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Abstract

This study is within the general area of Secondguage Acquisition (SLA),

focusing on the acquisition of German by universtydents living in Sweden in
formal (class room) settings. The main aim of thelg is, firstly, to find out what

motivation and attitudes students in Sweden haverds learning German, and
whether these attitudes change as students proipresgh different stages in their
language learning process. Secondly, the studysimgates what relevance the
attitudes and motivation of students may have k& popularization of learning
German and other foreign languages in Sweden ke&idglish and, more generally,
for the initiative of mother tongue plus two foreidanguages proclaimed by the

European Commission.

A questionnaire survey was carried out specificidlythe present work, focusing on
learners’ motivation and language attitudes, ad agltheir awareness of projects
initiated by the European Union (the “mother tonghes two languages” initiative
and the Common European Framework of Referencd.doguages CEFR) . The
survey was conducted at the universities of Uppsald Stockholm. 99 students

taking courses in German at various levels fromrbegs to advanced participated.

The results showed that the overwhelming majoritthe students have pronounced
positive attitudes towards the German languagesd la¢titudes become more robust
at higher proficiency levels. Their motivation heasolid integrative direction and is
not immediately aimed at professional or careeettggment but mainly at improved

communication with Germans, travel and leisuretucaland literature.

At the same time, awareness of the language psogaxt initiatives by the European

Union was extremely low.

All'in all, the informants showed a high grade pkaness and integrative abilities in
the context of multilingualism and foreign langudgarning, which is in line with the
EU policy on multilingualism. Yet to be more reélis for the policy to be
implemented, substantial measures would need tak®s, including a campaign to

raise awareness about EU language initiatives.



Table of contents

1.
2.

7.

[ goTo (3 Tox 1 o] o P 6
EU policy on multilingualism and language learning...........ccccceeeevveeeeeen.e. 9

2.1Languages and language policy in the European Uaidimief

[0 L2 o 1 o] 1o o RPN 9
2.2The Mercator European Network of Language DiverSigntres............ 12
2.3Common European Framework of Reference for Language............ 13

2.4"Mother tongue plus two languages” initiative andNaw Framework

Strategy for Multilingualism by the European Comsias..................... 17
German as a foreign language in Sweden: now amd.the...............c......... 24
Theoretical background and framework..........cceiiiiiiiii e 28
4. 1First and SeCONd LANQUAGE. ... ..uuuee s s e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeesesnennnne s 28
4.2 Second Language ACQUISITION............coeetcammmmmiiiaaaeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeieennane 29
4.3Individual differences in Second Language ACqQUisiti......................... 30

4.3.1. Students’ motivation and attitudes in sedanguage acquisition..31

4.3 1.1 ALHEUAES. ... ettt 32
4.3.1.2. MOUVALION. .....uuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiei ettt 34
A4 CONCIUSION....ciiiiieiieii i et e et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e s aannn 36
Aim and research qUESHION ............uuviiiiiiiiee e 37
Research methodology and testing ProCesS.....cccceeevevvvvveeeeeiiviiiiiieeeeeenn 39
6.1 Initial stage of questionnaire compositionohnfial interviews with students
AN PHOL EESTING..evve e e e ereer e e e e e e eeeeaaaaas 39
6.2 Main parts of the questionnaire.............cooiiiiiiiii i e e e e 41
6.3 Question types, layout and design..........ccoe e iie e i i mee e 42
6.4 ltem pool, selecting and SEqUENCING.........ccoceiiviiienen e e eeee 44
6.5 The testing process: groups and participantS...o.eceevveeveen i eennns 46

Results and analysis...........cccooiiiii i e e D0
7.1 Participants’ backgrounds.............ooi i 00.

7.2 Data on the beginnNers groUpPS.......ou e ieree e e e e e e ea e e oo 52



7.2.1. Section “Attitudes towards the German laggian the beginners

0 0 11 01 PP & Y24
7.2.2. Section “Motivation” in the beginners groups.............cccvcvveennns 53
7.2.3. Section “Attitudes towards Germanstha beginners groups............ 56
7.2.4. Section “Foreign language learning tedEU” in the beginners

0 0 11 0 58
7.3. Data on the advanced groUPS..........vvvie e iieee e e eenes e e e e 59
7.3.1. Section “Attitudes towards the Germanglage” in the advanggd

00 11 ] 1P
7.3.2. Section “Motivation” in the advanced @ps.................c.ccceveennnnn.

7.3.3. Section “Attitudes towards Germans’ha advanced groups............ 65

7.3.4. Section “Foreign language learning and #®U” in the advanced

0 0 11 01PN o 1 ¢

8. Conclusion and diSCUSSION. ... e et 1.7
LS IS Yo ] U (o<1 81
APPENAIX .ttt e e e e e e 87



1. Introduction

Germany is the biggest export as well as importngarof Sweden (Statistiska
centralbyran, 2006a, 2006b). In Germany there &@uta800 Swedish affiliated
companies and representations with German as tirelargguage of communication
(Sveriges Radio, 2005). But despite the obviousngtreconomic ties between
Germany and Sweden, the popularity of studying Germs a foreign language at
school, university and at various courses has eéxpeed a dramatic decline in
Sweden over the recent decades (Statistiska deyitéal, 2006c, 2006d;
Hogskoleverket, 2010).

The overwhelming rise of English as an internaticsnad later also as a pan-
European lingua franca has led to a misbalance gniom foreign languages that
Europeans decide to learn. Many people, and maned8&sv in particular
(Eurobarometer 243: 56), believe and experienceth®r knowledge of English is
sufficient to communicate with other nationalitiesd to be successful in their

careers.

The European Union does not share this opinion kiewand instead initiates a
wide range of programs that actively promote mubjilalism among its citizens. The
most important and ambitious aim of the EU is tachethe state in which every EU
citizen can speak at least two foreign languageaduition to their mother tongue
(European Commission 2005, 2006).

It remains an open question whether the initiab¥espeaking a mother tongue
plus two foreign languages is realistic or not, &nsb, how and when Europe can
reach this goal. According to the survey “Europeamd their Languages” conducted
by Eurobarometer, a significant number of Europeiéimens, especially in northern
and central Europe, tend to disagree with the jpi@c‘'mother tongue plus two”
(Eurobarometer 243: 56). For instance, only 27%uwiey participants in Sweden
tend to agree with the statement that “everyortenEuropean Union should be able
to speak two languages in addition to their motioegue”, and this is the lowest
percentage among all EU countries (ibid.). So tagiag point for the present study
was the question what Europeans (in this casegthasg in Sweden) themselves

6



think about the EU language initiative and whattivates adult Swedes to learn
German, which becomes the second foreign langutdgeEnglish or even the third

or fourth foreign language for them.

Recent statistical reports by Eurobarometer aborgign languages in Europe
reveal an interesting paradox: on the one handd&wes the country with the highest
percentage of citizens speaking at least one for@igguage (overall 90%; 89% out
of which speak English) (Eurobarometer 243: 9), ¢bantry with the most active
language learners as measured over the last twe (&200) (Eurobarometer 243: 25)
and has 99% of its citizens recognizing the bese@fitknowing languages other than
their own mother tongues (Eurobarometer 243: 28).tli¢ other hand, as already
mentioned, Swedish citizens are also those wholeast enthusiastic about the
European Commission’s objective of speaking attldas foreign languages
(Eurobarometer 243: 56). This remarkable contramhiadh the survey’s data reveals a
serious imbalance concerning the foreign langua&gening situation in Sweden,
which is also relevant for many other European toesy The majority of the EU
citizens, 68%, tend to think that English is thesmoseful language to know for
personal development and career (Eurobarometer3)3and, consequently, that it
is enough for communication with other nationaditién this sense, Sweden may be
considered as an extreme example of the above-onedtiimbalance between the
knowledge of English as a foreign language vershsrdoreign languages among

people all over Europe.

Moreover, those involved in second foreign langutggehing in Sweden have
become deeply concerned about the future of forkeigguage education, terms such
as “crisis”, “alarming”, “catastrophic situation’hd even “language death” (Elfving,
2002: 5) constantly appear in the media and inlaclyoarticles on the present-day
second foreign language teaching situation in Swe@@bau-Lampa 2007: 344;
Hyltenstam and Osterberg 2010: 85). However, BeatCabau-Lampa in her
research article “Mother Tongue Plus Two LanguagesSweden: Unrealistic
Educational Goal?”Llanguage Policy2007, 6:333-358), after giving an overview
of the history and the present state of foreigglege teaching in Sweden, concludes
that “the situation is not so worrying comparedthe rest of Europe”, but that it
needs substantial reforms and changes (ibid. 384)nore detailed diachronic
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description of the role of German as a foreign legge in Sweden will follow in
Chapter 3.

The present study considers the situation withniegra second foreign language
in Sweden for the case of adult learners of Gerritatakes a closer look at their
learning motivation, attitudes towards the Germamglage, Germans and, broadly,
German-speaking countries, attempts to reveal nalyse changes in motivation and
attitudes in the process of learning and make sigges about what can be improved
in the area of learning German in Sweden and setmmetgn language learning in

general.



2. Overview of the EU policy on multilingualism and language learning

To put the present study in context, a brief ovmwbf the measures, initiatives
and programs in the area of languages and landeageng on the European level is

given below.

2.1. Languages and language policy in the Europgaion. A brief description.

The European Community has an advisory role indiea of language policy
towards the Member States. This is stated in thes@aated Version of the Treaty
Establishing the European Community: “The Commurshall contribute to the
development of quality education by encouragingpeoation between Member
States and, if necessary, by supporting and sugpieng their action, while fully
respecting the responsibility of the Member Stabeshe content of teaching and the
organisation of education systems and their cultamad linguistic diversity”,
(European Union 2006: Article 149.1). Thus, theuattlanguage policy is the
responsibility of the member states and the EU dmgshave a common “language
policy” as such. However, according to the prineipf “subsidiarity”, the EU does
take a strong supporting role in this field, andmotes cooperation between member
states as well as a wider, European, dimensiothenmember states’ language
policies (European Union 2006: Article 149.2

In the Charter of Fundamental Rights, legally bmgdsince its inclusion in the
Lisbon Treaty 2007, the EU declares that it regpéoguistic diversity (European
Union 2006: Article 22) and prohibits discriminatioon grounds of language
(European Union 2006: Article 21). Respect for liistic diversity is a fundamental
value of the European Union, in the same way asspect for the person, openness
towards other cultures, and tolerance and acceptainather people.

All languages of the EU have equal legal statugr§eitizen of the Union may

write to any of the EU institutions or bodies inyasne of the 23 official languades

! http://eur-lex.europa.eu/en/treaties/dat/12002E/BtrA002325EN.003301.html#anArt150

2 The official languages of the EU are: Bulgariargech, Danish, Dutch, English, Estonian,
Finnish, French, German, Greek, Hungarian, Irighlian, Latvian, Lithuanian, Maltese, Polish,
Portuguese, Romanian, Slovak, Slovene, Spanish and Swedish
(http://ec.europa.eu/languages/languages-of-euno@igiuages en.htaccessed 27 February 2012).
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and receive an answer in the same language (Eurdpr@an 2006: Article 314). The
European Commission has its own in-house translasiervice, the Directorate-
General for Translation (DG Translation). They warlall the official languages of
the European Union and, as new countries joiny theain languages are added (DG
Translation, 2012). Other EU institutions and bedi€ouncil, Parliament, Court of
Justice, Economic and Social Committee, Court oflitaus etc.) have their own
translation departments, whereas the various aggnspread around the EU, have a
translation centre in Luxembourg to handle th@instation work.

Generally the work at the Directorate-General foarElation is selective, which
means that not everything is translated into eveffjcial language. At the
Commission, the only documents produced in all #8ial languages are pieces of
legislation and policy documents of major publigmntance. They account for about
a third of DG’s work. Other documents (e.g. cormegfence with national authorities
and individual citizens, reports, internal papen® translated only into the languages
needed in each case. Internal documents are wiittdand sometimes translated
into) English, French and German. Similarly, incoghdocuments — which may be
drafted in any language — are translated into dribese three languages so they can
be generally understood within the Commission (D@&n§lation, 2012).

Although the preservation of the large number ofopean languages costs effort
and money, the actual expenditures on translatmisrderpreters for the EU bodies
are often unduly dramatized. The costs are equivadé 1.05% of the EU's total
budget for 2004, or €2.28 per citizen per year ¢gaan Commission, 2005). The EU
spends roughly the same amount on subsidies foy daivs in the member states
(Goethe Institute, 2006). The actual annual trdizslacosts amount to about €300m,
or some €0.60 for every EU citizen (DG TranslatRiil2: FAQ). It is also worth
mentioning that in 2004—-07, the number of offid&) languages doubled from 11 to
23, but Commission translation costs increasedly 0% (DG Translation 2012:
FAQ).

Whilst the EU does not legislate on language pedién individual member states,
it does promote languages and language learnimgsdthe union, For instance, since
theLinguaprogramme was implemented in 1990, the EU hasstademore than €30
million a year (out of a €120 billion EU budget)tanthe promotion of foreign

language learning through various programmes aiidtines (Bloomberg, 2005).
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Prominent examples are tBecratesandLeonardo da Vincprogrammes that enable
language teachers to undergo training abroad, phetee speakers as foreign
language assistants in schools abroad, fund clagseges to motivate students to
learn languages, create new language courses, iaadcé projects that raise
awareness of the benefits of language learning.

Youth exchanges, town twinning projects, and theogeian Voluntary Service
also promote multilingualism. Since 1997, the EUlt@e 2000 programme has
financed the translation of around 2,000 literargrkg from and into European
languages (Culture 2000, 2007).

Among the variety of projects supported by the Heré are some focused on
young multilingual children, for instance, the CO$\tion 1S0804, Language
Impairment in a Multilingual Society: Linguistic ®arns and the Road to
Assessment, which is a part of an intergovernmefreahework for European
Cooperation in Science and Technology (COST). Trwept develops diagnosis
methods for bilingual children with language impa@ént and profiles bilingual
specific language impairment by establishing a nétwhat will coordinate research
on the linguistic and cognitive abilities of bilingl children with such impairments
across different migrant communities. The projeatted in February 2009 and runs
until 2013 (COST 2012).

The programmes implemented for the financial yez087-2013 (Culture 2007,
Youth in Action, and Lifelong Learning) continuedadevelop this kind of support.

To encourage the member states to cooperate atidseminate best practice, the
EU Commission issued a Communication in July 2063 Rwomoting Language
Learning and Linguistic Diversity: an Action Plarorf 2004-2006 (European
Commission, 2003) and a Communication in Novemi@&520n A New Framework
Strategy for Multilingualism (European Commissi@nps).

Although not an EU treaty, most EU member states hatified the European
Charter for Regional or Minority Languages (CoumdiEurope, 1998). The Charter
is an international treaty designed on the one hangrotect and promote regional
and minority languages as a threatened aspectropEis cultural heritage and on the
other hand to enable speakers of a regional onanty language to use the language

in private and public life.
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To encourage language learning, the EU also suppbd Council of Europe
initiatives for European Year of Languages 2001 #mel annual celebration of
European Day of Languages on September 26th.

Taking into consideration the wide variety of EUiaties and projects within the
area of language, | will here concentrate on tlibatare immediately relevant to the
present study, namely the Mercator European Netwarklanguage Diversity
Centres, the Common European Framework of Referemdeanguages (CEFR) and
the initiative “mother tongue plus two languageBhese three initiatives are briefly

described in the following sections.
2.2. The Mercator European Network of Language Bitae Centres.

The EU provides the main financial support to thedpean Bureau for Lesser-
Used Languages, a non-governmental organizatiochm@presents the interests of
the over 40 million citizens who belong to a regbrand minority language
community (European Commission, 2011). Followingequest from the European
Parliament, the Commission in 2004 launched a bdagi study on the possible
creation of a new EU agency, the European AgencyLémguage Learning and
Linguistic Diversity. This study concludes thatria@re unmet needs in this field, and
proposes the creation of a European agency andvwankeof so-called Language
Diversity Centres. Such an institution was establis in 2009 and called The

Mercator European Network of Language Diversity {Cen

The network is an EU funded project connecting itmdfual communities across
Europe, promoting knowledge sharing and faciligtstructured exchange of best
practice and cutting edge initiatives through risgpamme of activities. Its focus lies
on multilingual regions dealing with regional or maority languages, but also
immigrant languages and smaller state languagdh, emphasis on language needs

arising from migration and globalisation (Mercat?@11).

The network consists of five partners: the Merc&oropean Research Centre on
Multilingualism and Language Learning/Fryske Akagemm Ljouwert/ Leeuwarden
(lead partner), Mercator Legislation/ Ciemen in d&dona, Mercator Media/
Aberystwyth University in Wales, the Research st for Linguistics of the
Hungarian Academy of Sciences in Budapest and #mr€ for Finnish Studies at
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Malardalen University, Eskilstuna/Vasterds, Sweddre latter is a higher education
and research centre, which deals with Sweden-Finnidture, teacher training,
bilingual education and issues related to minoldyguage policies. The primary
objective of the Centre, as stated on the webmsitép study and inform about the
linguistic, cultural, social and political conditis that influence the position of
Sweden-Finnish. The Centre has arranged severarnattonal and national
conferences. It also cooperates with Swedish atisrNGO’s and organizations in
the field of minority policy, and with the Swedemhish section of the Swedish

Language Council (Mercator, 2011).

