengths and limitations. The method 

discussion first deals with the fact that the nature of this study is a so-called mixed-method 

design. Then the quantitative questionnaire is discussed together with the quantitative method 

of analysis – univariate analysis. Lastly, the qualitative interviews are discussed together with 

the qualitative method of analysis – content analysis.  

 

5.2.1 A Mixed-Method Study Design  
The fact that this is a mixed-method study design means that we used both a qualitative and 

quantitative method for gathering and analyzing data. In this study, the results from the 

quantitative questionnaire and the qualitative interviews support each other. The results from 

the questionnaire suggest that the number of communicative classroom activities during 

English lessons has decreased due to remote teaching. Both the results from the questionnaire 

and the interviews clearly show that students’ WTS has been reduced due to remote 

education. In addition, our study also found that the reason for students’ decreased WTS can 

be connected to technical issues, body language, location, and learning objectives.  
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5.2.2 Questionnaire and Univariate Analysis 

Using a questionnaire was in many ways a deliberate decision based on different factors such 

as time effectiveness, reaching a large number of students, and easy distribution to different 

schools. Although it provided us with broad and adept results, it also had some limitations. 

The 128 informants we obtained was a fair amount considering the size of our study. 

However, it might not fully represent the entire population of the 14,183 upper-secondary 

students in our three studied municipalities, nonetheless the entire country.  

Another limitation with this method is that some potential misunderstandings may go 

unnoticed until the analysis stage. To avoid misunderstandings, we conducted a pilot study in 

advance, which was a big asset since it strengthened our questionnaire’s validity. However, in 

the final distribution of the questionnaire, the participants had still likely misunderstood a few 

of the questions. Some of them had answered that they took part in certain communicative 

classroom activities more frequently than they previously had replied that they occurred 

during lessons in the first place. A solution to this could have been to only include four 

multiple-choice answers by removing any of the middle ones (either about once per lesson or 

about every other lesson). This would reduce the number of options and make each one of 

them easier to distinguish. However, the univariate data analysis method made this error easy 

to detect, thus being a useful tool in overviewing the results. The downside to the univariate 

analysis method, however, was that it did not allow us to interpret the students’ answers to 

avoid the error. Rather, we had to rely on the statistics it provided us with, even though some 

of it was based on misunderstandings. In turn, we were still able to interpret the faulty 

percentage when discussing the result in the discussion chapter of the thesis.  

 
5.2.3 Interviews and Content Analysis  

An apparent limitation with using interviews is that our number of participants is not 

sufficient enough to be able to draw general conclusions. However, we had to consider the 

limitation of the time aspect and planning for, conducting, transcribing, and working through 

the material of interviews is such a task that is exceedingly time-consuming. As we are only 

given a certain amount of time for this thesis, we were forced to keep the number of 

participants to a reasonable number. In addition, we initially did send out requests to more 

participants than our three informants, however, these three were the only ones who replied 
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and were willing to help us. To include additional informants would call for finding more 

volunteers that had answered somewhat desirably in the questionnaire. 

One benefit of using interviews as a data collecting method is that it helps to provide the 

study with more depth. During the interviews, follow-up questions were used to solicit more 

data, in turn, making the interviews more in-depth, which evidently allows for drawing more 

thorough conclusions. In addition, since the interviews were held one-on-one with the 

informants, the participants’ answers could not be influenced by each other. This might 

otherwise be the case when using focus-group interviews instead of separate interviews. 

The content analysis required going through many stages of analysis. Following Burnard’s 

(1991) 14-stage instructions, there were 12 stages that had to be conducted before even 

starting writing up the results in stage 13. In turn, using this method of analysis is a rather 

time-consuming task. However, one of the benefits of using content analysis is that all of the 

material is thoroughly analyzed. In addition, following Burnard’s guide gave us great 

possibilities to succeed as it was pedagogically written and easy to follow.  

