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Abstract 

In today’s world, the English language is perceived as an universal language of 

education, science, diplomacy, business, technology, commerce, media, tourism, and 

entertainment, among other areas of human activity. English is not the only language 

used in international communications, but it is the only language in the world whose 

non-native speakers outnumber the native speakers. It is precisely due to the number of 

non-native users of English that it receives a status of global or international language. 

This paper has two major purposes, that are: exploring the emerging views on the 

phenomenon commonly termed English as an International Language (EIL), and 

examining whether the effects of new ways of understanding the English language can 

be traced in the context of English language teaching (ELT) in Iceland. The theoretical 

part of the study discusses two major areas of interest for the pedagogy of English that 

are: multilingualism and awareness of different varieties of English; and 

multiculturalism and cross-cultural awareness. The empirical part of the study consists 

of a survey in which 30 English teachers, who teach at the compulsory and upper-

secondary level in Iceland, took part. The aim was gaining insight into teachers’ 

perceptions and practices, firstly in relation to exposing students to different native and 

non-native varieties, and, secondly, in relation to incorporation of cultural elements in 

English classes. In their responses, majority of participants demonstrated multilingual 

and multicultural approach to the English language, which enables raising that kind of 

awareness in their students.  Nonetheless, some teachers revealed certain inconsistencies 

between their beliefs and practices, while others expressed a more traditional 

pedagogical approach.  

 

Key words: English as an International language (EIL), English language teaching 

(ELT), multilingualism, multiculturalism
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1 Introduction 

For the first time in human history, the number of non-native speakers of one 

language exceeds the number of native speakers of that language. This is the case of 

English today. This unique socio-linguistic reality has captured scholars’ attention for 

several decades already and there is an ongoing debate about the implications that it has 

in the field of English language teaching (ELT). The present thesis is concerned with 

those implications; therefore, it aims to explore the emerging views on the phenomenon 

commonly termed English as an International Language (EIL). Furthermore, it seeks to 

examine whether the effects of new ways of understanding the English language can be 

traced in the context of ELT in Iceland.  

On a theoretical level, the aim of this thesis is to address the concept of EIL and 

to reflect on two critical topics in relation to the pedagogy of EIL, that are: first, 

multilingualism and awareness of different varieties of English and, second, 

multiculturalism and cross-cultural awareness. On a practical level, this thesis reports a 

small-scale research that explores perceptions and practices of English teachers in 

Iceland in relation to the previously specified critical topics; and compares the results 

obtained to similar kind of studies in an international context.   

The first part of the paper covers the topic at a theoretical level, thus providing a 

literature review that includes a discussion of the concept of EIL, followed by an 

examination of pedagogical implications seen as a consequence of a new understanding 

of the English language. Two areas of interest are defined as crucial for the pedagogical 

practice and they are examined in two separate chapters: Multilingualism and awareness 

of different varieties of English; and Multiculturalism and cross-cultural awareness. In 

order to fully understand the change of the paradigm, guiding principles and common 

beliefs prior to the change are also examined. For that reason, in both chapters 

traditional perspectives are contrasted with the ones that have been arising with the EIL 

approach. Moreover, some suggestions for teaching practice are outlined.  

The second part of the paper reports and discusses the results of the study 

conducted in April 2020 in which 30 English teachers, who teach at the compulsory and 

upper-secondary level in Iceland, took part. The study involved a questionnaire that 

sought insight into teacher’s beliefs about presentation of different varieties of English 
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and cultural elements from different countries in the classroom, topics that have 

received little scholarly attention in Iceland so far. Two research questions were 

formulated:    

1. What is the opinion of English teachers in Iceland about exposing their 

students to different native and non-native varieties of English? 

and, 

2. In teachers’ opinion, which cultural elements should be incorporated in 

English classes in Iceland, and why?   

This thesis is indented to contribute to the research area of ELT in Iceland by 

focusing on teachers’ perceptions and practices in relation to the EIL paradigm. It is 

hoped that teachers’ participation in the study has provided, at least for some of them, 

encouragement to reflect on the topics addressed in the study, thus building a much-

needed bridge between research and practice.   
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2 The theoretical framework 

2.1 English as an International Language 

Due to various historical, political, socio-economic and cultural reasons, English 

has become a dominant language in many spheres of human activity, such as 

international education, science, diplomacy, business, technology, commerce, media, 

tourism, literature, sport and entertainment. Today, English is seen by many as a global 

tool for communication, “a cross-cultural and cross-linguistic universal language” 

(Kachru, 1996, p. 138). Interestingly, English does not achieve the status of a global 

language due to the number of its native speakers. In fact, English language is the only 

language in the world that has a considerably higher number of nonnative users than 

native ones (Crystal, 2003; Kachru, 1996; Seidlhofer, 2003). This unique sociolinguistic 

reality has given rise to an interesting debate about the nature and characteristics of the 

English language and the implications of its global spread.  