The specific topics of the Mercator Network ares tlse of media and information
technology, legal provisions with respect to miborianguage learning, and
developments in language teaching and learning. Nleecator Network aims at
contributing to improve language vitality by anahgs language visibility as well as

cultural, economic and social opportunities forgaage use (Mercator, 2011).

Especially relevant for the present study is the Mercator Network works
toward embracing positive attitudes towards malglialism within minority and
majority language communities. Their activitiesluate disseminating information on
language-related policies of the European CommissiRut most importantly, it
raises public awareness of language-related issmesig speakers and non-speakers
of minority and smaller state languages. The Mercdtetwork’s approach is
inclusive of immigrant minorities and deaf commiest as well as regional and

smaller state languages (Mercator, 2011).

2.3. Common European Framework of Reference fogluages

The Common European Framework of Reference for wages: Learning,
Teaching, Assessment, abbreviated as CEFR, isdelqe for a detailed description
of foreign language learners’ achievements acressgde and, increasingly, in other
countries. Although its origin and development hasmmediate connection with EU
language policy and projects, it is still considees a pan-European framework of

standardization of foreign language teaching anfigency assessment.
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CEFR was developed by the Council of Europe betwkE#89 and 1996 in the
framework of the project "Language Learning for @ean Citizenship”. Its main
aim is to provide a method of language learningghéng and assessment that may be
applied to all languages in Europe. In Novemberl2G0 European Union Council
Resolution recommended to use the CEFR to setstprag of validation of language
proficiency. Ten years later, the six CEFR refeeelevels (see below for details) are
becoming widely accepted as the European standardyrading an individual's
language proficiency.

The CEFR adopts an action oriented (“can do”) apghnothat regards language
users as social agents who develop general andcylart communicative
competences while trying to achieve their everygagls. The CEFR divides general
competences in knowledge, skills, and existent@hpetence and the particular
communicative competences in linguistic competersogjolinguistic competence,
and pragmatic competence (Council of Europe, 2011).

General and particular communicative competencesi@veloped by producing or
processing texts in a variety of contexts undeiousr conditions and constraints.
These contexts correspond to various sectors ohlsbfe that the CEFR calls
“domains”. Four broad domains are distinguishedicational, occupational, public,
and personal (Council of Europe, 2011).

A language user can develop various degrees of etmnpe in each of these
domains and to help describe them, the CEFR hagided a set of Common
Reference Levels.

The Common European Framework divides learnerstimae broad divisions (A,
B and C) which can be divided into six levels, lagven in Table 1 below:
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level description

Can understand and use familiar everyday expressaod ver
basic phrases aimed at the satisfaction of needs auncrete type

Al Can introdice him/herself and others and can ask and ar
Breakthrough/ questions about personal details such as wherdehéies, peopl
Beginner he/she knows and things he/she has. Can interaatsimple wa

provided the other person talks slowly and cleariy is prepared 1
help.

Can understand sentences and frequently used sipreselatel
to areas of most immediate relevance (e.g. vericlg@ersonal an
family information, shopping, local geography, eoywhent). Cai
communicate in simple and roodé tasks requiring a simple a
direct exchange of information on familiar and roatmatters. Ca
describe in simple terms aspects of his/her backgtoimmediat:
environment and matters in areas of immediate need.

A2 Waystagé
Elementary

Can undestand the main points of clear standard input omlfar
matters regularly encountered in work, school,ukesetc. Can de
B1 Threshold with most situations likely to arise whilst travelj in an area whel
intermediate the language is spoken. Can produce simple corthéeteon topics
which are familiar or of personal interest. Cancié® experience
and events, dreams, hopes & ambitions and brieWlg geasons ar

explanations for opinions and plans.

Can understand the main ideas of carpiext on both concre
and abstract topics, including technical discussionhis/her field o
B2 Vantagé specialization Can interact with a degree of fluency and spaitgt
Upper Intermediate that makes regular interaction with native spealarge possibl
without strain for gher party. Can produce clear, detailed text ¢
wide range of subjects and explain a viewpoint oto@cal issut

giving the advantages and disadvantages of vadptisns.

Can understand a wide range a¢manding, longer texts, a
Cl Effective recognizeimplicit meaning. Can express him/herself fluenéigd

Operational spontaneously without much obvious searching faressions. Ca
Proficiency/ use language flexibly and effectively for socialademic an
advanced professional purposes. Can produce clear, stalletured, detaile

text on complex subjects, showing controlled usergfanizational
patterns, connectors and cohesive devices.

Can understand with ease virtually everything heardead. Ca
summarize informatio from different spoken and written sourc
reconstructing arguments and accounts in a cohgrexgtentatior
Can express him/herself spontaneously, very flyestid precisely
differentiating finer shades of meaning even in thest comple;
situations.

Table 1. Common reference levels according to CEFouncil of Europe, 1996)

C2 Masteryi
proficiency
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The CEFR describes what a learner is supposed tableto do in reading,
listening, speaking and writing at each level. Forample, an Al user “can
understand and use familiar everyday expressiodyary basic phrases aimed at the
satisfaction of needs of a concrete type; candtce him/herself and others and can
ask and answer questions about personal detaits asigvhere he/she lives, people
he/she knows and things he/she has; can interacsimple way provided the other
person talks slowly and clearly and is preparefigip” (Council of Europe, 2011).
By contrast, a C2 user “can understand with easealfy everything heard or read,
can summarize information from different spoken amdten sources, reconstructing
arguments and accounts in a coherent presentatian; express him/herself
spontaneously, very fluently and precisely, difféi@ing finer shades of meaning
even in the most complex situations” (Council ofdpe, 2011). These descriptions
are applicable to any of the languages spoken iogeu(and other languages, for that
matter, as well), and the descriptions have bessiated into many languages.

However, it is a matter of dispute how to determtime CEFR language levels of
individual speakers. In many cases, language temclassess their students
impressionistically and holistically, only guideg the general outline of the 6 levels.
In other cases, schools, language institutes aartiepnts of education develop more
detailed in-house or general instructions as to howrade students according to
CEFR. A number of language institutes (e.g. then@er Test-DaF-Institut) employ
tests that are then used to indirectly determinERCEevel. For instance, for German
as a foreign language, the electronically admimesteon-DaF test measures a
language learners’ ability to complete five shestttsamples where parts of words
have been blanked out, the so-called C-test. Tdrade's performance is scored and a
particular cut-off score is equated with a cert@iBFR level, though it remains
relatively opaque how test scores on a fill-in-ti@nks online test can be translated
into CEFR levels that are largely defined accordmépow well the language learner
functions communicatively. At present, there iglditagreement in the field of
German as a foreign language as to how CEFR slheutdliably determined. Similar
issues arise for the other foreign languages witienEU.

Another debate in the field of foreign language tasio with the number of
tuition hours that correspond to a particular CHE®l. Intuitively, the amount of

tuition needed to reach a certain proficiency levidll vary according to a number of
16



factors, one of them being how closely the two leages are related to each other.
(When studying a very closely related language)dahguage learner often gets many
things ‘for free’, such as easy comprehension ofiyneocabulary items which are
similar in the L1 and L2). Official statements abdhie number of tuition hours
necessary for reaching a specific CEFR level vaoynflanguage to language. For
instance, the German state broadcasting companis@euWelle that offers online
language courses suggests that A2 level is reasitedabout 225 hours of German
tuition, B1 with about 400 hours and so on (Deuts@¥elle, 2011). For English on
the other hand, Cambridge ESOL (English for Speaké&rOther Languages) states
that each level is reached with the following gdidearning hours: A2 180-200; B1
350-400, etc (Cambridge ESOL, 2011).

Many language schools and certificate bodies hdygsted their own proficiency
scales and grading systems to be equivalenceset@BFR. For instance, IELTS
(International English Language Testing Systemg ofhthe most popular tests of
English as a foreign language for professionals academics around the world,
equivalents its grades 6.5-8 (out of maximum 9)ictviis most commonly required
for university admission in the UK and in many atleeuntries, to the C1 level of
CEFR and means “Effective Operational Proficiencyadvanced” (the table of all
Cambridge ESOL exams including IELTS and their eetipe CEFR levels may be

found athttp://www.cambridgeesol.org/about/standards/cefih

CEFR has become the most widespread and implemetsediard of foreign

language reference and proficiency measurementiode.

2.4 The “Mother tongue plus two languages” initisgiand A New Framework

Strategy for Multilingualism by the European Consiaa.

The idea that every European should speak twagiodanguages in addition to
their mother tongue was declared in a documentlibeame almost a milestone in
the European language policy: A New Framework 8gyatfor Multilingualism;
Communication from the Commission to the Counti€ European Parliament, the
European Economic and Social Committee and the Qtieenof the Regions
(Brussels, 22.11.2005 COM(2005) 596 final). Togetthwth the Action Plan on
promoting language learning and linguistic divergAction Plan 2003), the Strategy
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forms the main basis for actions and policies onltihmgualism and language

learning.

Beginning with a Slovak proverb “The more languages know, the more of a
person you aré” the new Framework Strategy for the first time l@iy includes
responsibility for multilingualism. The document i&he first Commission
Communication to explore this policy area. It coempénts the Commission’s current
initiative to improve communication between Eurape#izens and the institutions
that serve them. It also reaffirms the Commissi@oismmitment to multilingualism in
the European Union; sets out the Commission’s eggat for promoting
multilingualism in European society, in the econoamd in the Commission itself;
and proposes a number of specific actions stemifnamy this strategic framework”
(European Commission, 2005: 2). The document atsdaces the Commission’s

three main aims of multilingualism policy to be flodowing:

- to encourage language learning and promoting Istgudiversity in society;

- to promote a healthy multilingual economy, and

- to give citizens access to European Union legtatiprocedures and
information in their own languages (European Corsiais 2005: 3).

The Strategy tackles three main spheres: politicéiconomic and
cultural/educational. In the political sphere thaimaim of the Commission’s
multilingualism policy is defined: “to give citizenaccess to European Union
legislation, procedures and information in their nowanguages” (European
Commission: 2005: 3). The main means for achietiregaims in the political sphere
are the products needed in translation services. Sthategy proposes standardized
and interoperable language resources dictionaeasjnology, text corpora, etc. and
applications for all languages, including so-callesser-used languadesf the Union

(European Commission 2005: 10).

% Korko jazykov vies, ttkokrat si¢lovekom. (European Commission, 2005: 2)

* The term usually refers to regional and minoritpduages. The Commission provides financial
support to the European Bureau for Lesser-Usattjllages, a hon-governmental organisation which
represents the interests of more than 40 millicizanis who belong to a regional and minority
language community (European Commission, 2005: 5).
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The second aim of the Strategy is to “promote dtimganultilingual economy”
(European Commission 2005: 3), thus it relatesi¢oeiconomic sphere. In the chapter
“The Multilingual Economy”, the Commission highlighthe importance of language
knowledge for increasing the competitiveness of B¢ economy, as well as the
mobility of workers in the EU market, translatioergces, Web use and language
industries (European Commission 2005: 9-12). Prolucof sub-titles in TV,
language learning modules on the Web, tourism pit®jecross-border projects and
town twinning schemes are mentioned as the potentans and actions uniting the

educational system with the language and cultagustries (Action Plan 2003:13).

Finally, and the most relevant for the present wtuble cultural sphere, more
precisely education, has the heaviest load to dargttempting to achieve the first
aim stated in the Strategy, “to encourage languegming and promote linguistic
diversity in society” (European Commission, 200b:ere the call for learning two
foreign languages in addition to a mother tongustased explicitly: “In March 2002,
the Heads of State or Government of the EuropeaiorUmeeting in Barcelona
called for at least two foreign languages to begyltadrom a very early age. The
Commission’s long-term objective is to increaseivitiial multilingualism until
every citizen has practical skills in at least tlmaguages in addition to his or her
mother tongue” (European Commission, 2005: 4). Addally, the Strategy pointed
out that although “the percentage of primary schpopils learning a foreign
language is increasing (...) the average numbefordign languages taught in
secondary schools is still some way from the tasgdtin Barcelona” (European
Commission, 2005: 4). Despite a growing tendencyftoeign language learning’,
the Strategy is explicit in that this should notamesimply ‘learning English’; “the
Commission has already pointed out that ‘Englishna@ enough™
Commission, 2005: 4).

(European

In calling for educational rearrangements for thasditious purposes, the role of
national authorities is stressed: “It is the auties in Member States who bear the
primary responsibility for implementing the new pu®r language learning in the
light of local circumstances and policies, withwveaall European objectives” (Action

Plan 2003:5). The role of the European Union isingef in helping to develop

® Barcelona European Council, 15 and 16 March 2B@&sidency Conclusions, part |, 43.1.
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cooperation and exchange (Action Plan 2003:5). Alse Committee of the Regions
calls on “the Commission to intensify its awarenessgding campaigns on the
economic and cultural benefits of language learh{@pinion of the Committee of
the Regions 2006:8). The results of the Eurobaremedurvey (European
Commission, 2006) confirm that need. The majorit§4-per cent — of EU citizens
agree that everyone in the European Union shouldblte to speak one language in
addition to the mother tongue, but only 50 per egmee that everyone should be able

to speak two foreign languages (European Commisgi06).

Despite a generally positive message of promotingtilngualism, language
diversity and language learning, the Framework t&gsa received extensive and
sometimes rather harsh critique from other politozadies of the EU, first of all from
the European Parliament, as well as from acadebma. of the most notable articles
on the topic is written by Tender and Vihalemm, ‘@lvanguages in Addition to
Mother Tongue’ — Will this Policy Preserve LingugstDiversity in Europe?”
published iINTRAMES: A Journal of the Humanities & Social Scesie 2009. Some
of their criticisms are discussed below.

In general, the Framework Strategy may be critetifo its overall vagueness and
ambiguity. First of all, there is controversy redjag the general aim, which states
that citizens of the European Union should havessto legislation, procedures and
information in their own languages. Later in thettéhe access is limited to “national
languages” and does not touch regional and mintaitguages: “(...) Translation and
interpretation services ensure that the Europeath mational institutions can
effectively exercise their right of democratic dory. Translators and interpreters
guarantee that citizens can communicate with tistititions and have access to
decisions in their national language(s). Criticieas been expressed regarding this
ambiguity by the European Parliament, who pointiowt report from October 2006
that “It is a mistake when they say that all citigéhave universal access to the EU
project when stateless and regional languages, sdnmich have more speakers
than member state languages, are in fact exclutisdncredible that when the EU is
seeking to get closer to its citizens it exclud@%olof them at the outset because of

the lack of an inclusive language policy.” (Europ&arliament Report 2006: 5).
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Another critique concerns the economic part of $itrategy, i.e. the development
of the language industry and other economic meshai for creating and
maintaining a multilingual environment. Here, thederant means and actions are
only mentioned in an indefinite way and don’t sugjge® whom they should be
addressed (Tender & Vihalemm, 2009: 46).

Finally, the language learning and language ditsersart has received probably
the strongest criticism for not specifying whicimdgaages should be learned and for
not considering the issue of regional and mindahguages. Since direct investments
in educational infrastructure (especially in appraie class sizes and in the training
of teachers) by the Member States are expectedofAPian, 2003:6), it is inevitable
that widely spoken languages which have greatekehatemand (and sometimes
also support from the relevant countries) will eferred in curriculae. Regional and
minority languages have little potential to compeith these languages (Tender &
Vihalemm, 2009: 47). The European Commission iBeraunclear regarding how
language choices should be made. The Europeamaarit criticizes the Strategy for
its vague statements about the teaching of regmmaidinority languages, saying that
“Amongst the proposals they outline that (...) eathalf-heartedly that ‘the teaching
of regional or minority languages should also bdesmainto account as appropriate™
(European Parliament Report 2006:4). The Europeahiafent asks, in a 2006
working document, for concrete proactive policiedavour of Europe’s less widely

used languages:

“What it should be encouraging is more, as an examp
Welsh-speaking Estonians or Lithuanian-speakingl@as or
people learning languages from outside their laggugroup,
e.g. Germanic speakers learning a Slavic langugagglish
language learning is its own dynamic, profit-makindustry,
(...) it doesn’'t need further EU support” (WorkiBpcument
2006:8).

Thus the Parliament suggests subsidizing lessetr-uaaguages (European
Parliament Report 2006:5) to balance the market ich favours the teaching and

learning of English and other widely used languages

As a long-term compromise, several scholars hawgesied to introduce a

planned or auxiliary language such as Esperanta dsuropean lingua franca
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(Christiansen, 2006) to avoid elitism of Englistdasther widely spoken languages.
However, as a reply to such suggestions to usenethior auxiliary languages, in
particular Esperanto, the Strategy notes that Gbenmission does not promote the
use of artificial languages which, by definitionavie no cultural references”

(European Commission, 2005: 3).