 

6. Conclusion and Future Research  
To conclude the findings of this thesis, it is clear that remote teaching has had an immense 

impact on students' education in Swedish upper-secondary schools. The results indicated that 

all five of the studied communicative classroom activities appeared less frequently during 

remote education than during face-to-face education. Accordingly, for remote education to be 

as effective as face-to-face education, teachers must beware not to restrict the amount of time 

students obtain speaking during remote lessons. A similar study investigating communicative 

classroom activities could be implemented with a teacher perspective to research the 

underlying reasons why certain activities have been affected by remote teaching, as well as 

the consequences this has had on the quality of the lessons.  

The results of both the questionnaire and the interviews support that students’ willingness to 

speak English has decreased due to remote teaching. Therefore, teachers must be prepared to 

work with students’ willingness to speak in the classroom. Thus, English teachers in Swedish 

upper-secondary schools might benefit from gaining knowledge about what strategies there 

are for working towards increasing students’ willingness to speak. 
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Since the current situation of remote education in Swedish upper-secondary schools is still so 

new, this field of research still remains rather unknown. Reports from the Swedish Schools 

Inspectorate (Skolinspektionen 2020: 5) indicate that students' education has been negatively 

affected by remote education. However, as the current school year 20/21 has not yet finished, 

it is still too early to tell and there has not been sufficient research done on the consequences 

of a full school year with hybrid teaching. Although this study has presented new findings on 

the implications of remote education, it would be beneficial for future research to further 

investigate the consequences remote education has had on students' willingness to speak and 

speaking proficiency.  
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Appendices 

 

Appendix 1 – Questionnaire  

Elevers  deltagande  i  den  kommunikativa  
engelskundervisningen 

Denna studie undersöker elevers relation till att prata engelska i andraspråksklassrummet samt hur detta har 
förändrats som följd av distansundervisningen. Din uppgift som deltagare i studien är ge en inblick i såväl den 
digitala som den fysiska klassrumsmiljön och därmed vara med och påverka hur dessa utformas. Enkäten tar 
ca 4-7 min att fylla i. Deltagande i studien är anonymt och frivilligt och du har när som helst rätt att avbryta 

din medverkan utan att ifrågasättas. 

Stort tack på förhand! 

1.   Jag läser för närvarande: 

Markera endast ett alternativ. 

⚪ Engelska 5 

⚪ Engelska 6 

⚪ Engelska 7 

2.   Jag är:  

Markera endast ett alternativ. 

⚪ Kvinna 

⚪ Man  

⚪ Annat 

⚪ Vill ej svara 

3.   Jag får möjligheten att muntligt diskutera på engelska i helklass/grupp/par under engelsklektioner på 
distans 

Markera endast ett alternativ. 

⚪ Flera gånger per lektion 

⚪ Ungefär en gång per lektion  

⚪ Ungefär varannan lektion  

⚪ Mer sällan  
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⚪ Aldrig  

4.   Jag får möjligheten att muntligt diskutera på engelska i helklass/grupp/par under engelsklektioner i 
det fysiska klassrummet  

Markera endast ett alternativ. 

⚪ Flera gånger per lektion 

⚪ Ungefär en gång per lektion  

⚪ Ungefär varannan lektion  

⚪ Mer sällan  

⚪ Aldrig  

5.   Jag är aktiv i muntliga diskussioner på engelska i helklass/grupp/par under engelsklektioner på 
distans 

Markera endast ett alternativ. 

⚪ Flera gånger per lektion 

⚪ Ungefär en gång per lektion  

⚪ Ungefär varannan lektion  

⚪ Mer sällan  

⚪ Aldrig  

6.   Jag är aktiv i muntliga diskussioner på engelska i helklass/grupp/par under engelsklektioner i det 
fysiska klassrummet  

Markera endast ett alternativ. 

⚪ Flera gånger per lektion 

⚪ Ungefär en gång per lektion  

⚪ Ungefär varannan lektion  

⚪ Mer sällan  

⚪ Aldrig  

7.   Jag får möjligheten att muntligt ställa frågor på engelska till min lärare under engelsklektioner på 
distans 

Markera endast ett alternativ. 