As Crystal (2003) explains, a language becomes a global language when 

countries around the world, even those with few or none native speakers of that 

language, decide to give it a special status within their communities. As he explicates, 

this is principally done in two ways: by giving official status to the language which 

makes it become a second language of the country or by prioritizing it in foreign 

language education. Due to several historical, social and economic reasons, the English 

language today has some kind of special status in more than seventy countries, which is 

far more than any other language, and it is also the most studied foreign language in the 

world (Crystal, 2003).  

  When English language teaching and learning are discussed, there has been 

usually a differentiation between the terms English as a second language (ESL) and 

English as a foreign language (EFL). The distinction is based on the amount of exposure 

that the language learners have outside the classroom setting. That is, second language 

learning is considered to happen when learners are surrounded by the target language, as 

when they learn it in the country in which it is spoken and they can easily encounter it 

outside the classroom; while foreign language learning refers to the situation in which 

the target language exposure and usage are limited to the classroom (Brown, 2007). 

With the growing use of English worldwide, this dichotomy, however, has blurred. It is 
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more appropriate to see this issue in terms of continuum: from the learning contexts of 

native-English countries, such as Great Britain and Australia; followed by the countries 

such as Singapore and India in which English performs important roles in education, 

government and business; to Scandinavian countries where English does not have a 

special official status, but a vast majority of people are competent English users 

(Arnbjörnsdóttir, 2007; Brown, 2007). Arguably, English can be regarded as a second 

language in all previously mentioned countries in comparison to the foreign language 

situation of the countries such as Spain, France and Japan (Brown, 2007). However, 

another term, that emerged in the field of applied linguistics in response to the rapid 

spread of English around the world, English as an International Language (EIL), 

perhaps can substitute both ESL and EFL.  

For several decades now, the term EIL has been commonly used in scholarly 

papers. The term International English is sometimes used interchangeably. The latter, 

however, can be misleading since it can suggest a particular variety of English, like in 

phrases British English, Australian English, Indian English and others. In fact, several 

scholars agree that EIL precisely rejects selecting one variety as a lingua franca and 

refers to the use of many varieties of English between speakers coming from different 

national and cultural backgrounds (Davies, 1989; Friedrich & Matsuda, 2010; 

Seidlhofer, 2003; Sharifian, 2009). As Seidlhofer (2003) points out, the term EIL 

signals that there is something that makes English different from languages that are 

clearly linked to their native speakers, “whether it is spoken by those native speakers or 

by people who have learnt it as a foreign language: different attitudes and expectations 

(should) prevail, and different norms (should) apply” (p. 9). Thus, scholars emphasize 

that this is a unique situation for a language in which no community has ownership over 

it, since English belongs to everyone who uses it, no matter which “circle” they belong 

to (Brumfit, 2001; Jenkins, 2000; Kachru, 1985; Seidlhofer, 2003).  

 The idea of representing the complex situation of the international spread of 

English through circles dates back to the Kachru’s model from 1985. This linguist 

classified the varieties of English in three concentric circles that he named the inner, 

outer and expanding circle. The inner circle refers to the countries that traditionally 

represent bases of English, namely the UK, the USA, Canada, Australia and New 

Zealand, in which most people have English as a first language. The outer or extended 
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circle encompasses those territories in which English was institutionalized as a 

consequence of political and socio-cultural motives, that are mostly former colonies of 

English-speaking countries such as Malaysia, Singapore and India. The last, expanding 

circle covers all other countries that do not have a historical connection to the inner 

circle as those from the expanding circle, but have, however, recognized the role of 

English as an international language. This is the situation in many Asian countries, such 

as China and Japan, European countries such as Germany and Iceland and also African 

countries, such as Egypt and Morocco. In all of them, many people use English in 

technological, scientific, academic contexts, and for international relations. Kachru’s 

model (1985) affirmed “cultural pluralism and a linguistic heterogeneity and diversity” 

(Canagarajah, 2006, p. 244) of English, which gave rise to the World Englishes (WE) 

field of discipline. The author explains why he choose to use a plural term: 

"Englishes" symbolizes variation in form and function, use in linguistically and 

culturally distinct contexts, and a range of variety in literary creativity. And, above 

all, the term stresses the WE-ness among the users of English, as opposed to us vs. 

them (native and nonnative). (Kachru, 1996, p. 135)  

Kachru’s model allow the existence of many varieties of English, such as Indian 

English or Nigerian English. They are considered equally valid within their own 

contexts. It is also stressed that these new Englishes have their own norms, that are not 

necessarily dependent on the norms of the varieties coming from inner-circle countries. 