A clear summary and analysis of the Strategy aadhtttion Plan was presented in
schematic form by Tender and Vihalemm (2009: 5Ghair article on the issue. The
language policy principles stated in the Strategg Action Plan are projected in a
triangular structure, where the political, cultéeducational and economic spheres
form the imagined three corners which frame theoast and general guidelines
proposed in the Strategy and Action Plan (see Eigurl).

£OAllL N
..... -_ 7 / languages 1'1
E = Economic sphere i treated, but |
yd . FProduction, incl. i i
. ; vaguely.
¢/ Usageof language industry. Role of EU programmes: it )
| pational ! Socrates, L. da Vinci; | Supportive |
i I . r| Structural Funds; teaching |  means, no
\ (ANguaAges 15 techniques and tools % ¢ /
\ ; ques and lools v clear |
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N ,.r ranslation, \ policy. 7
e o services and Sy

T

solutions

Tourism, cross-border
projects, twinning
schemes, job mobility

Political sphere Cultural sphere
Access to legislation Education

and informarion, Learning and using

giving feedback. languages.

Role of ELl programmes, such as Culwre 2007, Youth in
Action, Lifelong Learning; (potential) awareness campaigns

-

= All languages treated, but vaguely. ~
B Supportive means, no clear policy. e

Figure 1. The framework of language policy principles, suggested by the European Commission:
spheres. actions and treated languages. Authors® Figure.

Summing up, Tender and Vihalemm identify the maiobfem of the strategy as

allowing “the language environment of Europe to rbegulated by market logic”
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(2009: 41) and that in this case “the Less Widebedl Languages are expected to
take care of themselves” (2009: 41). In the conclusf their analysis the authors
also suggest that the European Commission’s ptimther tongue plus two foreign
languages” will “foster the formation of a ‘langwagnarket’ within Europe and a
hegemony of widely used languages” (2009: 41). €eahd Vihalemm suggest that
“groups who carry the cultural value of languagather than single individuals,
should be clearly addressed in the language syatép09: 41) to preserve
multilingualism and linguistic parity. Additionallythe regional and minority
languages (or Less Widely Used Languages, LWUL he terminology of the
authors) “ought to be supported by language planmitiated partly by the Council
of Europe and the central institutions of the EespUnion” (2009: 41).

All'in all, despite the overall positive messagéha initiative and the policy of the

Commission, there is much left to question, discalssify and improve.
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3. German as a foreign language in Sweden: now and the

Germany, German language, culture and traditioestrangly influenced Sweden
since the Early Middle Ages. With the rise of tharideatic League in the late™3
century, the influence of Middle Low German on Sishdbecame very strong
(Goethe Institut Stockholm, 2012). Some scholarsnegompare the influence of
German on the mainland Scandinavian languages, abtlexical and structural
levels, to that of Norman French on late Old Ergfdlowing theNorman Conquest.

The Hanseatic union, the biggest and most inflaéntading alliance in Europe
during the 18-17" centuries, provided Swedish commerce and admétiistr with a
large number of German- and Dutch-speaking immigtaor instance, the city laws
of Visby, Gotland, were written in German (Goethstitut Stockholm, 2012). Some
parts of Sweden were bilingual. Many German immmtgabecame influential
members of Swedish medieval society. They inewtdbbbught terms from their
mother tongue into the Swedish vocabulary. Wordareas like warfare, trade and
administration were affected by the German infleerfor instanceénandel (trade),
kopman(merchant) mynt (coin), rakna (calculate) kosta (cost), radhus (town hall),
(Goethe Institut Stockholm, 2012). These areas werely developing areas at the
time and so Swedish incorporated them. Togethdr thi2 merchants, many German
craftsmen also came to Sweden and opened up néesteand introduced such words
like hantverk(handicraft),gesall (apprentice) skomakargshoemaker) andnickare
(carver) (ibid.). Words likeiddare (knight), herre (sir, master)fru (wife), froken
(Miss) andjakt (hunt) were directly loaned from German even earfibid. 2012).
Also some general grammatical suffixes and evenuoations were imported. For
example, the prefixelse-, ge-andfor- that can be found in the beginning of modern
Swedish verbs came from the Low Gernb&n, ge- and vor(Griinbaun, 2001). The
influence of Low German was so strong that thesgtfbnal system of Old Swedish
was largely broken down (Hird et al., 1980).

Later, with the decline of the Hanseatic Leagues thfluence of German
decreased and was outweighed by French, espedaitiyng the Age of the
Enlightenment in the Bcentury. The 1807 School Ordinance introduced dfremd
German as official subjects in Swedish upper semgndchools (gymnasium).
However, until the late #Bcentury, Latin, Ancient Greek and Hebrew continted

dominate as languages of learning in the educdtisystem. Heated debates in
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society led to the abolishment of the Latin teaghimschools in 1905, and German
became the most powerful and widespread foreiggulage in Sweden again, leaving
French far behind. In fact, German replaced Lasntlze fundamental language
(“grundlegende Sprache”) (Cabau-Lampa, 1999a: 400. important to remember
that, for centuries, in the eyes of educators,dagg learning was a means to mould
thinking and intellect rather than a tool for coomuation. And after Latin, German
was viewed as the most appropriate foreign languagiis respect (Henriksson,
1960).

German teaching in the late™@nd early 28 century was conceived in a neo-
humanistic perspective, impregnated with classicsnad noble values. In 1895
German was made compulsory for pupils in all seaondchool classes. In 1905, the
number of German classes was equal to the numb&wefdish classes (Cabau-
Lampa, 1999a: 405). The importance given to Gerneaching was largely
connected with an admiration of Swedish teacharshi® German (or more precisely
Prussian) school system. For one whole centurym@erwas the first foreign
language taught in Swedish schools, before Engisime to predominate. The
privilege of studying at a secondary school at timé was available to the very few
representatives of an upper class. The majoritypabulation did not have the
possibility to enter secondary schools. Thereftaking into account the privileged
position of Germans in Swedish society, the Germamguage and -culture
incorporated a sense of elitism.

German culture began to lose its importance in $wetliring the first quarter of
the 20" century because of the declining power of the S$stedlite and the loss of
prestige that Germany experienced. English teachag considered a tool for
democratisation in the educational environmentiniiglementation and development
benefited from a social consensus and the princpkgual opportunity for all, the
cornerstone of Swedish school policy. The fact thatficiency in German (and
French as well) was perceived as an attributeptivileged social class also helped
compulsory English teaching to appear as an opgasinore democratic educational
instrument (Cabau-Lampa, 2007: 338). These chamgagked an end of the
superiority of German teaching. Both World War danorld War 1l and the rise of

English as the language of international commuidoakinforced this tendency.
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From 1946, while English was already taught adfitseforeign language in most
schools, German and French were however still césopy for lower secondary
(“grundskola”) pupils looking to continue their dias at upper secondary school
(Cabau-Lampa, 2007: 338With the Laroplan for grundskolan 196@ational
Curriculum for Elementary School), pupils had tooabe between French and
German as a second foreign language. AccordinghéoQurriculum, there were
thirteen (5 + 4 + 4) or seven teaching hours a w@ek 2 + 2) for the last three
school years (i.e. 5 or 3 hours/week in Grade 74a0d2 hours/week in Grades 8 and
9) (ibid.).

The next Curriculum dated 1969 (Lgr 69) abolishieid tlanguage prerequisite”
(i.e. knowledge of German or French on top of Esiglifor admission into secondary
education, and so in 1969, German became an opsaoibgect in Swedish schools
(ibid.).

The substantial reform of the Swedish school systeri994, which introduced
Spanish as an optional foreign language, and Sviegeaparation for joining the
European Union in 1995 increased the number oflpupking a second foreign
language at school. Interest in German experieaoeghprecedented growth: during
the school year 1995/96 German was studied moredber before (Pedersen, 2003).
After peaking in 1997 when it was studied by mdrant 40% of grade 9 pupils
(Skolverket, 1998), the popularity of German deseeaagain. Only 25% of"9
graders studied it in 2002-2006 (Cabau-Lampa, 26@T). The number of Swedish
pupils choosing German as their second foreigndagg at school is now lower than
ever before and lower than those who decide toys&mhnish or French, the two
other optional foreign languages commonly offereddaedish schools (Johansson
2006: 13). According to the data from the CenttakiStics Bureau of Sweden, in the
2003/2004 school year 20% of pupils ifl rade and 28% in"ograde chose
German, whereas in 2009/2010 only 13% pupils"ingfade and 18% in"dgrade
chose German (Statistiska centralbyran, 2011a) .

Despite the decline in the popularity of Germarmneoscholars, among others
Beatrice Cabau-Lampa, argue that the long-ternppetsves of German are good in
Sweden: Germany is still Sweden’ s most importaade partner; the country has
long been referred to as a model in the culturdl the political spheres; and last but

not least, German benefits from its image: it isstdered the language of technology
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and trade, and some pupils think it is a languagy € learn, easier than French and
similar to Swedish because of its close relatiorthe@ Germanic language family
(Cabau-Lampa, 1999b).

Other researchers do not share Cabau-Lampa’s viéwy point out several
reasons for a constantly declining popularity ofri@&n in Sweden, first of all
negative attitudes towards German. Among thesehar@erceived “uselessness” of
learning German, complicated grammar and, arguatslg, unattractiveness of
acoustic properties of the language, as documentadecent small-scale survey of
Swedish high school students (Johansson 2006Tk@)same study found that some
teenagers studying in Swedish upper secondary &chesociate German with World
War I, Hitler, aggressive pronunciation style (dokson 2006: 33) and so on, all
carrying negative connotations.

Despite the dramatic decline of German as a forleigguage in Sweden, German
is widely offered in elementary and secondary sth@s an optional subject. In
tertiary education, German is offered at a numlbeoteges and universities around
the country, even though a number of institutiomsehdiscontinued their degree
courses in German during the past few years (eatmstad, Kristianstad, Borlange-
Falun). Not so many students take German as thaim or only subject at Swedish
universities any more, but may choose it as a manaside subject, for instance in
connection with business or law, not uncommonlyaasevening class at beginner
level (a level previously not commonly offered aiwersity). At undergraduate level,
it is possible to study German in Skdvde Collegdigher education, Karlstad and
Link6ping, whilst both under- and postgraduate &tsidh German can be undertaken
at the universities of Gothenburg, Lund, Stockhdlimed, Uppsala, Vaxjo, as well
as at the university colleges of Mélardalen ande®ddn. (Hogskoleverket, 2010:
84).
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4. Theoretical background and framework

Second Language Acquisition (SLA) is one of the angreas of research in
linguistics and related disciplines. It has beeanftitus of scientific interest of many
linguists and psychologists around the world faratkes.

Before providing a brief overview of the previoussearch in the area, it is

important to give definitions of some basic terms.

4.1. First and Second Language

Every human learns their first language (or L1linguistic terms) from earliest
childhood. The first language is also called motteergue, however this term has
become debatable in the scientific community andfien avoided by researchers.
The reason for this is that a language spoken éyribther of a child does not always
become the first (and only) language of the chihen an additional language is
learned, this language is usually called L2, oeepad languadeA second language
can also be called a target language (TL), theuagg that is aimed to be learned.
Once itis learned, it is no longer a target lamgugsaville-Troike, 2006: 3-4).

The term L2 is typically used about languages #ua learned in a natural
environment, i.e. in a country or region and/or ocwmity where the language is
widely spoken by its inhabitants. It is usuallyrlead for purposes of communication
and integration of immigrants. Or, when there amgarthan one major language in a
country (such as Canada, Belgium, Switzerland,atpyresentatives of one language
group may learn the language(s) of the other(sptter words, a second language is
typically an official or societally dominant langy@ needed for education,
employment and other basic purposes.

A language that is learned in instructed settinigs & classroom: at school,
university, a language course) and is not a comlaraguage of communication in the
country where it is learned, is often called a iigmelanguage. However, both terms
second language and foreign language may be usedetoto a language learned in

classroom settings.

® According to Saville-Troike (2006:2) and many ethenguage acquisition researchers, the term
L2 is used for all additional languages that a @enmmay learn, so it does not matter if it is thiedtlor
the fifth language learned. Certain other schdiasgever talk about L3, L4, etc.
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4.2. Second Language Acquisition

Saville-Troike (2006: 2-3) states that SLA referttbto the scientific study of
individuals and groups who are learning a languagdesequent to learning their first
one as young children, and to the process of legihiat language.

Ellis (1997: 3) argues that “whether you are leagmaturally as a result of living
in a country where it is spoken, or learning iiglassroom through instruction; it is
customary to speak generically of second languageisition”.

According to Ellis (1997: 4-5) SLA (i.e. the acadendiscipline) has two main
goals, namely description of L2 acquisition and lamption of L2 acquisition.
Explanation refers to the ability to identify theternal and internal factors that show
how students are learning and progressing in the thvay do. Description of L2
acquisition refers to the ability to see how andewithe students produce and
comprehend a second language and to follow howméesrknowledge develops. For
instance, one may observe how the learner's proatmc develops or how they
become more fluent in the language they are legrittis 1997: 4-5).

There are two different types of factors that nrattkile learning an L2: external
and internal. Ellis (1997: 4-5) argues that extefaetors may be the social milieu in
which the learning takes place, for example, thpoojinities learners may have to
hear and speak the specific language they aregttgiradopt. Furthermore, internal
factors include the attitudes learners develop tdsvéhe language they are trying to
learn (ibid 4-5). Stephen D. Krashen, a researf@ioen the University of Southern
California, presents the idea that there is a iifiee between (second language)
acquisition and (second language) learning. He |[dped the Acquisition-Learning
hypothesis according to which “adults have twoidddtand independent ways of
developing competence in a second language” (Krast@87: 10). The first way is
language acquisition, “a process similar, if nantical, to the way children develop
ability in their first language” (ibid.). It is aubconscious process, the acquirers are
not usually aware of the fact that they are acggithe language, but are only aware
of the fact that they use the language for comnatimn. There is no conscious
awareness of the rules of the language(s) acquihede is a “feel” for correctness
instead: grammatical sentences “sound” or “feghtj and errors feel wrong without
explicit knowledge of which exactly rule was vi@dt The second way to develop

competence in a second language is, according ashién, by language learning.
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With “learning” Krashen means a “conscious knowkedyf a second language”,
knowledge and awareness of the rules, ability d& tbout them, also called
metalinguistic knowledge. “In non-technical terntsarning is “knowing about” a
language, known to most people as “grammar”, ole¥u Some synonyms include
formal knowledge of a language, or explicit leagiirfibid.). Activities associated
with learning typically take place in schools, vehihctivities associated with
acquisition occur when students interact with reaspeakers. Krashen’s hypothesis
has been however disputed over the years. In theemoSLA research the line
between acquisition and learning has been effaaed, both terms are used often
interchangeably as synonyms. In this paper, SLAused in a broader sense
(following, among others, Saville-Troike, 2006) dathis also includes what Krashen

(1987) calls second language learning.

4.3Individual differences in Second Language Acquisiti

It is a common observation that some people seebetbetter at learning and
using second language than others. A contemporargppctive acknowledges the
complexity of second language acquisition and usi@ss of every human. Although
there is no clear and straightforward answer erplgithe causes and effects of those
individual differences, the question why they exisads to the examination of
differences in learners themselves. The factors thiduence the differences in
second language learning progress may be basicaltwo categories: social and
individual. According to Ellis (1994: 201) thereeaiour specific social factors that
tend to be of importance for the degree of sucaedsarning/acquiring a second
language, namely age, gender, social class andceilentity. These four social
factors interact with each other in many ways anfluénce the process of
acquisition. However, they are not the focus of pmesent research project. The
second category, however, presents another brasad air SLA research and is of
immediate importance to the given study. Ellis @9%22-523) includes in the
framework of individual differences such factorsl@arners beliefs, affective state,
aptitude, learning style, personality, attitude amativation. In a more recent study of
individual differences, Dewaele (2009) also inclksidextraversion, introversion,
emotional stability versus neuroticism, openness etperience, cultural and
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intergroup empathy, communicative anxiety, age mded of acquisition and some
others. Two of the above named fact@attitudesand motivation have been in the

focus of many researchers since the beginningeol§70s. A theoretical framework,
description of the two factors and a brief overviefaprevious research on attitudes

and motivation will be given in the following sulasiens.