⚪ Flera gånger per lektion 

⚪ Ungefär en gång per lektion  
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⚪ Ungefär varannan lektion  

⚪ Mer sällan  

⚪ Aldrig  

8.   Jag får möjligheten att muntligt ställa frågor på engelska till min lärare under engelsklektioner i det 
fysiska klassrummet  

Markera endast ett alternativ. 

⚪ Flera gånger per lektion 

⚪ Ungefär en gång per lektion  

⚪ Ungefär varannan lektion  

⚪ Mer sällan  

⚪ Aldrig 

9.   Jag ställer frågor muntligt på engelska till min lärare under engelsklektioner på distans 

Markera endast ett alternativ. 

⚪ Flera gånger per lektion 

⚪ Ungefär en gång per lektion  

⚪ Ungefär varannan lektion  

⚪ Mer sällan  

⚪ Aldrig  

10.   Jag ställer frågor muntligt på engelska till min lärare under engelsklektioner i det fysiska 
klassrummet  

Markera endast ett alternativ. 

⚪ Flera gånger per lektion 

⚪ Ungefär en gång per lektion  

⚪ Ungefär varannan lektion  

⚪ Mer sällan  

⚪ Aldrig  

11.   Jag får möjligheten att muntligt ställa frågor på engelska till mina klasskompisar under 
engelsklektioner på distans 

Markera endast ett alternativ. 
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⚪ Flera gånger per lektion 

⚪ Ungefär en gång per lektion  

⚪ Ungefär varannan lektion  

⚪ Mer sällan  

⚪ Aldrig  

12.   Jag får möjligheten att muntligt ställa frågor på engelska till mina klasskompisar under 
engelsklektioner i det fysiska klassrummet  

Markera endast ett alternativ. 

⚪ Flera gånger per lektion 

⚪ Ungefär en gång per lektion  

⚪ Ungefär varannan lektion  

⚪ Mer sällan  

⚪ Aldrig  

13.   Jag ställer frågor till mina klasskompisar på engelska under engelsklektioner på distans 

Markera endast ett alternativ. 

⚪ Flera gånger per lektion 

⚪ Ungefär en gång per lektion  

⚪ Ungefär varannan lektion  

⚪ Mer sällan  

⚪ Aldrig  

14.   Jag ställer frågor till mina klasskompisar på engelska under engelsklektioner i det fysiska 
klassrummet  

Markera endast ett alternativ. 

⚪ Flera gånger per lektion 

⚪ Ungefär en gång per lektion  

⚪ Ungefär varannan lektion  

⚪ Mer sällan  

⚪ Aldrig  
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15.   Jag får frågor på engelska av min lärare/mina klasskompisar under engelsklektioner på distans 

Markera endast ett alternativ. 

⚪ Flera gånger per lektion 

⚪ Ungefär en gång per lektion  

⚪ Ungefär varannan lektion  

⚪ Mer sällan  

⚪ Aldrig  

16.   Jag får frågor på engelska av min lärare/mina klasskompisar under engelsklektioner i det fysiska 
klassrummet  

Markera endast ett alternativ. 

⚪ Flera gånger per lektion 

⚪ Ungefär en gång per lektion  

⚪ Ungefär varannan lektion  

⚪ Mer sällan  

⚪ Aldrig  

17.   Jag svarar på frågorna jag får på engelska under engelsklektioner på distans 

Markera endast ett alternativ. 

⚪ Flera gånger per lektion 

⚪ Ungefär en gång per lektion  

⚪ Ungefär varannan lektion  

⚪ Mer sällan  

⚪ Aldrig  

18.   Jag svarar på frågorna jag får på engelska under engelsklektioner i det fysiska klassrummet  

Markera endast ett alternativ. 