Crystal (2003) observes that international varieties of English “express national 

identities, and are a way of reducing the conflict between intelligibility and identity” 

(p.145). However, when it comes to standardization, the validity of these varieties 

seems to be questionable. Kachru labeled the inner circle norm-providing, the outer 

circle norm-developing and the expanding circle norm-dependent (Kachru, 1996). 

These categories, thus, highlight that the inner-circle countries have the ownership over 

the norms, while the outer circle territories are in process of developing their own 

norms. The countries from the expanding circle, however, do not have this privilege 

since they depend on the norms provided by the inner circle. This is one of the ideas 

that was posteriorly criticized by Canagarajah (2006), among other authors.  
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Canagarajah revisited Kachru’s model in the context of so-called postmodern 

globalization (Hall, 1997, cited in Canagarajah, 2006). An increased flow of people, 

goods and ideas between borders bring languages, communities and cultures in close 

contact, which consequently complements the phenomenon of English language. Many 

international companies use English for business purposes and those interactions 

involve speakers from all three circles from Kachru’s model. Canagarajah (2006) 

questions the idea of national varieties, such as Indian English, for example, since they 

have started spreading outside their national borders. People from Indian use their own 

variety when they conduct business with speakers from other countries. In that way, 

their variety becomes internationally relevant, not only for the speakers from the outer 

and expanding circle, but also for those from the inner circle. That is, even the native 

speakers of English need more than their own varieties when doing business with other 

communities, since they need at least to be able to understand the speakers of World 

Englishes (Canagarajah 2006). Furthermore, we perceive today that the role of English 

is growing in expanding-circle communities for both intranational and international 

purposes. These countries “are developing new norms as they use English for lingua 

franca communication” (Canagarajah 2006, p. 232), so it is questionable if they can still 

be considered norm-dependent, as categorized by Kachru.  

Taking all the above into consideration, it seems logical to define “English as a 

heterogeneous language with multiple norms, with each norm coming into play at 

different levels of social interaction” (Canagarajah 2006, p. 234). If there are various 

norms in different interactions, speakers who want to use English with success need to 

learn to deal with them. Therefore, speakers’ proficiency is ultimately affected by these 

conditions in a way that proficiency in English today is understood as an ability to 

negotiate multiple varieties depending on social contexts. In his recent paper, 

Canagarajah (2014) defines EIL not as a set of established varieties shared by certain 

communities of speakers, but rather as a form of practice of multilingual speakers that 

entails negotiation. Similarly, Friedrich and Matsuda (2010), define EIL in terms of the 

function that this language, shared by multilingual speakers, has in their international 

communication. Sharifian (2009), from his side, uses the term EIL to refer to “a 

paradigm for thinking, research and practice” (p.2) that differs from the previous 

paradigm that used to dominate understanding of the English language.  
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The new way of understanding and defining English has significant implications 

on its pedagogy, and scholars worldwide have been advocating for revisited approach to 

ELT (Alptekin, 2002; Canagarajah, 1999, 2006, 2014; Kumaradivelu, 2012; Matsuda & 

Friedrich, 2011; McKay, 2003, 2012; Matsuda, 2012; Sharifian, 2009, 2014). The next 

section of this thesis is concerned with some of the most discussed topics of that 

research area.    

2.2 Pedagogical implications   

In recent years, several authors have shared the same idea that the global spread 

of English should have fundamental implications on the way English is taught 

(Alptekin, 2002; Canagarajah, 1999, 2006, 2014; Gupta, 2014; Jenkins, 2000; 

Kumaradivelu, 2012; Matsuda & Friedrich, 2011; McKay, 2003, 2012; Sharifian, 2009, 

2014). McKay (2002, as cited in Matsuda & Friedrich, 2011) believes that the norms 

that apply to the teaching and learning EIL must be completely different from those 

applying to any other second or foreign language. It is interesting that the differences 

between the assumptions for the teaching of English as first, second or foreign language 

start to diminish since the authors focus on what are the common needs of all the 

learners of English.  