4.3.1 Students motivation and attitudes in second languamjuisition

The problems of defining attitudes and motivatioae eonsiderable. A common-
sense view is that behaviour of a certain persaoulésl by certain interests and needs
which, in turn, influence how they actually perfor@enerally, these interests and
needs cannot be directly observed but have tofeeréa from what they actually do
(Ellis, 1985: 116). Therefore, the study of atté@sdand motivation in SLA has
involved the development of concepts specific tiglaage learning which have been
derived from the behaviours of language learnedshave been only loosely related

to general theories of motivation in psychologydip

The distinction between ‘attitudes’ and ‘motivatios not always clear in SLA.
For instance, Gardner and Lambert (1972), who ccteduthe most extensive
research into the role of attitudes and motivaio8SLA, define ‘motivation’ in terms
of the L2 learner’s overall goal or orientationgdattitude’ as the persistence shown
by the learner in striving for a goal. They claimat there is no immediate
relationship between the two: the type of motivatie distinct from the attitudes
displayed to different tasks (cited in Ellis, 1983.7). However, later Gardner (1979)
suggests that attitudes are related to motivatiosdoving as supports of the leaner’'s
overall orientation (ibid.). Brown (1973) uses them ‘attitudes’ to refer to the set of
beliefs that the learner holds towards membersheftarget language group (e.g.
whether they are seen as “interesting” or “boriftygnest” or “dishonest” etc.) and
also towards his or her own culture. These alsaréign Gardner and Lambert’s later
use of the term ‘attitudes’, whose theoretical emts influenced the present study

the most.
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4.3.1.1. Attitudes

Gardner (1985: 39) investigated a number of varatgtitudes which he considers
relevant to L2 learning. He defines two differeypds of attitudes: attitudes towards
learning the language, and attitudes towards therédanguage community. He also
claims that “whereas the first set of attitudesfagly consistently related to

achievement, the second shows a more variabld setationships” (ibid.).

Gardner (1985: 40) also classifies attitudes aloag dimension of
specificity/generality. For instance, ‘attitudesvards learning French’ is relatively
specific in that the attitude object (i.e. learniRgench) is fairly definite. On the
contrary, a measure like ‘interest in foreign laages’ is considerably more general
because the attitude object ‘foreign languages’ isore general notion than a single
specific language and because there is no pantiestavity directly associated with
the languages (ibid.). In the case of attitudesatd® learning French, a specific
activity is described, whereas interest in forelgnguages could involve many

activities such as learning them, speaking or hgahiem.

Another dimension of attitude classification by @Gaer is educational versus
social (1985: 41). Instances of educational atdtudould be attitudes towards the
teacher, the course, learning the language, eteadh case, the attitude is connected
to various educational aspects of second languageisation. On the other hand,
social attitudes “involve attitudes which focusttve cultural implications of second
language acquisition” (Gardner, 1985: 42). Attisid®wards the community of
speakers of the target language, ethnocentrismn$tance, “gain their significance
because they refer to the individual’s attitudidiaposition towards social groups, in-
group or out-group, which might influence secondglaage acquisition” (ibid.).
Gardner claims that both educational and socidalidés appear to play a role in the
second language learning process. Two attitudeahi®s which have received
considerable attention by a number of researchersittitudes towards learning the
second language and attitudes towards the secagddge community. The first is,
according to Gardner, clearly an educationallyvahé attitude, while the second is
primarily a social one. These two variables wes® alonsidered to be measured in

the questionnaire for the present study.
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Ellis (1994: 197-201) claims that learners’ atteachave been identified as one set
of variables of major importance. Attitudes are pgth by the social factors
mentioned (such as age, gender, social classcattentity) which, in turn, influence
learner outcome. There are both negative and pesttitudes towards the L2 being
learnt. Positive attitudes are typically connediedhe speakers of the language in
guestion and the culture represented by its speakerch positive attitudes can be
expected to enhance learning, since learners caxpected to want to be able to
communicate with native speakers of the languagg #ne learning. In other words,
if students are interested in the countries whieeeldanguages are spoken, they may
be more motivated to learn the language (Noelal e2003: 36).

Negative attitudes, on the other hand, can impadguage learning, since you
usually get those attitudes when you are not isteceor have difficulties with the
teacher (Ellis 1994: 197-201). Those attitudes lhsusave a negative effect on
learners, but this is not always the case. Negatitiides may also have a positive
effect on L2 learning, if the learners have a graiil to learn a language (ibid. 200).
Sometimes students who are struggling with thditudes are true fighters. They
work so hard in the end because they want a goadegor pass an exam and they

have a strong will to learn.

Furthermore, students’ attitudes can change. They mave negative attitudes at
the beginning of learning a language but then tealize what a good advantage it is
to know this language and their attitudes imprdvenay be also vice versa: the
attitudes at the beginning may be very positivet, ¢uring the learning process
students may face unexpected difficulties (foranse, with challenging grammar or
pronunciation, or the atmosphere in the study groeiptions to the teacher etc.) that
impair their positive attitudes.

One of the main tasks of the questionnaire suregylacted for the present work
is to find out whether there are any changes iitudds among beginners versus
advanced students of German at universities in 8weldiring the learning process,
and if so how attitudes change and what may cawude changes. But first of all, the

focus of the study is to identify language attittidenong the students as such.
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4.3.1.2. Motivation

Language teachers readily acknowledge the impataridearners’ motivation.
SLA researchers also view motivation as a key factd_2 learning. Saville-Troike
(2006:85-86) claims that individual motivation imagher factor that is used to
explain why some L2 learners are more successdml tthers. The level of effort that
learners expend at various stages in their L2 dewveént depends on how motivated
they are to learn. The more motivated studentsthesgasier they will learn a new
language. Motivation is often one of the keys te thtimate level of proficiency
(ibid. 85-86).

Gardner and Lambert draw a basic distinction betwee integrative and
instrumental orientation to L2 learning. Accorditg Gardner’s socio-educational
model, an integrative orientation involves an iagtrin learning an L2 because of a
“sincere and personal interest in the people aritlireurepresented by the other
language group” (Lambert 1974: 98). It occurs whiem learner wishes to identify
with the culture of the L2 group. It is based oarter interest, i.e. to what extent the
learner is interested in the country or the cultwgresented by the target language
group. To be interested in learning and an L2 ankalve a desire to learn about, or
associate with, the people who use the languagasmlearning could be an example

of integrative motivation (Gardner and Lambertaiie Saville-Troike (2006: 86).

Instrumental motivation is connected to the dewréearn a language to increase
occupational or business opportunities, but alsgetoprestige or power (ibid. 87). It
occurs when the learner’'s goals for learning theal@ functional. For instance,
learning directed at passing an examination, fuirilge career opportunities, or
facilitating the study of other subjects through thedium of the L2 are all examples
of instrumentally motivated learning. The potenpalwer of motivation can be seen
in some cases where even older learners may overtloen“odds” of not acquiring
native-like pronunciation, if it is important endutp sound native (ibid. 87).

In earlier research (for example, Gardner and Lamld®72), integrative
motivation was seen as a more powerful predictaabiievement in formal learning
situations than instrumental motivation. In latersearch, Gardner (1985) has
continued to assert the importance of integrativetivation, although he
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acknowledges that instrumental motivation can désd to successful learning.
However, Gardner argues that whereas instrumentativation emerges as a
significant factor only in some studies, integratwmotivation has been found to be
invariably related to L2 achievement (cited in §I1985: 117).

Gardner and Lambert, however, point out that th&egmative/instrumental
distinction reflects a continuum, rather than al&ives (cited in Ellis, 1985: 117).
For instance, learners of a second language oféa®e la number of reasons for
studying a language and therefore possess botls typenotivation which are not

always clearly distinguishable.

Ellis (1997: 76) claims that motivation is not sameg that a learner has, or does
not have, but rather something that varies fromrmapenent to the next, depending on
the learning context or task. The above mentiogpdd of motivation should be seen
as complementary to each other, rather than opgoaitor distinct, since learners
can be both instrumentally and integratively mdtdsat one and the same time (ibid.
76).

In certain situations an integrative motivation niieymore powerful in facilitating
successful L2 learning, but in other situationgrumeental motivation may count far
more. For example, Gardner and Lambert (1972) fabatlan integrative orientation
was related to successful learning of French imalshin both Canada and USA, but
that instrumental motivation was more importanthie Philippines. They explained
this in terms of the role the L2 plays in the lear® community. Where the L2
functions as a ‘foreign language’ (i.e. is not impat outside the classroom for the
learners), an integrative motivation helps; but rghthe L2 functions as a ‘second
language’ (i.e. is used as means of wider commtiortautside the classroom), an
instrumental motivation is more effective. It isiped out that the two types of
motivation are not mutually exclusive. SLA rarehyolves just an integrative or just
an instrumental motivation (cited in Ellis, 1983:8).

To demonstrate the overall effect of motivation bk achievement, Gardner
(1985) reports the effects of a general measureaiivation (based on the Attitude
Motivation Index (AMI), see chapter 6, Research hodblogy and testing process,
for more information). A survey of seven differeggographical areas in Canada
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revealed a median correlation of 0.37 between thNd $cores and French grades.
Thus, general motivation (comprised primarily of raeasure of integrative
motivation) accounts for approximately 14 per cehthe variance in achievement

scores. Gardner considers this a “remarkably stragigtionship.

Motivation and attitudes are important factors whielp to determine the level of
proficiency achieved by different learners. Fotamge, Gardner (1980) reports that a
single index of attitude/motivation derived fromrieals measures of affective
responses to L2 learning is strongly related to suess of French proficiency in

Canadian school leavers.
4.4 Conclusion

Motivation and attitudes in L2 learning constitutese of the most well researched
areas of individual differences. Still, as Skeh&af9() has pointed out, there is no
comprehensive theory of individual differences gc@&d Language Acquisition. A
full theory will need to identify those individualifferences that are important for
successful learning, account for the effect tharrieng outcomes can have on
individual differences etc. Ellis (1985: 123) cambés that some concepts are quite
vague and the study of individual learner varialdesverall not easy, but quantitative
studies are needed to test hypotheses on largelesarap learners and a more
gualitative approach based on interviews and ipgogon may first be necessary in
order to identify the relevant hypotheses. In thsy some of the problems of the

vagueness of the concepts may be overcome.

In the following two chapters research aim, questiand methodology of the
study will be described and discussed with regardbe theoretical framework given

above.
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5. Aim and Research Questions

Considering this misbalanced situation with foreigmguages and the low popularity
of German in Sweden, it is all the more interestimginderstand the motivation of
those who still opt for learning German and, at $hene time, for a second foreign
language. Finding out the nature of their motivagicand attitudes towards the
language may provide us with useful insights fdyester understanding of the low

popularity of a language and suggest ideas on baskdnge the situation.

The survey specifically designed and carried autthe present work considers
motivation and attitudes towards German, as welhwareness about and attitudes
towards the Common European Framework of Refertarceanguages (CEFR) and
the EU initiative “mother tongue plus two langudgdse latter is relatively new and
probably not that well-known yet. The CEFR, on tdmntrary, was established in
2001 (Council of Europe, 2005: 2) and has beenadyrantegrated into a large

number of language assessments, examinations uhdreaterials in Europe.

99 adult students of German at the universitiedJppsala and Stockholm from
various groups from absolute beginners to advapegiicipated in the questionnaire
survey. The primary aim was to find out whether¢hany changing patterns in the
attitudes with increased language proficiency. 8dlyp what relevance may the
attitudes and motivation of students have for tbputarization of learning German
and other foreign languages besides English in 8wedd, more generally, for the

EU principle of mother tongue plus two foreign laages.

University students were chosen as the subjectiseo$tudy for two reasons. Firstly,

their choice of studying a foreign language is aenmnscious and self-determined
one and less influenced by parents or classmasesiththe case for younger, high
school learners in the compulsory schooling sygtdshansson 2006: 26). Secondly,
attitudes of Swedish university students towardseifm languages is an

underresearched area. A search in the LinguishdsLanguage Behavior Database
(LLBA) revealed no similar studies conducted withist target group and this

combination of L1 and L2.

Summing up, the research questions of the preserk ave:
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- What are the attitudes towards German among Swealisifts (university
students) who
a) are beginners in German,

b) have already learned German for at least one  &atadderm
(corresponding to 30 ECTS)?

- Are there any changing patterns in the attitudel imicreased proficiency?

- What relevance may the attitudes of students hawehke popularization of
learning German and other foreign languages be&dghsh in Sweden and,
more generally, for the EU principle of mother taegplus two foreign
languages?

The study reflects upon learning a second foreagigllage in Europe also in a
broader context and speculate on how and what dwirig people “back to school”
and learn another foreign language, as well asiwtule the EU language policy and

other institutions on country level may play instiprocess.
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6. Research methodology and testing process

This chapter provides a detailed description ofstjoanaire composition and

testing of participants.

Generally, the research method is a combinatiaquahtitative and qualitative
approaches, but with a quantitative focus, as thestipnnaire for the study was
primarily aimed at collecting quantitative data.pwever, interviews with two
target groups and several open questions througheutjuestionnaire provided

some valuable qualitative data as well.

6.1 Initial stage of questionnaire composition. Inf@minterviews with

students and pilot testing.

The initial stage of the questionnaire compositstiould “focus on clarifying
the research problem and identifying what criticahcepts need to be addressed
by the questionnaire” (Doérnyei, 2002: 16). To faatke this, it is often
recommended that the questionnaire design phageeoeded by “a small-scale
gualitative study (e.g. focus group interviews) gmovide information on the
relevant points and issues” (ibid.). Taking thisoirtonsideration, the research
started with a series of informal semi-structunekrviews with four participants
of the beginners course in German (Tyska A) at itolen University in
September 2011. The questions comprised three paaits, on which the actual

guestionnaire was based:

- integrative and instrumental motivation (why do yearn German? For what
purpose do you study it? Up to which level you ptanlearn it? Is your
learning connected with professional needs or pour interests? etc);

- attitudes towards the German language (do youthkelanguage in general?
What do you like more, what is rather puzzling @rchto understand and
learn? What is most challenging in learning? Whagpectations did you have
before you started to learn German? Did they chaiffige the beginning of the
course?);

- attitudes towards Germans in general and Germarha(\&xperience do you

have in contacting Germans? Generally, do you@kemans, German culture
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and mentality? What do you think about “traditionadtereotypes of
Germans?).

As expected, the focus group interviews indicateat the overall response
about motivation for learning German was quite kagh included both integrative
and instrumental elements: the decision to bege Kmnguage course was
voluntary, thought-out and conscious. The reasoeisind the decision were
complex: because of a generally positive attitumbeards German; for enhancing
career opportunities (e.g. a Swedish-English tedoslwants to widen the scope of
her expertise and linguistic competence); to compaie with German relatives
and friends. One of the participants started tanle@erman because of his
fascination with German philosophy and his williege to be able to read the
original texts of Kant and Hegel classic works, ethiwas quite surprising and

rather unconventional.

The attitude towards German was also very posithieparticipants pointed
out the strictness and elaboration of grammaticattires in German, mentioned
that German grammar is more complicated than thed&h and English ones.
Interestingly, all interviewees agreed that Germsannds quite aggressive and
“strict” but they said they like it and that it do®t frighten them. Moreover, they
would like to acquire German phonology well to H#eato sound as close to
native speakers as possible. Grammar and pronigrciate reputedly the most
challenging parts especially at the initial stafidearning German, and this was

also confirmed by the interviewees.

There was however no homogeneity in the attitudegatds Germans in
general. Some spoke about their overall positiver@ssions about Germany and

German, some were rather reluctant to answer afinitt manner.

After the interviews were conducted and processssljeral parts were
integrated into the questionnaire draft: stateménts 7, 9 from part |; statements
1, 3 from part II; statements 2, 5, 7 from part. |l

’ See the full questionnaire in the Appendix |, page
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6.2 Main parts of the questionnaire

The initial sources for the theoretical backgrouadd a guide for the
construction of the questionnaire were tAdtitude/Motivation Test Battery
(AMBT): Technical Report(Gardner, 1985) andQuestionnaires in Second
Language Research: Construction, Administration daabcessing (Dornyei,
2002). The first source mostly influenced the efabon of the main parts and the
content of the questionnaire, whereas the secorsdmeastly used as a guide for
scheduling the work plan, stages of questionnareldpment, work progress log

and questionnaire design.

The original AMBT targets L1 English high schoadldénts in Canada learning
L2 French and contains 19 parts that deal withediffit aspects of attitudes and
motivation in learning a foreign language. Howewsme of these parts are not
relevant for adult university students (such aefat Encouragement), and some
are irrelevant for learners of languages other thench (e.g. Attitudes toward
European French People/French Canadians). Also,AMBT contains some
rather simplistically formulated statements, ane twording is exclusively
positive, points that needed modification. In thehinical report, Gardner himself
(1985: 2) mentions the need for adjustments farqu&IMBT as a test for learners
of other languages who represent other social gr@ana nationalities. Still, the
AMBT proved a valuable principal source for defigithe four main parts of the

present questionnaire:

Attitudes towards the German language; its (exjpleoteexperienced) overall
complexity, phonological features (melody, intooati particular sounds), the
graphics of writing, grammar features, expresspast of the language;
Attitudes towards the speakers of German; probaibdéeeotypes, sounds,
intonation and manner of speaking, personal impyess

Motivation (Integrative orientation);

Motivation (Instrumental orientation);

Overall interest in foreign languages, attitudewatals learning a second

foreign language, its usefulness for personaldifd career.
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These parts assess the major affective componéntsnsto be involved in
second language learning (Gardner, 1985) and algahe aims of the present

study.