⚪ Flera gånger per lektion 

⚪ Ungefär en gång per lektion  

⚪ Ungefär varannan lektion  

⚪ Mer sällan  
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⚪ Aldrig  

19.   Jag ges möjlighet till att småprata på engelska med mina klasskamrater och/eller lärare 
före/mellan/efter aktiviteterna under engelsklektioner på distans 

Markera endast ett alternativ. 

⚪ Flera gånger per lektion 

⚪ Ungefär en gång per lektion  

⚪ Ungefär varannan lektion  

⚪ Mer sällan  

⚪ Aldrig  

20.   Jag ges möjlighet till att småprata på engelska med mina klasskamrater och/eller lärare 
före/mellan/efter aktiviteterna under engelsklektioner i det fysiska klassrummet  

Markera endast ett alternativ. 

⚪ Flera gånger per lektion 

⚪ Ungefär en gång per lektion  

⚪ Ungefär varannan lektion  

⚪ Mer sällan  

⚪ Aldrig  

21.   Jag småpratar på engelska med mina klasskamrater och/eller lärare före/mellan/efter aktiviteterna 
under engelsklektioner på distans 

Markera endast ett alternativ. 

⚪ Flera gånger per lektion 

⚪ Ungefär en gång per lektion  

⚪ Ungefär varannan lektion  

⚪ Mer sällan  

⚪ Aldrig  

22.   Jag småpratar på engelska med mina klasskamrater och/eller lärare före/mellan/efter aktiviteterna 
under engelsklektioner i det fysiska klassrummet  

Markera endast ett alternativ. 

⚪ Flera gånger per lektion 

⚪ Ungefär en gång per lektion  
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⚪ Ungefär varannan lektion  

⚪ Mer sällan  

⚪ Aldrig  

23.   Jag får möjligheten att högläsa på engelska för klassen under engelsklektioner på distans 

Markera endast ett alternativ. 

⚪ Flera gånger per lektion 

⚪ Ungefär en gång per lektion  

⚪ Ungefär varannan lektion  

⚪ Mer sällan  

⚪ Aldrig  

24.   Jag får möjligheten att högläsa på engelska för klassen under engelsklektioner i det fysiska 
klassrummet  

Markera endast ett alternativ. 

⚪ Flera gånger per lektion 

⚪ Ungefär en gång per lektion  

⚪ Ungefär varannan lektion  

⚪ Mer sällan  

⚪ Aldrig  

25.   Vid tillfälle för högläsning på engelska är jag aktiv och är med och högläser under engelsklektioner 
på distans 

Markera endast ett alternativ. 

⚪ Flera gånger per lektion 

⚪ Ungefär en gång per lektion  

⚪ Ungefär varannan lektion  

⚪ Mer sällan  

⚪ Aldrig  

26.   Vid tillfälle för högläsning på engelska är jag aktiv och är med och högläser under engelsklektioner i 
det fysiska klassrummet  

Markera endast ett alternativ. 
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⚪ Flera gånger per lektion 

⚪ Ungefär en gång per lektion  

⚪ Ungefär varannan lektion  

⚪ Mer sällan  

⚪ Aldrig  

27.   Jag får möjligheten att muntligt presentera på engelska inför min klass under engelsklektioner på 
distans 

Markera endast ett alternativ. 

⚪ Flera gånger per lektion 

⚪ Ungefär en gång per lektion  

⚪ Ungefär varannan lektion  

⚪ Mer sällan  

⚪ Aldrig  

28.   Jag får möjligheten att muntligt presentera på engelska inför min klass under engelsklektioner i det 
fysiska klassrummet  

Markera endast ett alternativ. 

⚪ Flera gånger per lektion 

⚪ Ungefär en gång per lektion  

⚪ Ungefär varannan lektion  

⚪ Mer sällan  

⚪ Aldrig  

29.   Jag presenterar muntligt på engelska för min klass under engelsklektioner på distans 

Markera endast ett alternativ. 