It is essential for English, everywhere, to be taught in a way that accepts the fact 

that English is used all over the world, within and between communities. A 

global perspective is needed whoever the students are, whether they are native 

speakers or not, and whether or not they live in a place where English is used in 

daily life. Teachers and students of English need to take a global perspective, 

because all users of English (to varying degrees) experience English in a global 

context. (Gupta, 2012, p.244)  

Global perspective is often emphasized in scholarly articles that address the 

topic of EIL. What concerns pedagogy is how to implement global perspective in each 

and every local educational context. Nonetheless, numerous scholarly discussions at 

first stayed on a theoretical level without going in depth into the pedagogical questions 

of EIL. As Matsuda and Friedrich (2011) point out, that is a challenging situation for 

teachers: “while they receive a strong message that their current practice may be 

inadequate in preparing learners for using English in international encounters, they are 
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not presented with suggestions of where to start implementing changes” (p. 332). 

During the last decade, several authors (Canagarajah, 2014; Jenkins, 2000; Matsuda & 

Friedrich, 2011; McKay, 2012) have built on the theoretical level and provided some 

suggestions for pedagogical practice.  

A common viewpoint of the cited authors is that the goal of EIL instruction is to 

prepare learners for successful participation in international communication that is, by 

nature, multilingual and multicultural. Ideas for the practice they propose can be 

classified in two areas: the first one encompasses ideas related to multilingualism and 

awareness of different varieties of English and the second one comprises those related 

to multiculturalism and cross-cultural awareness.   

2.2.1 Multilingualism and awareness of different varieties of English. 

For examining the current perspective on the topics of multilingualism and 

awareness of different varieties of English, it is useful to investigate some 

methodological principles that previously strongly influenced ELT practice. Two out of 

five tenets of second language acquisition (SLA), that Phillipson in his influential book 

Linguistic imperialism (1992) labels fallacies, will be discussed below. The first is 

known as the monolingual fallacy and the second as the native speaker fallacy.  

The first tenet underlines that it is best to teach English monolingually and that 

using any language other than English in the instruction, including the students’ L1, 

should be discouraged (Phillipson 1992). In Phillipson’s opinion, this tenet is deeply 

rooted in colonial power relations and perspective on native languages along with 

misunderstanding of bilingualism in the past, because of which the bilingualism used to 

be linked to lack of intellectual ability and a subordinate social position, among other 

negative features (1992). In fact, multilingualism on the individual and societal level 

has been quite common worldwide, but the dominant pattern in the core English-

speaking countries used to be the one of monolingualism, thus, as Phillipson (1992) 

believes, it was imposed on the rest of the world. An appropriate pedagogy for ELT is 

the one that resonates with the multilingual world we live in.  

The major problem with English-only policy is overlooking the phenomenon of 

cross-linguistic transfer, which enables application of linguistic knowledge from the L1 

to the L2 (Cummins, 2007). Therefore, “such a policy fails to recognize the linguistic 
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resources learners have and how these resources can be used to promote the acquisition 

of English” (McKay, 2012, p. 37). Furthermore, there is no opportunity for building 

learners’ awareness of the connections between languages and the ways in which they, 

users of more than one language, can use their abilities (McKay, 2012). Therefore, 

scholars (McKay, 2012; Renandya, 2012) advocate for the recognition of mother 

tongues and multilingualism as advantage; and suggest to teachers to explore ways in 

which other languages from their students’ repertoire can be used purposefully in the 

English classroom. For example, using native language to translate some complex 

lexical items and for clarifications of language phenomena can be timesaving and, at the 

same time, represent a valid use of code-switching, as a strategy that multilingual 

speakers will need in the future (McKay, 2012).  

ELT has been, for decades, heavily dependent on the native speaker model, 

which brings in the second tenet: “the ideal teacher of English is the native speaker” 

(Phillipson, 1992, p. 193). Imposing the native speaker model resulted in a 

subordination of non-native teachers of English, as they have been considered less 

competent from their native colleagues, regardless of their language training; and a 

belief that the primary goal of ELT is learners’ approximation to the native speaker 

level. Numerous scholars (Alptekin, 2002; Cook, 1999; Jenkins, 2000; Kumaravadivelu, 

2012; Llurda, 2009; McKay, 2012; Phillipson, 1992) have challenged these ideas.  

As a consequence of the second tenet, non-native teachers have often 

experienced discrimination in the job market and low self-esteem in relation to their 

non-nativism, as demonstrated in the studies cited by Llurda (2009). Giving priority to 

the native teachers and considering non-native teachers less competent has been 

disapproved by the academic research (Alptekin, 2002; Canagarajah, 1999; Brown, 

2007; Phillipson, 1992). It is argued that, besides being a model of fluent and 

appropriate language use, a language teacher needs to possess a knowledge of language 

structure and usage, an ability to analyze and explain how a language works along with 

an understanding of language learning processes, all of which need to be learned 

(Canagarajah, 1999; Phillipson, 1992). Native speakers are not born with above listed 

qualities, thus, they do not represent ideal teachers merely because of their nativism. 