The last part of the questionnaire deals with #mgliage learners’ awareness of
European Union projects in the area of foreign leagg learning. This part was
developed specifically for the present survey anotuded questions about degrees
of awareness and attitudes towards foreign langyaggcts of the EU, the
“mother tongue plus two languages” initiative artte tCommon European

Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR).
6.3 Question types, layout and design

Multi-item scales are the key components of sdientuestionnaire design.
However, the most important issue is, when it corfeesassessing attitudes,
opinions, values, expectations and other persaaées, “the actual wording of
the questions assumes an unexpected importancer mhifferences in how the
guestion is formulated and framed can produce adlgidifferent levels of
agreement or disagreement” (Gillham, 2000). Dorn2€i02) lists some cases
where simply changing “forbid” to “not allow” in éhwording of a question
produced significantly different responses.

One of the most widespread solutions for avoidiaghsbias was provided by
Rensis Likert in the 1930s and is known as Likedle. It refers to a cluster of
several differently worded items that focus on #@me target, so that “no
individual item carries an excessive load, andna@onsistent response to one item
would cause limited damage” (Skehan, 1989: 11js & popular tool for rating
“almost anything” (Dornyei, 2002: 36) in the soalences.

An important concern of questionnaire design is thember of steps or
response options each scale contains. Original riLikeales contained five
response options (i.e. strongly  agree/agree/neitheagree nor
disagree/disagree/strongly disagree), but lateflergifit extensions (with up to
seven response options) were also successfully bgeresearchers. There is

however a concern that certain respondents maytheseniddle category (“not
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sure”, “don’t know”, “neutral” etc.) “to avoid mahkg a real choice, that is, to take
the easy way out” (Dornyei, 2002: 37). Considetimg, the “undecided” category
was excluded from the present questionnaire andintbescale design contained
six response options: Strongly disagree/ Moderatidpagree/ Slightly disagree/
Slightly agree/ Moderately agree/ Strongly agree.

Other variations of Likert scales, such as sematitierential scales, true/false
items and numerical rating scales were also takém ¢onsideration, but were
excluded from the final version of the questionadiecause their scope is more
limited (Dornyei, 2002: 40) and because differeyes of scales need separate
instructions and examples, which complicates thazgss of filling in, prolongs
the time and extends the length of the questioanair

Multiple-choice items are used in section V (“Baakgnd information”; see
below for a detailed discussion of the sections #wr content) and in the
guestions about the awareness of EU projects. @heyelatively straightforward,
reader-friendly and appropriate to the nature es¢éhquestions: to collect precise
information and unambiguous answers, rather tharme&asure attitudes and

opinions, as the questions in previous sections do.

Finally, some open-ended questions were also iedudto the questionnaire.
Although questionnaires are not particularly suitént truly qualitative,
exploratory research, it is still recommended byynaesearchers to include some
open-ended questions because they permit “greaeddm of expression, (..) a
far greater “richness” than fully quantitative data.) [they] can also lead to us to
identify issues not previously anticipated” (Dorny2002: 47). Additionally,
“sometimes we need open-ended items for the singaleon that we do not know
the range of possible answers and therefore cgroweide pre-prepared response
categories” (ibid.). There are examples of stuavbsre the most interesting and
valuable data was found exactly in this type of dfioes. Considering these

factors, one open-ended question was added to seetipn I-1V.

As for the layout, Dornyei (2002) argues that imrveys “employing self-
completed questionnaires the main interface betwiben researcher and the
respondent is the hard copy of the questionndieefdrmat and the graphic layout
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carry a special significance and have an impotitapact on the responses”. After
piloting several different layouts of Likert scabgh a small focus group, two of
the graphic layouts were included in the final w@rsof the questionnaire. The
first one (presented in the first and third pana$ an appropriate density, easy-to-
fill tick off boxes and horizontal captions of teeale ratings, however it occupies
quite a lot of space. The second layout (preseintede second and fourth parts)
was taken from Ddrnyei (2002) and, although hadrspmewhat less comfortable
overview due to vertical captions, presents a gooshpromise between space
economy and user-friendliness. The multiple-ch@ees in consistent order with
tick off boxes and substantial white space lookezabad positive feedback from
the focus group and also “generally results in @igtooperation and fewer errors”
(Sudman & Bradburn, 1983: 244).

6.4 Item pool, selecting and sequencing

The next stage of the questionnaire developmenttavasliect an item pool for
each of the sections, as well as to adjust thealgticomposed main thematic

parts to the practical convenience of the questoBn

First, the parts on integrative and instrumentativation were united into a
single section, since there is no practical useliuiding questions concerning
motivation into different parts in the questioneatody: such division is actually
irrelevant for the informants. Secondly, a sectath questions on background
information of the participants was added at the ehthe questionnaire. People
are often reluctant to give away their personabnmfation, so the questionnaire is
still anonymous, but the data on linguistic (mottargue, other foreign language
knowledge, child bilingualism) and social (approaie age, level of education,
long-term residence in other countries than Sweteackground is necessary for
appropriate interpretation of survey results. Thas the reason for adding this

section.

The two attitudinal sections were split by the matiion section to diversify the

order and make it less monotonous.
All'in all, the final version of the questionnaireluded the following parts:
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1) Attitudes towards the German language;
2) Motivation, Attitudes toward Germans;
3) Foreign language learning and the European Union;

4) Background information.

The basic sources for the item pool were the cuiald, exploratory data
gathered from the focus group interviews and gaestiborrowed from the
AMBT, appropriately reworked and adjusted for tieeds of the present survey.
Dornyei (2002: 52) also points out the usefulnes®arowing questions from
established questionnaires, because they haveusedrfrequently before and “the
chances are that most of the bugs will have beered out of them” (Sudman &
Bradburn, 1983: 120 cited in Dérnyei, 2002: 52).

The recommendation for including both positivelylaregatively worded items
with 40% to 60% true- or agree-keyed items put oamg (Dornyei, 2002: 55;
Ellard & Rogers, 1993: 17) was met in all sectiaealing with attitude and

motivation measurement (I-1V).

Doérnyei (2002: 61) argues that the initial sectioh a questionnaire “is
particularly important in that it sets the tone,)(the starter questions need to be
interesting, relatively simple yet at the same timaused on some important and
salient aspect”. That is why the section on atétutbwards the German language
with rather short and easy-to-understand statemmaritslealing with actually the
most important topic of the research opens the toumesmire. The first two
guestions were taken from the AMBT and adjustedtingly. Questions 4, 5, 7,
9 were developed from the focus group interviewlstén Likert scale questions
were put randomly. The two closing questions (atiplelchoice and an open-
ended one) allow for a more elaborated reply on dherall experience with

learning German.

The second battery of eight Likert scale questiwas taken and adjusted from
the AMBT. The items dealing with integrative andtmmumental motivation were
mixed up randomly (Dérnyei, 2002: 60). The sectatso finishes with an open-

ended question.
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The third part, Attitudes towards Germans, may mm#dy provide the most
controversial data as it contains statements abatibnal stereotypes which may
sound quite provoking, however, the sentences anerglized and approximate.
The statements 3, 4, 8 were taken and adjustedtiierAMBT and the statements

2, 5, 7 were developed from the focus group ineawei

The next part, Foreign language learning and theofaan Union, is a
combination of Likert scale statements interpreftedn the AMBT (points 1-9)
and multiple-choice questions 10-14 dealing with dlwareness of the participants
about the EU projects in the area of language iegrand their opinion about

these initiatives.

The final part of the survey, Background inforroati consists of multiple
choice questions to collect factual information the participants. This follows
common procedure, as the general recommendatido gut all factual and

personal questions at the end of the question(Rimyei, 2002: 60).
6.5 The testing process: groups, participants. Qoesaire processing.

The subjects for the present survey were studdrn®eonan at the universities of
Uppsala and Stockholm. In Sweden, everyone can &kmiversity course as a
separate course, without studying a whole progrartitae leads to a degree. This
means that everyone living in Sweden and holdingvweedish or another EU
citizenship, or holding a Swedish residence pemal be accepted to a university
course free of charge (except for non-EU studedisitted to Swedish universities
after the autumn term 2011, who are now chargeibtufees). The only formal
prerequisite for university studies is to have ghhschool certificate (i.e. to finish
upper secondary school with pass grades in a gertanber of courses). There is no
age limit for being admitted to university (howeyvdrigh school graduates are
normally older than 18). Thus, potential particifsaaf the survey were expected to

be of different age, educational background, nafipnand L1.

A total of 140 participants received questionnairasd 99 of them returned
completed questionnaires. The group and study lelelsion was maximally

balanced between participants in Stockholm and ppddla, as well as between
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beginners and intermediate/advanced students: tivere four groups for each
university. The number of students in each groupedafrom 5 to 20. The three
beginners groups (two in Uppsala and one in Stdokhaovho had started to learn
German in September 2011, were the largest wittRQ articipants in each.
Intermediate students were represented by the gréupktisk Tyska (“practical

German”, a course aiming at improving speaking Iskibr those with some

knowledge of German) and Tyska | (“German I”, ateimediate course in German
at A2-B1 level of CEFR) in Uppsala, as well as tgvoups of Tyska | in Stockholm.
Advanced students were represented by two groupBysia Il (“German 117, an

advanced course in German at B2-C1 level of CERRR¢hwusually contains various
modules such as history, culture and literatureGefman-speaking countries) at

Stockholm University.

Initially, 58 beginners and 82 intermediate andambed students received the
guestionnaires, of which 45 beginners and 53 irmeeiate/advanced filled in and
returned questionnaires, making a total of 99 qomséaires that were processed and
analyzed. However, one of the questionnaires wasnluded in the analysis, as the

data provided in it were extremely inconsisfent

All the students in the various intermediate-leaetl advanced-level classes were
advanced in their proficiency of German when coragdo the beginners. Since class
sizes in the beginners groups were generally maiget than in the other groups, it
was decided to combine the intermediate-level avéeced-level participants in the
survey into one ‘advanced group’. This was donddgistic reasons, so as to arrive

at two roughly comparable group sizes: 45 beginaeds53 ‘intermediate/advanced’.

Testing was conducted in November 2011. All pgrtaits received the same oral

instructions that were also written at the begigrofthe questionnaire:

We would like to ask you to help us by answerihg following
guestions concerning your learning of German. Bhivey is conducted
by Master student Polina Kordik at Uppsala Uniugrsio better
understand motivation and attitudes towards Geraraong learners of
German in Sweden. This is not a test so there argight” or “wrong”
answers and you don’t even have to write your namet. We are

8 For instance, the student answers with “completiébagree” to the statement “I really enjoy
learning German”, but ranks his overall experiewit@ learning German as “very positive”.
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interested in your personal opinion. Please giwa ymswers sincerely as
only this will guarantee the success of the ingedion.

The language of oral instruction in the beginnersugs was Swedish, while
intermediate and advanced groups received thaigtgins in German, in accordance
with the language choice of the teacher of the eetsge group. Additionally, the
students were informed that they could answer gkno questions in the
guestionnaires in any language most comfortablehton: Swedish, English or
German. It was noteworthy that most of the studerits received their instructions
in Swedish wrote their answers in Swedish as wadlile those instructed in German

wrote down their points and thoughts in English.

Most of the groups were asked to fill in the surveynediately after they had
received the questionnaires and oral instructi@isre the start of their German class
or right after it. Some other groups were askegttorn the questionnaires later to the
teacher or to the instructor during the next claghkis latter procedure was
necessitated by the preferences of the teacherghentime available for testing.
Unfortunately, this “extended” testing resulted thre loss of almost one-third of

guestionnaires as many participants forgot tarfihnd return them.

The overall testing procedure revealed no problenabstacles, the questionnaire
was clear to the participants and took 10 to marimib minutes to fill in. The only
concern participants had was to count the numbenariths of studying German.
Many intermediate and advanced participants stu@ednan before at school or in
other courses, so they were asked to write an appabe number of years and/or
months, as far as they could remember. A few ppaits were eager to know in
which way the survey was connected to the EU andg&an language policy.

When the questionnaires were collected, each wasnga unique code which
identified the university, group, teacher, levedatate of testing. For the sake of
processing, each questionnaire item was conventieda numerical score with the
help of a coding frame which is a “classificatianeme that offers a numerical score
for every possible answer to an item” (Dornyei, 2099). Thus, “yes/no” questions
are encoded as yes=1, no=2, while Likert scaletoumessare encoded as 1=strongly

disagree, 2=moderately disagree, 3=slightly disagteslightly agree, 5=moderately
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agree, 6=strongly agree. A codebook that contamerganized summary of all the
coding frames was also developed. The results wetered into an Excel file

manually. The answers to the open-ended questiens entered as comments.
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7. Results and analysis
7.1 Participants’ backgrounds

First of all, it is important to understand who terticipants of the survey are and

what educational and language backgrounds they. have

As expected, all age groups were represented; rewé8% of participants
indicated that they were between 20 and 25 yealsTolis means that almost half of
all survey participants are of the age of typiaailversity students in Sweden and the
EU. 21% were younger than 20 and 12% of particppanere older than 45.
Interestingly, the percentage of mature studentsshigher in the advanced groups in
Stockholm. Many of them indicated that they hadlistd German before some years
ago and decided to refresh their knowledge. Thervdwelming majority of
participants have a primarily Swedish monolinguatkground: Swedish was the
mother tongue of 83% participants (93% among thginpers and 77% among
intermediate and advanced studeht8mong those who belong to the 17% with a
mother tongue other than Swedish, 88% had growm §weden, 78% had spoken
only one language during their childhood and ad&ese, and 79% had never lived
abroad for more than a year. Considering this, d¢la¢a collected from the
guestionnaires may be primarily identified as reprging the attitudes and learning
motivation of Swedish monolingual or late bilingspleakers that acquired their other

languages in classroom settings in adolescencermimdidulthood.

® Among those who belong to the 17% with a mothegt® other than Swedish, the range and
variety of languages is quite wide: from other Rfinavian languages and Finnish to Russian and
Chinese. Most of the non-Swedish participants vesxehange students who had been to Sweden only
for half a year or so.
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Have you grown up in Have you grown up in
Sweden? Sweden?

Figure 2. Beginners'background Figure 3. Intermediate/advanced backgrounc

At the same time, the number and variety of otleeign languages that ti
participants indicated is cte impressive. All combined, students said to heteas!
some knowledge of 24 languages apart from theitheratongue and German. T
most popular answers were predictably English, éhreand Spanish, which are t
major foreign languages taught in {dish schools apart from German, as wel
Finnish as a second language. Yet the span wasdasas from Latin t(Tagalog (an
Austronesian language spol in the Philippineky including languages from Easte
Europe (Russian, Czech, Slovenian, Bosnianlgarian, Polish) and some Ir-
Iranian languages as well (Farsi, Kurdish). 20%hef participants indicated to ha
knowledge of three and more languages besidesrttwirer tongue.

Precisely half of the participants indicated thmeyt had a high education degre
(Bachelor or Master), equally in both groups, whsrell% had a high schc
certificate or lower. 8% of all participants hadqueted professional traininThe
only difference between the advanced and begingrengpswas that the adveced
group wasmore homogeneous with 51% of high school certiidadlders and 49¢
higher education degree. The beginners, in twere 31% high school graduate

18% finished professional training and ‘held a PhD.

More than half of the participants 7%) stated that they had friends anc
relatives in Germany, and many of them connected tihterest in German wit
eagerness to communicate with their friends arativels in their mother tongu

Concerning theirbackground, beginners and intermee/advanced studer

groups were quite similar. Only on very few measus@s there a slight differen
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between the groups, for instance, concerning theepéage of the native Swedes
(93% among the beginners and 77% among the inteateédadvanced); the number
of younger students (20 years old or below) wasdrgn advanced groups (27%
against 18% among beginners), whilst by contr&stret were more students of the

age 20-25 in beginners groups (56% against 43% gadwvanced).

In the following sections, | first make an overviewd analysis of the beginners’
data, considering each of the different parts efdbestionnaire step by step. Then |
will deal with the results of the advanced grouips same way and compare them
with the data of the beginners (for the sake afitglaboth intermediate and advanced

groups will be considered jointly as advanced gsoup
7.2 Data on the Beginners groups

As already mentioned, 45 questionnaires from thgnipers that started studying
German two months prior to testing were collectedl aonsidered for further
calculations and analysis. The results from thesgoes in the first four parts of the
guestionnaire containing Likert scales are represem mean figures and analyzed
for variation. As the Likert scales in all quessarontain six alternatives, it is logical
to suggest that 1 to 2 (“strongly” and “moderatdigagree”) may be considered as
negative, 3 to 4 (“slightly agree” and “slightlysdigree”) may be considered as

relatively neutral, and 5 to 6 (“moderately” aredrbngly agree”) as positive.

No statistical significance tests were conductedHtes study because this research
is considered to be initial and aims at identifyitlg main tendencies only. For a

larger research, however, statistical significaiests will be desirable.
7.2.1. Section “Attitudes towards the German larggian the beginners groups

The majority of answers in the first section “Aitlies towards the German
language” are clearly positive. Most of the papigits state that they “really enjoy
learning German” (a mean rate 5,2 on a scale fromm @), that they plan to learn
German as much as possible (rate 5,0) and thirtkGeaman is similar to Swedish
(rate 4,7).
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As for the complexity of the language and problemith German grammar, the
overall rate for both questions is 4,2 (“slightlgree”), but the answers are far less
homogeneous. This shows that German language ceiped very differently by
students despite an absolutely identical studyrenmient, learning materials and

even the same teacher.