⚪ Flera gånger per lektion 

⚪ Ungefär en gång per lektion  

⚪ Ungefär varannan lektion  

⚪ Mer sällan  

⚪ Aldrig  
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30.   Jag presenterar muntligt på engelska för min klass under engelsklektioner i det fysiska 
klassrummet  

Markera endast ett alternativ. 

⚪ Flera gånger per lektion 

⚪ Ungefär en gång per lektion  

⚪ Ungefär varannan lektion  

⚪ Mer sällan  

⚪ Aldrig  

31.   Jag känner mig villig att tala engelska under engelsklektioner på distans 

Markera endast ett alternativ. 

⚪ Ja 

⚪ Nej  

⚪ Ibland 

32.   Jag känner mig villig att tala engelska under engelsklektioner i det fysiska klassrummet  

Markera endast ett alternativ. 

⚪ Ja 

⚪ Nej  

⚪ Ibland 

33.   Skriv ditt telefonnummer och/eller mailadress om du kan tänka dig att delta i en kort intervju 
angående din motivation att tala engelska under lektionstid (OBS! Intervjun kommer vara på 
svenska) 

_________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
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Appendix 2 – The Interview Guides  

Intervju  1 
  
1.  Hur  upplever  du  att  din  vilja  att  tala  engelska  under  lektionstid  har  påverkats  av  
distansundervisningen?  Förklara  med  egna  ord  vad  du  tycker  har  förändrats.   
  
2.  Föredrar  du  undervisning  (i  ämnet  engelska)  på  distans  eller  i  det  fysiska  klassrummet  om  du  får  
välja?  →  Utveckla  ditt  svar  om  varför  du  tycker  som  du  gör.   
  
3.  I  enkäten  tar  du  upp  att  anledningar  som  dålig  kamera  eller  mikrofon  försvårar  samtalet  i  
distansundervisningen.  Upplever  du  att  dessa  saker  påverkar  din  vilja  att  prata  engelska  under  
distansundervisningen?  (utveckla/följdfrågor) 
  
4.  I  enkäten  nämner  du  att  det  oftare  blir  missförstånd  under  distansundervisningen,  vill  du  utveckla  
detta?   
  
5.  Utifrån  dina  svar  i  enkäten  tolkar  vi  att  det  känns  som  att  du  föredrar  närundervisning  framför  
distansundervisning.  Stämmer  detta?  Varför  gör  du  det? 
  
6.  Från  dina  svar  framkommer  det  att  du  ställer  frågor  till  dina  klasskompisar  oftare  när  ni  är  i  det  
fysiska  klassrummet  än  på  distans.  Vad  tror  du  det  beror  på  att  du  oftare  ställer  frågor  till  
klasskompisar  vid  närundervisning? 

 

Intervju  2 
  
1.  Hur  upplever  du  att  din  vilja  att  tala  engelska  under  lektionstid  har  påverkats  av  
distansundervisningen?  Förklara  med  egna  ord  vad  du  tycker  har  förändrats.   
  
2.  Föredrar  du  undervisning  (i  ämnet  engelska)  på  distans  eller  i  det  fysiska  klassrummet  om  du  får  
välja?  →  Utveckla  ditt  svar  om  varför  du  tycker  som  du  gör.   
  
3.  Du  uppger  att  du  får  möjlighet  att  ställa  frågor  till  läraren  flera  gånger  per  lektion  både  på  distans  
och  vid  närundervisning,  dock  uppger  du  att  du  ställer  frågor  flera  gånger  per  lektion  vid  distans  
men  endast  ungefär  en  gång  per  lektion  vid  närundervisning.  Vad  beror  det  på  att  du  ställer  fler  
frågor  under  distansen  tror  du? 
  
4.  När  det  kommer  till  att  småprata  uppger  du  att  det  sker  flera  gånger  per  lektion  på  såväl  distans  
som  i  det  fysiska  klassrummet,  där  är  det  alltså  ingen  skillnad.  Upplever  du  att  det  är  lättare  eller  
svårare  att  småprata  via  Meet  än  i  klassrummet? 
  