Two negatively worded items (“German spelling isn@bicated”, “German sounds
aggressive”) were rated with means of 2,8 and Zlightly disagree”), but also

exhibited some variations from “strongly disagrée™moderately agree” (some 7-
8% of the answers). German words that are simdaBwedish ones are not very
puzzling for students, almost all of them disagresatlerately or slightly with the
statement (“*German words that are similar to Swedig puzzling because they have

another meaning”).

Finally, strong variations were found concerning tfuestion about German music
(“I like German songs/music”) with a mean rate @f,qhowever it is obvious that this
guestion does not deal with the learning experiénteather with attitudes and tastes

of participants that go beyond purely linguistioge.

The students describe their overall experience Va#ining German as very or
rather positive, only four participants are neuytaad none negative towards it. In the
open-ended comments, many students note the diijfiotiGerman grammar, which
some of them didn’t expect before the start and ithmay be quite frustrating from
time to time. About half of the learners agree ttheir learning experience meets
their expectations and about a third gladly discdte lexical similarities between
German and Swedish words. One of the students ssege*l was surprised of how
similar German was to Swedish, both vocabulary gnagnmar, so learning German

for me becomes a way of getting to know Swediskebes well”.
7.2.2. Section “Motivation” in the beginners groups

The analysis of the second section/part of the toqpresire, “Motivation”, among
the beginner students reveals a pronounced tendenawmtegrative motivation,
whereas instrumental motivation is rather modesie Tour questions focused on

integrative motivation received the highest ratifgtudying German is important to
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me because it will allow me to be more at ease @ighman speakers (4,7); to meet
and converse with more and varied people (4,8petter understand and appreciate
German art and literature (4,5); it will make mmare knowledgeable person” (4,5).
These four statements received ratings above awdigy to “moderately agree”).
Answers were homogeneous except for the staterbent &erman art and literature,
where there was much variation. The least popuktemment from the integrative
motivation part, “Studying German is important tee rbecause | will be able to
participate more freely in the activities of otlvettural groups”, still received a solid

“slightly agree” mean score of 4,0.

Many participants doubt that they will need Gernf@antheir future career, this
statement was rated lowest (3,2, “slightly disaQrdmut at the same time they admit
that knowledge of German may be useful in gettirgetier job (mean 4,0, “slightly
agree”). This may be interpreted as knowledge ofadditional foreign language

improves one’s CV and makes one a more qualifibccandidate.

The statement “Studying German is important to reeabhse other people will
respect me more if | have knowledge of a foreigngleage” was also not very
popular and was rated second lowest with 3,4 (itlygdisagree”).

More than half of the beginners wrote some commexyéaining their motivation
for studying German. Their reasons and explanatfondearning German can be
divided in three types: personal ties with Germamg/or Germans; professional
development, career, economics; and various intiggranotivated reasons such as
love for the language, desire to read German titeea fun with learning a foreign
language etc. All three reasons are quite equafiyeisented, however may be ranked

for their popularity in the order | mentioned thabove.

Different personal ties with Germany and Germansh as relatives living there,
a girlfriend or a boyfriend, friends from Germanie alefinitely the most popular
reasons for learning the language among the beginfke students emphasize their
desire to be able to communicate with their re&giand loved ones in their native
language, i.e. in German. Another popular reascriasely related to the previous

one: to be able to communicate with Germans whieelling in Germany for
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vacation and leisure. Often those two motivatiartdes overlap for many participants

in their comments.

A somewhat less popular but still pronounced reao learning German is
professional development, career and a wish to nim&ermany for work one day:
“In international workplaces with colleagues frorhe&r countries you meet a lot of
Germans which might not always communicate welEnglish. This is useful to be
able to talk to them in their own language” (papant UNL-8); “I want to work as a
translator, | already know French and | want to kmeith languages. Sweden has so
many contacts with Germany, it's good to know Gerraa a Swede” (participant
UNL-11). Many students emphasize strong econonas between Germany and
Sweden as an important reason for learning Gernsara é&wede. One of the
participants wrote convincingly about it: “I| NEED tearn German because it is the
largest language in the European Union with 10Qionilnative speakers. German
speaking countries are the MOST important part anceal financial muscle of

Europe, core of our economy” (participant SNF-6).

And the third type, a more heterogeneous but géperdegrative motivated, is
connected with the passion for the language itsalgrest in German culture,
literature and just love for learning foreign laages: “The reason is to get more
familiar with German literature, both fiction andre philosophical texts. Being able
to speak adds up, though” (UNL-13); some state theed for studying German very
specific, brief and straightforward: “To read acadteliterature (about Indology and
Sanskrit)” (UNL-16), “Goethe, Novalis, HoelderlifUNL-33), and finally, just
“WAGNER” (UNL-28). And this third type of studentstates their passion for
learning languages: “I want to communicate with i@&ns in their mother tongue.
And also | want to understand the lyrics in Gerrsangs. The ultimate reason is of
course my love of language” (UNL-14); “To be mored to live, work, travel in
Europe!” (UNL-35); “Languages make your life ricHgiUNL-39).

Summing up, the prevalent motivation for studyingri@an among beginners is
integrative, according to both Likert scale rankingnd comments. Instrumental
motivation, such as hoping to win respect for kmaya foreign language or definite

career goals and/or professional advantages foaksppe German is far behind
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integrative motivation, namely the desire for imi@ communication with relatives
and friends in/from Germany and passion for literat culture and the language

itself.
7.2.3. Section “Attitudes towards Germans” in treglmners groups

The third part of the questionnaire is definitehe tmost controversial and its
statements may sometimes come across as ambigndwes/en provoking. This was
however done deliberately to see and analyze thetioms of the participants to
common and sometimes even narrow-minded stereotgpest Germans that are
quite old and widespread in neighboring countri€eere was a risk that the
participants would refuse to answer these questwngive “average” or middling
answers in attempt to avoid straightforward answeings was actually the case, but
only for a few of the beginner students. 4 out ®fgdiestionnaires from the beginners
were returned with some blank parts of this sectistating explicitly in the
comments that they are unwilling to answer suchstoles because they are too
simplified, straightforward, stereotyped or becauke participant doesn’'t have
enough experience to answer them meaningfullyinAdll, the risk was worth it, and

90% of participants provided their answers in gastion.

The first three statements (I like Germans in galie“In general, Germans are
nice and friendly people”, “I would like to get kmow Germans better”) were ranked
with 5.0 (“moderately agree”) with low variation cdimany participants who ranked

all three with 6.0 (“strongly agree”).

Another two positively worded items (“The more &te about Germans, the more
| like them”; “In general, Germans are trustwortényd dependable”) were equally
ranked with quite high mean score of 4,7, and réstengly enough, no one gave a
lower score than 4.0 (“slightly agree”) in the sedstatement and only two persons
ranked the first one with 3.0 (“slightly disagre€eThis indicates a very homogeneous
and rather positive attitude towards Germans inegdnand the given (still quite

stereotypical) statements.

By contrast, the next two positively worded stateteg“Germans are in general
punctual and meticulous” and “Generally, Germarshard-working”, although also
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equally ranked with a mean of 4,5 (“slightly to necately agree”), were very
heterogeneously ranked across all questionnairéds quite strong variations from
one participant to another. The explanation fows tmay be the following: the
previous statements were more related to the waslsdmmunication with Germans
and their communicative abilities (“nice and frigngdeople”, “trustworthy”, “I like”
and “l want to learn better” Germans), so the pguéints ranked these abilities in
accordance with theiown experience of contacting and communicating with
Germans, whereas the latter two statements dea witln personal and professional
abilities of Germans (“punctual, meticulous, hardrking”) which are more difficult
to judge in a straightforward way. It presupposaseaperience of working with
Germans (in an international company, for instamceh Germany, to make such an
assertion. Or, alternatively, to be guided by stq@es only, may be unacceptable for

many of the participants, as they also mentionezbmments to this section.

The only negatively worded item, “Some Germans nh@&y rude and bad-
mannered”, was ranked with overall 3,8 (from “stlgldisagree” to “slightly agree”).
Interestingly, the variation and the span of ragKior this statement is the highest of
the whole questionnaire: the extreme poles “1,@ ‘@&0” are not rare and occur just
as much as the other values. Some of the studeatési 3n their comments that this is
true not only (and not as much) for a single natiibyy, but for all people in general,
meaning that there are rude and bad-mannered pees@mywhere despite of their

nationality and language.

In the comments to this section most participantstevthat they have not enough
experience with Germans to make such judgmentsthiibg don’t want to generalize
specific personal features to the whole nation amen several nations (meaning
additionally Austrians and Swiss), that they doike stereotypes at all and that
people are just people everywhere despite théomelity.

All in all, the results of this section showed thhe beginner students have
pronounced positive attitudes towards Germans ineige and wish to communicate
with them and to get to learn them more, but atkerareluctant to make general

judgments about popular stereotypes or kinds otidnal character”. Here they
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mention lack of experience or just unwillingnessgpee or disagree with such rather
simplified and stereotypical statements.

7.2.4. Section “Foreign language learning and tHé”fn the beginners groups

The fourth part of the questionnaire is the moshbgeneous and highly ranked of
all. The positively worded statements concernirgléarning of foreign languages in
general evoked a keen response by the particip&hts.statement “I wish | could
speak another language perfectly” got the absglutglhest rank of 6,0 (“strongly
agree”) among all beginners. It supports a pronedniendency towards a high
integrative motivation by learners, which was aleavident in the section 7.2.2
“Motivation in the beginners groups”. The beginnstsve to learn as much of their

target language as possible and reach the highssiite level of proficiency.

The second-highest ranked statement, “If | planteedtay in another country, |
would make a great effort to learn the languagenaheugh | could get along in
English”, got mean score of 5,7 and shows a higkilfility of the participants in
learning foreign languages and, most importantlizjgin integrative potential of the
students. Again, this may be related to the highrall integrative motivation of
beginners. Another very closely related statem#rtwere visiting a foreign country
| would like to be able to speak the language efltdtal people” received almost the
same high score of 5,6 with almost no variation anky five scores of 4,0 (“slightly

agree”).

The statement immediately related to the EU init@abf “mother tongue plus two
languages” aiming at indicating the attitude tovgaitcamong the participants, “Even
though most Swedes speak English, it is importanttiem to learn other foreign

languages”, was also ranked very high, with 5,5@mdmal variation.

Another three statements, “I often wish | coulddreawspapers and magazines in
another language”, “I enjoy meeting and listenirmy geople who speak other
languages” and “Studying a foreign language isrgayable experience” related to a
general openness to other foreign languages anlyistuand were all ranked with

5,4 and with minimal variations.
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The desire to read authentic texts (‘I want todréiae literature of a foreign
language in the original language rather than astation”) is a bit lower, 5,3, but

still definitely above average.

And the lowest ranked statement, “I would realkelito learn a lot of foreign
languages”, got a mean of 5,2. The reason forrttaig be quite straightforward: the
overwhelming majority of the participants, 76%, hstdted that they speak and/or
have some knowledge of more than one foreign laggieesides German. It means
that most of the students in fact speak at leastdwthree foreign languages and,
keeping in mind that they recently began to leaamn@n, they are not planning to
take another foreign language in the near future.tl&ey are already in fact

multilingual.

The last four questions dealt with the awarenesthefstudents about two big
European projects immediately related to foreigmgleage learning: the initiative
“mother tongue plus two languages” and the Commanogean Framework of
Reference for Languages (CEFR). The results arg seaightforward here: only
18% of the participants have heard anything aboeiiritiative “mother tongue plus

two languages” and only 22% have heard or reacharytbout CEFR.

Those who knew or heard anything about it, and eaene of those who did not,
mentioned that they find the initiative good, usednd realistic. As for the CEFR,
some of the students mentioned that they findefulsagree that this is a recognized
standard of foreign language proficiency, howewanes of them find it vague and

unclear.
7.3 Data on the advanced groups

53 students from intermediate and advanced groaggipated in the survey and
returned filled-in questionnaires. The level ofdaage proficiency in German varied
considerably from group to group: the lowest “PiskiTyska” (“practical German”)
group from Uppsala University consisted of studevite had finished any beginners’
courses at a university or at school and wantedrdm specifically their oral
communicative abilities. Three groups of “Tyska(lGerman 1”), two of them in
Uppsala and one in Stockholm, correspond to th&Blevels of CEFR and may be

59



considered intermediate learners who already pass¢ehded grammatical and
phonological training and often take additional rs@s in history and culture of
German-speaking countries. Finally, the two lastl amost advanced groups of
“Tyska 1I” at Stockholm University are consideres lie on C1 level of CEFR and
focus on extending their vocabulary, studying Gernmierature and German-
Swedish translation, and normally also take addtionodules in history and culture

besides the language training.

Compared to the beginners, there is a differencgraup size which is much
smaller: 5 to 15 students in intermediate/advangedips against 20 and more in
beginners. Groups are also generally much moredgegaeous with respect to age,
language background and length of exposure Germfgyout half of the
intermediate/advanced students had studied Gerroarevghere before (at high
school, university, language course, in Germany),etéten had a break and later

decided to refresh their knowledge and/or studghtrr

Even though the actual level of proficiency in Gamwvaried from one study
group to another, it was decided to combine afirmiediate-level and advanced-level
participants into one ‘advanced group’ for the msg of the present study firstly
because they were in fact advanced when compardtetdeginners group, and
secondly because they form another large studypgwaich makes a comparison

between them two more balanced.

In the following sections, | will go through thetdgrovided by the participants in
the same order as the beginners and at the saraewtiinhighlight the differences

between those two groups.
7.3.1. Section “Attitudes towards the Germarglaage” in the advanced groups

The results of the first section of the questioraare in fact very similar to those
of the beginners, with only some minor distinctiohe majority of answers show a
pronounced positive attitude towards the Germaguage. The students still “really
enjoy learning German” (mean 5,2, equal to the rbegs) and plan to learn it as
much as possible (again equal to the beginners aatg0). There is almost no

variation for these two questions, only 3 partiagaout of 53 rate them with
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“strongly” or “moderately disagree”, but from othemswers in their questionnaires it
may be concluded that these 3 participants domend to continue studying German

and are pronouncedly unmotivated in their curréundiss.

Interestingly, fewer of the advanced students adghe¢ German is similar to
Swedish — only 4,4 (slightly to moderately agregpiast 4,7 by the beginners.
Additionally, the variation in their answers is@lsiuch more noticeable than in the
beginners groups, with a full range from strongbadree to strongly agree. This may
be related to the fact that students with somenebeig experience of studying
German make their judgments according to a deepkénwre detailed knowledge of
the language they have already gained during #Hraileg process, and not according
to the first impressions from studying or some alleanecdotal knowledge that may
guide beginners. It is also worth mentioning thé¥amced students tend to be less
categorical about the statement that German wdrasare similar to Swedish are
puzzling because they have another meaning: then k8,3 (slightly disagree to
agree) against 3,0 by the beginners. Again, thig bearelated to the broadening of
vocabulary by advanced students and their expegianth such words that still can

appear puzzling because of their formal similagitieit different semantics.

The advanced learners also rate the complexithhefGerman language higher
than the beginners: a mean of 4,6 against 4,2, venwevith some noticeable
variations as well. The difficulty of German granmweas rated almost equally: 4,1
by the advanced and 4,2 by the beginners. The spaariation is really dramatic
here, including the whole grading scale distribujede evenly among all advanced

groups.

Two negatively worded items (“German spelling isngticated”, “German sounds
aggressive”) were rated with means of 2,5 and 30ghtly disagree”), almost
identical with the beginners, and also exhibitednsovariation from “strongly
disagree” to some rare “strongly agree” (some 5e6%he answers).

Finally, the acoustic and phonological side of Gamm(“l like German
songs/music” and “I like the way German sounds”jemated higher than in the first
group: 4,1 against 4,0 and 4,8 against 4,5 respgtiHere, too, the variations were
noticeable, however there was more unity in pasitassertions about the way
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German sounds, whereas attitudes towards Germanic musre far less

homogeneous.

Their overall experience with learning German thedsnts describe as very or
rather positive (with a mean of 1,6 (where 1 = Yvpositive”), only 0,1 points lower
than the beginners), with four neutral participaated only one rather negative

towards it.

The most interesting part of this section is howefeaind in the open-ended
comments that were provided by almost all partitcipaNearly everyone mentions
the complexity of the German grammar: some expeitteéd be as difficult as it
turned out to be, some did not and have had tggieuwith it, but interestingly, the
overwhelming majority of students write that thaititudes towards German have
improved with learning: “It gets more and more resting with time. Grammar
becomes also easier” (UPE-1); “At the beginningdhd like it very much, but now
I've started to appreciate the language more ande’m{@JIE-4); “I've always loved
German, but my interest has grown since I've stastadying it at the university,
mainly because of our teachers that are really 'g¢8tC-4); “It turned out to be
more fun and interesting than | expected” (SIC*Byge liked it more and more while
learning” (SIC-10), and so on. Many students mentiloeir fascination with the
language when they found out that they can readspapers and literature, are able
to communicate with Germans and understand theutageg with less effort. Many
admit that it raised their motivation, and menttba high quality of education at the

universities that they experience and good teachers

A small number of informants mention that the laage and grammar are as
complicated as they expected so they haven't esipeed any dramatic changes in
their attitudes, or that they still expected Gernbarbe easier and more similar to

Swedish but this challenge didn’t prevent them fi@positive learning experience.

It is obvious that students continue their studgwath advanced levels because of
their motivation, otherwise they would have hadpgred the course before. Sadly it
was not possible to receive information about theug size on various teaching
levels because the groups reassemble differendyyeterm and consist of new and
“old” students who apply for courses. Thereforey#s not possible to calculate the

62



percentage of drop-outs from courses. Still, regbadtatements about growing
motivation and improved attitudes towards Germémwnals to conclude that there is
a generally positive relation between the learrérgerience and a growing or stable

motivation.
7.3.2. Section “Motivation” in the advanced groups

The very first and probably most important obseoratoncerning motivation is
that the ratings by the advanced students are mmigtier or at least somewhat higher
than those by the beginners in each and everynstateof the section (see Figure 4
below).

6
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Figure 4. Motivation. “Studying German is important to me because it vallow
me...”

A) to be more at ease with German speakers.

B) to meet and converse with more and varied people.

C) to better understand and appreciate German atttarature.

D) to participate more freely in the activities of etltultural groups.

E) I'll need it for my future career.

F) it will someday be useful in getting a good job.

G) other people will respect me more if | have knowledf a foreign language.

H) it will make me a more knowledgeable person.
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The already revealed tendency towards integratiggvation by the beginners is
even stronger and pronounced in the advanced Isarfibe statements focused on
integrative motivation (the four leftmost ones dre tchart) received the highest
ratings: “studying German is important to me beeatisvill allow me to be more at
ease with German speakers (5,2 against 4,7 bydgarers); to meet and converse
with more and varied people (5,1 against 4,8); éttdo understand and appreciate
German art and literature (5,0 against 4,5); il wihke me a more knowledgeable
person” (4,6 against 4,5). These four statement® weted clearly above average
(“moderately agree” and above with the only exaepbf the last question). Answers
are however more heterogeneous in comparison wéttbéginners. The least popular
statement from the integrative motivation part aghthve advanced groups is here the
same: “Studying German is important to me becawg# be able to participate more
freely in the activities of other cultural groupsiyt it was still rated with the score
4,4 (against 4,0 among beginners).

As for instrumental motivation, the ratings by tlelvanced students are
observably higher than by the beginners, but thddecy is the same: the students
doubt that they will need German for their futuegezr, however they still admit that
their language knowledge may be useful in gettirmptier job (see the fifth and the
sixth pile on the chart above).

In contrast to the beginners, only 15 out of 53ammbed participants wrote any
comments about their motivation for studying. Aheéit reasons were diverse, so it
was quite hard to make any generalizations: somémee to study German because
they like the language and enjoy the learning, sothers because they would like to

move to Germany and probably to work there, or beeaf personal ties.

Summing up, the motivation pattern for studying i®&m among advanced
students is very similar to the beginners, in thest also pronouncedly integrative. At

the same time, all motivational statements werkagdrsomewhat higher.

7.3.3. Section “Attitudes towards Germans” in trdvanced groups
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The reaction to the most controversial and unewaanh @f the questionnaire was
generally not as dramatic to the advanced grodprate beginners. Only 3 students

left some blank questions, the comments over tbgosewere also somewhat calmer.

The first three statements (“I like Germans in galie“In general, Germans are
nice and friendly people”, “I would like to get kmow Germans better”) were ranked
with 5.2-5.3 (against 5,0 by the beginners), witth much variation and not a single

rate of 3,0 or lower.

Another two positively worded items (“The more &te about Germans, the more
| like them”; “In general, Germans are trustworthyd dependable”) were ranked
almost equally to the beginners, 4,8 and 4,7 rés@be (both 4,7 in the previous
group), although somewhat less homogeneously. Adh& overall tendency is a
positive attitude towards Germans with statemeatdked even a bit higher than by

the beginners.

Two further positively worded statements, “Germans in general punctual and
meticulous” and “Generally, Germans are hard-waykinvere ranked with 4,6 and
4,4 respectively, in comparison to 4,5 for botltha previous group. Interestingly, all
of the participants in both groups who refused ngwer some questions in this
section left exactly these two statements blanlk. rfBason for such a decision may be
the fact that these two points, along with the onggative worded item “Some
Germans may be rude and bad-mannered” (ranked ghihst 3,8) are the most
stereotypical and in certain sense simplified omésch causes negative reaction and
refusal to provide an opinion on them. As somehef participants mentioned in the

comments, they don’t want to be guided by steresstyqf any kind.

Again, the overall ranking for the section was som&t higher than by the
beginners. Here, the comments provided also soruabla information. Generally,
people reacted calmer to the statements, and mepigieed that they don’t have
enough experience to agree or disagree with theaihtheir judgments are based only
on those Germans who they met and/or know persgraadt! finally, that they missed
a “don’t know” option here. Such answers and contmerere found in about one-

third of the questionnaires.
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Some of the students, however, dared to make tbem judgments and
conclusions based on their experience and ovemallviedge: “I find Germany quite
dynamic and well organized country, which seems &sapply to the citizens. These
are characteristics that | highly appreciate” (UFE- Someone admits the existing
stereotype: “Swedes generally think of Germansuasfoal and meticulous” (UIE-
5); someone, on the contrary, experienced Gerntabs stereotypical: “When | lived
in Germany, | experienced Germans to be prejudibedause I'm Swede and not
blonde!” (SIIC-1).

All in all, the results of this section showed tiia¢ advanced students also have
pronounced positive attitudes towards Germans e and wish to communicate
with them more, but are cautious with making gelimatons and refer to a lack of
sufficient experience with Germans to be able toe@gor disagree with given

statements.
7.3.4. Section “Foreign language learning and tHé"fn the advanced groups

The final ranking section of the questionnaire eded the biggest similarities
between the two groups of participants. Althougtréhare some small differences in
ranking, the scores don’t vary more than 0,1 poiAts overview of the section is
provided in the chart below.
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Figure 5. Foreign language learning motivation

A) If | were visiting a foreign country | would likeotbe able to speak the language of
the local people.

B) Even though most Swedes speak English, it is imporfor them to learn other
foreign languages.

C) I'wish | could speak another language perfectly.

D) | want to read the literature of a foreign languagthe original language rather than
a translation.

E) | often wish | could read newspapers and magaiimasother language.

F) 1 would really like to learn a lot of foreign lanages.

G) If | planned to stay in another country, | would keaa great effort to learn the
language even though | could get along in English.

H) | enjoy meeting and listening to people who spdalkmlanguages.

I) Studying a foreign language is an enjoyable expeee

On the scale from 0 to 6 the similarities in thekiags of both groups is clearly
visible. The statement “| wish | could speak anotlmnguage perfectly” got the
maximal rating in both groups (6.0), “strongly agjret shows that all participants of
the survey are striving to reach a highest posgitméciency in a foreign language. It
is questionable how realistic it is for a persorhow much effort they want and are
able to invest into this goal. Still, the resulpeasses a high learning and integrative
motivation of all students. A high ranking of thatement “If | planned to stay in
another country, | would make a great effort tordethe language even though |

could get along in English” also supports thisestagnt, as well as the third one in the
67



set of statements about the general willingnessitegrate into a foreign language
environment, “If | were visiting a foreign countryvould like to be able to speak the
language of the local people”. Those three questreceived the highest rankings.
The second group of statements dealing with aliitsead literature and newspapers
in foreign languages and overall interest in fanelgnguage learning was ranked
lower, with 5,4 or somewhat below, “moderately &jresee the Figure 5 above).

Turning to the last part of the fourth section deplwith the EU initiatives, the

advanced students showed also a very low awarabess them.

Only 13% of the advanced participants (in comparigm 18% in the beginners
group) had heard about the initiative “mother taglus two languages”. However,
awareness about the CEFR is notably higher in thvereced group, 38% (against

22% among the beginners).

Although only one-third of all students shared ithepinion about both EU
language projects, it is worth mentioning that tlverwhelming majority is positive

about them. Two charts below represent the detadgdlts of the survey.
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Figure 6. Opinions about the initiative “mother tongue plus two languages”
(please chose maximum three options out of fourRo you think the initiative is...

(Percentage of all students in each group who shatehis opinion).
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Figure 7. Opinions about the CEFR(please chose maximum three options out of
four). Do you think the initiative is..(in % from all students of each groups who

shared their opinion).

Two points are important here. First, the awarensssut CEFR is among
advanced groups is almost twice as high as in éggnbers (38% against 22%). This
may be explained in the following way: those whodst German longer are also
more familiar with learning materials, examinatiptesarning modules, i.e. with the
“industry” of foreign language learning and teachin Europe, which has a solid
anchor in CEFR. Especially German teaching materiaboks and, among others,
DaF (Deutsch als Fremdsprache, German as foremguéme) projects and activities
of the Goethe Institt normally make reference to CEFR. Therefore, tholse are
longer involved in language learning, know more WHbGEFR and possibly other
related EU projects. This will be discussed in endetail in the following chapter

(see “Discussion” part).

Secondly, the overwhelming majority of participamtho filled in this part note
that CEFR is useful, so they think that there iseed of a common European

framework that clearly sets out the levels of téagtioreign languages and progress

19 Goethe Institut is an organization that stands @arman language and culture abroad (i.e.
outside Germany). It promotes various cultural ¢vemd projects and is a recognized authority én th
area of teaching German as foreign languagew.goethe.de
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and proficiency tracking of students. And last gt least, 70% to 75% of
participants think that the initiative “mother targgplus two languages” is good, so

the attitude towards this aim is pronouncedly posit

A summary of the results, their significance, resedimitations and possible
applications will be provided in the next chapter.
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8. Discussion and conclusion

In this final chapter | will first summarize the stoimportant findings of the
present study and then discuss the research liomgaand analyze the results in a
broader context in relation to other studies. Fjnahe EU language initiatives in

connection with the study results will be discussed

Concerning the informants’ background, one of tlesinstriking observations is a
great number and variety of foreign languages #8pmak. Not counting German and
Swedish, the 99 students speak 24 different laregjaand 2 to 4 foreign languages
per person. These facts describe the participants tauly multilingual public. We
may speculate that such students are highly igegiti are used to foreign language
learning routines, have experience in multilingc@mmunication and in being in an
international environment. The fact that theseip@éants of the study are not only
regular university students but representativesasious social strata with various

educational and occupational backgrounds raisesdikeatific value of the findings.

Another important finding is that German as a fgneianguage is perceived quite
differently by students despite an absolutely ioahtstudy environment, learning
materials and even the same teacher. It meansatiguiage attitudes are shaped and
possibly changed by inner, personal factors ansoresa This supports the theoretical
claim that individual differences make a differenicg the success in language

learning.

Further, even though few participants see an imateduse of their study of
German for their career, the majority of them adtimétt knowledge of an additional
foreign language improves one’s CV and makes om®i@ qualified job candidate.
This supports the claim that individual multilingigan and, consequently, ability to

work in an international environment is a valuabletor of a successful career.

Moving forward to the core aim of the researchijtiates and motivation of
learners, let us first sum up the reasons the stadeve for learning German Three
main types of reasons are given: personal ties Wdrmany and/or Germans;
professional development, career, economics; armbus integrative motivated

reasons such as love for the language, desiream German literature, fun with
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learning a foreign language etc, where the laasons prevail in the answers of

participants.

The prevalent motivation for studying German amdmgth beginners and
advanced groups is integrative, according to bathntjitative and qualitative data
collected. This integrative motivation is a dedioe informal communication with
relatives and friends in/ffrom Germany and a pas$&onGerman literature, culture
and the language itself. By contrast, instrumemntativation, such as hoping to win
respect for knowing a foreign language or defimiéeeer goals and/or professional
advantages for speaking German lags far behindyratige motivation The only
difference revealed between the two learner graugs that all integrative oriented
statements of motivation were ranked somewhat highgong advanced students.
However it would be not fair to conclude that adweh students have a higher
integrative motivation. The difference is slighthdaa statistical significance test
would be desirable to make a more pronounced s&ateabout this. But so far, one
can suggest that advanced groups have more cooéidentheir rankings of own
motivation due to their language learning expememnd commitment to study

German.

As for the attitudes towards German language, #éneyalso pronouncedly positive
in both groups. Even though almost everyone meetiothe complexity of the
German grammar, the overwhelming majority of stuslemrote that their attitudes
towards German had improved with learning. The facthat the two features of
German language, namely complexity of grammar acwlstic properties of the
language that are traditionally connected with tiggaattitudes towards German,
didn’t frighten the students off. On the contramgany noted that they like the
somewhat “aggressiveness” of German and that themrgar made them take their

study of German more serious and gave them momneifggdiscipline.

The investigation of attitudes towards Germans ggareerally very similar results.
Even though many participants were cautious witlkkinga generalizations on the
level of the whole nation and referred to a lack soffficient experience with

Germans, more than 90% of students did provide @nian and they were also
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pronouncedly positive and demonstrated opennessh vand willingness to
communicate more with the native speakers of Geramano learn them more.

Finally, no clear attitudinal changes were foundween the two participant
groups. This could be due to a number of reasanst, Ehe design of the study was
semi-longitudinal, where two groups different individuals were observed:
beginners and intermediate/advanced, and not the gaoup of learners in progress.
If one and the same group of learners had beemaakén progress, with several
testing sessions over a year or two of study, oindividual learners had been
followed, e.g. via interviews, over an extendeetstn of time, other results may have
been reached This was however not feasible dugettrhe limits for this MA thesis,

and may be considered a research limitation.

Secondly, it was not possible to track the peagabf students who had dropped
out from a German course due to lack of motivaind/or negative attitudes towards
the language and its teaching. Therefore, the tsesfl this study are based on
participants who are motivated enough to contimggr tanguage course beyond the
first few months (in the case of beginners), and wh the case of the more advanced
students, are motivated enough to enroll in andicoa an intermediate/advanced
course. It is thus not surprising to see high leval motivation and pronounced
positive attitudes towards German in these learr&til, repeated statements in the
participants’ comments about growing motivation amgroved attitudes towards
German allow us to conclude that there is a gelyepalsitive relation between the

learning experience and a growing or stable matwat

A study of attitudes and motivation among studestsGerman at National
Chenghchi University in Taipei, Taiwan, by Tristhay (2008) revealed similar
patterns. Even though the cultural and linguistftetences between Taiwanese and
Swedish student are large (for instance, a traditlp instrumental approach towards
learning in general shaped by Chinese culture anduCian philosophy (Lay, 2008:
3), typological differences between Chinese andr@eic languages, etc.), a positive
experience of foreign language learning, and pasaititudes towards German result
in a greater learning motivation which is pronoutigentegrative (Lay, 2008: 6).
Also the study by Schlak et. al. (2002) of interoadl university students of German
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in Germany revealed that integrative factors arked highest among reasons for

learning German; however, instrumental motivateggled not far behind.

Finally, the present study showed that attitudestds EU projects in the area of
foreign language learning and assessment are djgnezey positive and favourable
amongst those students who are aware of them. Ehargh awareness of these
projects is still very low, awareness increasesthes learners advance in their
language studies. As was already mentioned in theiqus chapter, this may be
explained with the fact that those students whoehavionger experience of the
foreign language industry are more familiar withFEEbecause teaching materials in
German are normally adjusted to a certain CEFRI.Ié&l@wever, there are also big
differences in how CEFR levels are implemented ilatoguage teaching design,

materials and exams in Germany and Sweden.

The industry of Swedish as second language (svesska andrasprak, SAS)
makes very few if any references to CEFR. The guwental authority Skolverket
that develops curricula and standards for the eetiucational system from preschool
up to high school and is also responsible for S8&lverket however uses its own
system of courses and levels: beginners coursgsveinska for invandrare, Swedish
for immigrants) which roughly correspond to A1-AEER levels, basic course SAS
(approximately B1 level), and finally more advanaadirses SAS A, B and C that
roughly corresponds to CEFR levels B2-C2. A SAS$eRificate is required to be
admitted to a Swedish university and in most cége®ssential for highly skilled job

searchers.

Moreover, foreign language courses at Swedish npalicschools for adult
learners and high school students (kommunalvuxddatbg, KomVux) make
almost no references to CEFR either. Usually tle#ee4-5 modules (for instance,
Tyska 1, 2 etc.), and each lasts approximately t@nm. A detailed qualitative
description of every module, including study aind ayrading criteria, may be found
on the Skolverket websitev(vw.skolverket.sg

During the year 2012, a major school reform in Severd underway, and, the area
of Swedish as second language is due to be chaasyeell: a new curriculum, a

new, more developed grading system and some ottarges will be introduced.
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However, it is highly uncertain whether CEFR wi#dome more influential in this
area and whether Skolverket, the governmental atghavill use it for developing
new curricula and routines for SAS, teaching anarmimg Swedish as second

language.