5.  Om  man  tolkar  dina  svar  verkar  det  som  du  är  mer  aktiv  under  distansundervisning,  stämmer  
det?  Kan  du  ge  ett  exempel  på  ett  tillfälle  där  du  känner  att  du  varit  mer  aktiv  på  distans  än  vad  du  
hade  varit  om  det  var  närundervisning 
  
6.  Hur  upplever  du  att  undervisningen  förändrats  i  och  med  distansen?   
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Intervju  3 
 
1.  Hur  upplever  du  att  din  vilja  att  tala  engelska  under  lektionstid  har  påverkats  av  
distansundervisningen?  Förklara  med  egna  ord  vad  du  tycker  har  förändrats.   
  
2.  Föredrar  du  undervisning  (i  ämnet  engelska)  på  distans  eller  i  det  fysiska  klassrummet  om  du  får  
välja?  →  Utveckla  ditt  svar  om  varför  du  tycker  som  du  gör.   
  
3.  Du  uppger  att  du  oftare  får  möjlighet  att  ställa  frågor  till  klasskompisar  när  undervisningen  sker  i  
det  fysiska  klassrummet.  Vad  tror  du  att  detta  beror  på?   
  
4.  Du  uppger  också  att  du  oftare  får  frågor  av  din  lärare/dina  klasskompisar  vid  
distansundervisningen  (flera  gånger  per  lektion)  mot  för  i  det  fysiska  klassrummet  (ungefär  en  gång  
per  lektion).  Vad  tror  du  detta  beror  på? 
Samtidigt  uppger  du  att  du  under  flera  gånger  per  lektion  svarar  på  frågor  du  får  i  det  fysiska  
klassrummet  men  endast  en  gång  per  lektion  i  det  digitala.  Vad  tror  du  det  beror  på?   
  
5.  När  det  kommer  till  småprat  under  lektionstid  uppger  du  att  det  förekommer  mer  i  det  fysiska  
klassrummet  än  på  distans.  Varför  tror  du  att  det  är  så? 
  
6.  Du  svarar  att  du  ibland  känner  dig  villig  att  tala  engelska  under  distansundervisningen.  Vad  tror  
du  det  beror  på? 
→  Om  du  istället  hade  fått  frågan  “Jag  känner  mig  villig  att  tala  engelska  under  lektionstid  i  
närundervisning”  hade  du  då  svarat  ja  nej  eller  ibland?  Varför?   
  
7.  Kan  du  beskriva  din  känsla  när  du  ska  prata  engelska  under  en  distanslektion  och  jämföra  med  
hur  det  känns  när  du  ska  göra  det  under  en  lektion  i  det  fysiska  klassrummet?   
  
Frisvar:  “Det  är  roligt,  men  samtidigt  så  händer  det  att  dem  andra  inte  är  så  aktiva  och  det  känns  lite  
trist.  Jag  tycker  att  muntliga  engelska  aktiviteter  i  fysiska  klassrummet  också  är  roligt  eftersom  att  
det  är  socialt  och  man  lär  sig  dels  att  förbättra  sitt  uttal  men  även  kommunicera  på  ett  mer  
"engelskt"  sätt”.   
 
8.    Är  detta  lättare  eller  svårare  tycker  du  via  distans?  Att  förbättra  uttal  och  kommunicera  på  ett  
mer  engelskt  sätt?  Varför?   
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Appendix 3 – Letter of Consent 

 

Information om att delta i undersökning 
 
 
 
Vi, Johanna Björkman och Elina Reinholdsson, är lärarstuderande vid Linköpings 
universitet och ska genomföra en studie där vi undersöker hur elevers deltagande i 
muntliga klassrumsaktiviteter har påverkats av distansundervisningen. 
 