By contrast, the rather small industry of Swedishagoreign language (small at
least in comparison to SAS and German as foreigguage) refers to CEFR more
often. Swedish as foreign language covers teachimgdish to non-immigrants (e.g.
short summer courses in Swedish, Swedish for iatemal students at universities
and teaching Swedish abroad), and here one of uhmmer schools in Swedish,
Uppsala International Summer School (UIS8yw.uiss.org for instance, clearly

relates placement tests and proficiency leveSEER.

All'in all, the “inner” language learning industsi@nd policies in Sweden appear
to have their own routines with almost no connectio CEFR, whilst “outer”
practices for international learners of Swedishehaworporated the standards of

CEFR to some degree.

The situation in Germany differs from Sweden coesaflly. As already
mentioned, almost all teaching materials and staggls of the Goethe Institut are
anchored in CEFR, both for international learnard anmigrants. Study materials
and textbooks for foreign languages published im@ay usually mention the CEFR
level they are designed for. Moreover, the learmmapules of foreign languages at
municipal schools for adult learners (VolkshochsehWHS) also build on CEFR
levels. Thus, CEFR is strongly incorporated inlcaadas of the foreign language and

German language learning industries in Germany.

The above described situation of language learimdgstries in Sweden vis-a-vis
Germany may in fact be responsible for the low awess levels of CEFR among
students in Sweden. It leads us to further disonssf why some EU countries
implement European initiatives such as CEFR agtifelg. Germany), whilst others
keep clear of them and continue to use their owohieg standards and systems (e.g.
Sweden). Here it is worth mentioning that Swedenejd the EU in 1995, and CEFR
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was introduced in 1996, so both Germany and Swkddrthe same starting point for

using and implementing it.

Turning to the initiative of “mother tongue plusadanguages”, there appears to
be a certain discrepancy between the project iedidy the EU and the general idea
a mother tongue plus two languages. Even thoug feer participants in the study
had heard anything about the actual EU project,yns¢ated that they find the idea as
such good and useful. The reason for such a lowemgas about the EU initiative
may be due to the near-complete lack of any adwegtifor it at institutes of
education in Sweden, at least in Stockholm and Blppegions. One of the target
audiences of the initiative, students, receivesoatnmo information about it at their
institutes of education. The sense of a ‘studemtSweden is much wider than in
many other countries that traditionally considerdsints as mostly young people up
the age of 23-25. Students in Sweden may be of diffigrent ages and walks of life:
many people decide to pursue a degree after gaiamgextensive working
experience, or to change their specialization tadyssome separate courses without
pursuing a degree programme and so on. The sammiesto the high school
education for adults (gymnasial utbildning/vuxeniditing). The education in
Sweden is free of charge, many people take therappty and study something for
their own interest and pleasure. That is why umsitgihigh school students may be
considered as target audience for the initiatiherd are people who are eager to
study. And so, the educational institutions arealiddaces to learn about the EU

initiatives on language learning.

Additionally, the low awareness of the EU languagaiects may be related to a
more general, traditionally low interest in theuiss of the “big and distant” work in
Brussels. For instance, the EU Parliament electiomsout in European countries is
usually lower than the turnout in elections on @alpcountry level. For instance, in
Sweden the turnout at the general elections in 204984.6 per cent, whether at the
EU Parliament elections in 2009 — only 45.53 pent ¢&tatistiska centralbyran,
2011b; UK Political Info, 2009). This may be reldt® the idea that citizens take the
national elections more serious, perceive them amenmportant and decisive for
themselves, whilst the EU Parliament elections im&ageen as too far removed from

their own lives and interests. EU Parliament etectiurnout has also been falling
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steadily across all EU countries since the firstgbns in 1979 indicating increased
apathy about the Parliament despite its increagmiver over that peridd So, for
instance, when students of German hear about thdriZ&n ambitious aim of having
two foreign languages in addition to their moth@rgue for every European citizen,
many of them think that this is a good and usefehi but have a very slight if any
idea about how the project should be implementddtuneasures will be taken and
when this goal may be reached. On their own, patsdevel however, they have
practically already reached this goal without bedmgare that this is what ‘Brussels’

tries to encourage for the whole European Union.

Coming back to the results of the EurobarometevesurEuropeans and their
languages”, there is a big discrepancy betweenofiieions of the subjects of the
given study and the participants of the Eurobaremstirvey. The latter covered 29
European countries (EU members plus Croatia an#eijr and more than 28 000
people from various segments of population pariteid. At the present survey 99
people living Sweden participated, and even thahgly are also of different age and
professional occupation, they are all active leanef at least a second foreign
language, and this is a fundamental difference éetmthe respondents of these two
surveys. Predictably, the latter public is much eneager and optimistic about the
idea of mother tongue plus two languages: more T@a% of them think that the idea
is good and useful. On the contrary, only 27% o# tBurobarometer survey
participants in Sweden tend to agree with the stateé that “everyone in the
European Union should be able to speak two languagaddition to their mother
tongue”, and this is the lowest percentage amohg!lalcountries (Eurobarometer
243: 56). One of probable explanations for sucbva figure is that Eurobarometer
respondents don’t feel and experience the nee@am lanother foreign language:
they cope with their communicative necessities emallenges with the help of their
mother tongue and English only (remembering thatoating to the same
Eurobarometer survey, 90% of Swedes claim abiitigdld a conversation in English

(Eurobarometer 243: 9). Hence, there is no exteimalit for learning a second

M Turnout figures for every EU country and a graplanc be found here:

http://www.ukpolitical.info/european-parliament-ef®n-turnout.htm
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foreign language and no inner interest to do serefore, both instrumental and

integrative motivation are lacking.

The participants of the present survey may be densd as a minority with
regards to their positive attitudes and motivatioreearn a second foreign language.
They have already incarnated the ambitious EU a&fehmay be considered sooner as
a positive example than a target audience for tbeiritiative. The actual target
audience is rather the respondents of the Euroletesreurvey, “average” Europeans,
who are not active language learners and who d&&tthe immediate sense and use
of this initiative. To reach the goal, the EU atelmembers should think about how
to involve this audience in the language learnifigere may be several approaches
how to reach this public. Both instrumental ancegnative motivation should be
affected, as well as the awareness of the polimyiaiive and the European idea
behind it should be raised: people should havereateneed, internal wish and a
general understanding of why to learn another fpordanguage. If at least two of
these three factors will be targeted, it may leighe be “back to school” and start to
learn a new foreign language. An external needionsunicate in a foreign language
depends very much on the life situation of evergiviidual and can be hardly
stimulated with a policy, whether to arouse anrimé wish to know and learn a
foreign language and to stimulate an integrativéivabon may be quite universal.
First of all it's about to arouse curiosity andeirgst of individuals for other countries,
cultures and languages. And probably one of thet eftective strategies to stimulate
one’s curiosity is to target individuals of the rhesceptive age, i.e. to approach
children and teenagers. Interests and learningtshadnising at childhood and
adolescence are often influence the whole adudt [ifo arouse interest of an
individual in other languages, cultures and coestris the task of educational
institutions, kindergartens and schools, but ndy af them. It's the task of the
family and the society in general. So to reach sitpe effect, a sum of efforts and

measures on all societal levels should be achieved.

Concerning a general awareness about multilinguails Europe, the wide range
of languages spoken in Europe and importance ofwkigp and speaking many
languages, one of the important contributors iis timea is the Mercator European

Network of Language Diversity Centres (see chapter more details). Even though
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those centres are first of all oriented towardsamty languages and are located in
respective regions where minority languages areesgmted (for instance, in the
region of Friesland; in Sweden, where Finnish aaciSpopulation is represented
and some others), Mercator works toward embraciagitipe attitudes towards
multilingualism within minority and majority langga communities. Their activities
include disseminating information on language-ezlapolicies of the European

Commission which makes an important contributiomtdtilingual awareness rising.

In a perfect world, one can imagine that all leagnmnaterials and examinations in
all EU countries will have a clear reference anflistthent to CEFR, so that every
person from an early school age will be familiathmt and may easy understand
what the levels mean, and even may be able to pieteown language knowledge
on the scale. And of course, there will be at lé¢ast foreign languages by every
individual that would correspond B1 to C2 level GEFR. It is however most
guestionable whether this perfect state of languagevledge constellations may
ever be reached, and if so, then when. But to stdH, it might be useful if the
information about EU initiatives in the area of dalage learning will be easily
accessible for current and future learners, anddvbe clearer, more structured and
practically oriented. Secondly, common, integrafeaopean standards of language
proficiency, teaching materials and examinationsildbanake the whole system of
language education more transparent, clear and-freadly” for those who wish to

learn a foreign language.

All in all, the present small-scale research isattempt to indicate attitudes and
motivation of second foreign language learnerstarldok at a specific case of some
individuals learning German at two Swedish unive¥si with regards to a more
“global” EU language learning policy. A certain spieity of the chosen audience
(the tested learners are rather exceptional pestkamples of motivated and already
multilingual learners) doesn’t allow call such aartte a representative sample and
has no claim for any generalizations. This limdatis due to a limited scope and
research design of a Master thesis. A sample imgudtudents of other second
foreign languages in other educational institutiansl especially in other European
countries may give different results and give miafermation on foreign language

learning in the EU.
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Additionally, the research aim to find any patteafisttitudinal changes was also
not reached because no evident changes were dktedtee process of questionnaire
testing. This may be due to already mentioned &tioh of a semi-longitudinal study
(the tested subjects are not the same persons wh® tested several times over a
certain period but different people), but also doeguestionnaire design, sentence
wording and sequences. A so-called social desitgliifect may also play its role in
the answers of participants and, consequently,h& research outcome: people
sometimes tend to give answers that are regardpdsisve and good in the society
but not the honest answers of what they reallyktlaimd do. That is why bias of such
guestionnaires may lower the value of the datareasdarch outcome: the answers of
participants may be overrated and more positive thay really are. This seems to be
the case in some parts of the results where anssersose to their highest possible
rates. A different approach with more qualitatidengents in the research, semi-
structured interviews with participants could pdwia more precise and relevant

data.

Moreover, another important aspect that could pl®view and valuable insights
into the problem but was beyond the scope of thegnt study is the actual use of the
language after finishing the language course: whaghl of proficiency students have
reached? How actively and in which contexts they the knowledge they obtained?
Whether they still find it useful and important lEarn a second foreign language?

Was it worth it to invest time and efforts into ¢prage learning?

All these questions are also of immediate relevatiacehe topic of language
learning and use in Europe, so a new study withemepresentative research sample,
a wider range of languages and a survey on “alumihianguage courses could be a

next step in this research area.
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Appendix 1. Questionnaire

Learning German in Sweden

We would like to ask you to help us by answering the following questions concerning your learning
of German. This survey is conducted by Master student Polina Kordik at Uppsala University to better
understand motivation and attitudes towards German among learners of German in Sweden. This is
not a test so there are no “right” or “wrong” answers and you don’t even have to write your name on it.
We are interested in your personal opinion. Please give your answers sincerely as only this will
guarantee the success of the investigation.

Your answers to all questions will be treated with the strictest confidence.

Thank you very much for your help! ©

|. Attitudes towards the German language

The following are a number of statements with which some people agree and others
disagree. We would like you to indicate your opinion after each statement by ticking the box

that best indicates the extent to which you agree or disagree with the statement.

Statement Stron Moderat Slight Slig Moderat Stron
gly ely ly htly ely
disag disagre disag agre agree
e
. | really enjoy learning German. a a a a a a
. I plan to learn as much German as a a a a a a
possible.
. German is a very complex a a a a a a
language.
. I like the way German sounds. a a a a a a
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Statement Moderat Slight Slig Moderat Stron
ely ly htly 1\ gly

disagre disag agre agree

e e

5. | have difficulties with German a a a a a a
grammar.

6. German spelling is complicated. (| (| a (| a a

7. German sounds aggressive. (| (| a (| a a

8. I like songs/music in German. a a a a a a

9. German is similar to Swedish. a a a a a a

10.German words that are similar to a a a a a a

Swedish are puzzling because
they have another meaning.

11.Overall my experience with learning German is... (choose one option)
a) very positive
b) rather positive
) neither positive nor negative
d) rather negative

e) very negative

Please write a few words to describe your experience with learning German (for example, how your
expectations of German differ before you started to learn and afterwards? Were they (dis)proven? Was
it more/less complicated than you expected? Has anything changed in your attitudes during the time
you learn German?)
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[I. Motivation

Please indicate your opinion by ticking the box that best indicates the extent to which you agree

or disagree with the statement.

Statement

1. Studying German is important to me because it will allow me

to be more at ease with German speakers.

2. Studying German is important to me because it will allow me

to meet and converse with more and varied people.

3. Studying German is important to me because it will enable me

to better understand and appreciate German art and literature.

4. Studying German is important to me because | will be able to

participate more freely in the activities of other cultural groups.

5. Studying German is important to me only because I'll need it

for my future career.

6. Studying German is important to me because | think it will

someday be useful in getting a good job.

Strongly

disagree

Moderately

disagree
Slightly
disagree

Slightly agree
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Strongly agree



7. Studying German is important to me because other people
will respect me more if | have knowledge of a foreign language.

8. Studying German is important to me because it will make me

a more knowledgeable person.

Maybe you have any other reasons for learning German? Please share them with
us!

[1l. Attitudes toward Germans

Please indicate your opinion by ticking the box that best indicates the extent to which
you agree or disagree with the statement.

Statement Stron Moderat Slight Slig Moderat Stron
gly ely ly htly ely
disag disagre disag agre agree
e
1. I like Germans in general. a a a a a a
2. In general, Germans are nice a a a a a a
and friendly people.
3. 1 would like to get to know a a a a a a
Germans better.
4. The more | learn about Germans, a a a a a a

the more | like them.
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Statement Moderat Slight Slig Moderat Stron

ely ly htly ely gly
disagre disag agre agree agre
e ree e

5. Germans are in general punctual (| (| a a a a
and meticulous (punktliga och
noggranna).

6. Generally, Germans are hard- (| (| a a a a
working.

7. Some Germans may be rude and (| (| a a a a

bad-mannered.

8. In general, Germans are a a a a a a
trustworthy and dependable
(trovardiga och palitliga).

9. In case you would like to comment on these questions or expand on your choice, you can do
SO here

IV. Foreign language learning and the European Union.

Please indicate your opinion by ticking the box that best indicates the extent to which you
agree or disagree with the statement.

> >
O = O (] —
50 290 20 20 20 Fo
= .C
Statement E2 5% 5% 55 0= 5=
Pt o = =9 5 D S O

1. If I were visiting a foreign country | would like to be able to
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speak the language of the local people.

2. Even though most Swedes speak English, it is important for

them to learn other foreign languages.

3. I wish | could speak another language perfectly.

4. | want to read the literature of a foreign language in the

original language rather than a translation.

5. | often wish | could read newspapers and magazines in

another language.

6. | would really like to learn a lot of foreign languages.

7. If I planned to stay in another country, | would make a great
effort to learn the language even though I could get along in
English.

8. | enjoy meeting and listening to people who speak other

languages.

9. Studying a foreign language is an enjoyable experience.

92



10.1 have heard/read about the European Union initiative “mother tongue plus two
languages”.

Yes U No 4
11.1f yes, do you think the initiative is... (choose a maximum of three options)
a) good
b) useful
C) realistic

d) unnecessary

13. | have heard/read about Common European Framework of Reference for Languages
(CEFR), which introduced the scale of foreign language knowledge Al, A2, B1, B2, C1, C2.

Yes O No U

14.1f yes, do you think the Framework is... (choose a maximum of three options)
a) useful
b) easy to understand
c) vague, unclear
d) is arecognized standard of foreign language proficiency

15.1f you have any further thoughts, comments or suggestions concerning the learning of
German and other foreign languages, please write them down here.

V. Background information

To have a clearer picture of survey participants and to interpret its results correctly,
please answer some questions about your background.

1. Your age:
a) 20 or younger
b) 20-25
c) 25-35
d) 35-45

e) 45 or older

93



. Your mother tongue
a) Swedish
b) Other (please specify)

. Have you grown up in Sweden?

Yes U No U

. Have you grown up monolingual O bi/multilingual Q4 ?
. Have you lived in other countries than Sweden for a year or more?

Yes U No U

. Which other foreign languages you have learned? (please
specify)

. Your education level is

Gymnasium or lower 4

Professional education U

University degree (Bachelor, Master, Diploma) U

Doctoral Degree U

. Do you have any relatives or friends in Germany? Yes U No U

. How long have you learned German? (please specify the number of months)

If you would like to participate in further research on this topic and be interviewed, please
write down your e-mail or telephone number (and your first name to address you

correctly).

If you would like to receive the results of the study, please write down your e-
mail

Thank you very much for your time and effort! @
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