För att kunna undersöka detta behöver vi utöver enkätundersökningen även genomföra 
intervjuer för att få en nyanserad uppfattning om situationen. Under intervjun kommer 
inspelningsteknik att användas för att materialet sedan ska kunna återges på ett korrekt 
sätt. Det som sägs kommer sedan att transkriberas, det vill säga bli omskrivet till text. 
Alla deltagare i studien, skolan och platsen anges med andra namn så att ingen deltagare 
i projektet kan kopplas till vad som sagts.  
 
När inspelningen har gjorts kommer den att förvaras på ett sådant sätt att ingen annan 
än vi och vår handledare kommer åt den. Inspelningen kommer endast att användas i 
forskningssyfte. Det är Linköpings universitet som blir personuppgiftsansvarig i 
enlighet med Allmänna dataskyddsförordningen.  
 
Du kan när som helst avsluta ditt deltagande i inspelningen utan några konsekvenser för 
ditt arbete eller betyg. Du meddelar bara oss om du inte längre vill delta eller om du har 
några frågor om studien.  
 
Om du vill ta del av resultatet av studien så lämna din mailadress nedan så skickas en 
kopia när arbetet är färdigställt. Detta är helt frivilligt. 
 
__________________________________________________________________ 
Johanna Björkman (johbj207@student.liu.se; tel: 072–8510862) 
Elina Reinholdsson (elire418@student.liu.se; tel: 073–0767729) 
Michael Smith, handledare och universitetslektor (michael.smith@liu.se: tel: 013–281824) 
Institutionen för kultur och samhälle 
Linköpings universitet 
581 83 Linköping 
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Medgivande att delta i studie 
            JA NEJ 
Jag kan tänka mig delta i studien och att samtalet spelas in                                      

   □  □  
 
Användning av inspelning 
 
Jag godkänner att:         JA  NEJ 
●   *inspelningen används i forskningssyfte, t ex i vetenskapliga arbeten.  □  □ 
●   *transkriptioner (tal omskrivet till text) får användas i forskningssyfte. 

 □  □ 

 
Fält markerade med * måste godkännas för medverkan i studien.  
OBS! Du får ändra dig när som helst under eller efter inspelningen. Hör i så 
fall av dig till Johanna Björkman eller Elina Reinholdsson (se kontaktuppgifter 
nedan).  
 
 
 
____________________________   _____________________________ 
(ort)      (datum) 
 
_________________________________________________________________ 
(Signatur och namnförtydligande) 
 
E-postadress om resultatet önskas: ____________________________________________ 
 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 
Johanna Björkman (johbj207@student.liu.se; tel: 072–8510862) 
Elina Reinholdsson (elire418@student.liu.se; tel: 073–0767729) 
Michael Smith, handledare och universitetslektor (michael.smith@liu.se: tel: 013–281824) 
Institutionen för kultur och samhälle 
Linköpings universitet 
581 83 Linköping 
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Appendix 4 – Self-Evaluation    
I, Johanna Björkman, am very pleased with the cooperation between Elina and myself. We 

divided the workload equally between us and have both been very responsible and eager to 

make sure we both do our parts. As we inherit different strengths and weaknesses, we have 

been able to complement each other and progressively grow more knowledgeable. Since we 

both, from the start, were committed to this thesis, planned ahead, and followed our timetable, 

I never found the writing process to be stressful, but rather a quite enjoyable experience. 

Furthermore, the feedback we received from our supervisor, Michael Smith, has been helpful 

and has allowed us to produce a very organized and well-written thesis.  

I, Elina Reinholdsson, am very pleased and grateful for the very successful collaboration I 

had with Johanna during the process of writing this thesis. Due to the situation with Covid-19, 

most of the work has been done remotely using online collaborative writing tools. However, 

this has not at all affected the process in any negative way. We have shared the responsibility 

and workload equally and I feel as we brought out the best in each other as writing partners. 

The help and guidance from our supervisor, Michael Smith, has been very valuable and I 

would like to thank him for giving us such thorough feedback and comments which has 

resulted in a thesis that I am very happy about and proud of.  

 
 