From the other side, competent bilinguals serve as examples of successful L2 learners. 

They are more like their students and they can give their students a sense of 
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achievability of gaining language competence since they have already taken the path 

their students are taking (Alptekin, 2002; Brown, 2007).  

When considering learners of English, it is clear that they do not necessarily aim 

for native-like competence (McKay, 2012) and, furthermore, native-like competence is 

an unattainable goal for the vast majority, if not for everyone (Byram, 1997; Cook, 

1999). As Cook (1999) effectively explains, a person is a native speaker of a language 

(or languages) he or she learns first, in childhood, that is, any language learnt later in 

life cannot become a native language of an individual. The essential difference between 

L2 and L1 learning is not only the time when the language is learnt, but also the fact 

that L2 learners have previous experience of their L1 learning which leads to 

coexistence of two language competences in one mind. Consequently, there are many 

significant differences on the cognitive level between speakers who are competent only 

in one language and those who use more than one language, that Cook (1999) prefers to 

label multicompetent speakers. The second group has some abilities that the first one 

cannot have, such as translation and code-switching. Thus, imposing the same standards 

on these two qualitatively different groups is questionable, as “L2 users have to be 

looked at in their own right as genuine L2 users, not as imitation native speakers” 

(Cook, 1999, p. 195). Instead, multicompetent speakers, both students and teachers, 

should be empowered by their awareness of their multicompetence.      

Nonetheless, some English teachers and students nowadays still believe that the 

desired outcome of teaching should be native-like accent, as demonstrated by 

Lindemann, Litzenberg, & Subtirelu (2014). Furthermore, pronunciation materials for 

ELT often rely on two pronunciation models, Received Pronunciation (RP) and General 

American (GA), that traditionally have been regarded as most prestigious, even though 

most native speakers do not even use any of them (Levis, 2005, p. 371). 

Pronunciation is quite a complex issue in any language, as it is not a purely 

linguistic phenomenon, but also a social one since it is tightly linked to one’s identity 

(Jenkins, 2000; Levis, 2005). There is well-known accent-based discrimination in 

English-native-language countries, exemplified in common negative attitudes towards 

non-standard pronunciations, that relate to socio-political issues (Jenkins, 2000). This 

does not represent a particularity of English language, since discriminations of this kind 
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occur in other languages, as well. Jenkins (2000) identifies pronunciation “as the area of 

greatest prejudice and preconception” (p. 4). A considerable number of studies (cited in 

Lindemann, Litzenberg, & Subtirelu, 2014 ) have revealed that both native and non-

native speakers demonstrate negative attitudes towards non-native pronunciations, that 

are linked to “perceptions of speakers as belonging to less powerful groups, rather than 

to language proficiency alone” (p. 184). Interestingly, it has been observed that non-

native speakers, both teacher and students, tend to have even more negative attitudes 

towards non-native accent, including their own accent, than the native speakers 

themselves (Jenkins, 2000; Llurda, 2009). These attitudes can lead to frustration and 

low self-esteem even in cases of speakers with high language proficiency. Instead of 

insisting on, for most learners’ unattainable goal of native-like accent, teachers should 

focus on challenging students’ beliefs about different accents (Lindemann, Litzenberg, 

& Subtirelu, 2014) and mutual intelligibility between speakers of English, as the 

ultimate objective of pronunciation teaching (Jenkins, 2000). For Jenkins (2000) a real 

solution to possible pronunciation-caused problems is a convergence in which speakers 

aim to adjust their speech to make it more comprehensible for particular interlocutors in 

particular circumstances, and listeners develop flexibility and tolerance for differences.      

Ideas discussed until this point, recognition of importance of mother tongue in 

ELT, acknowledgment of non-native teachers’ competence and mutual intelligibility as 

a goal of pronunciation teaching, represent crucial concepts for bringing change into the 

field of ELT. This change suggests a completely different perspective on the topics of 

non-nativeness and multilingualism, that are in essence of discussion of EIL pedagogy. 

It is a fact that a large volume of world-wide interaction in English today is held 

between multicompetent non-native speakers of English, whose native languages 

influence their use of English (Jenkins, 2000; Matsuda & Friedrich, 2011). That 

facilitates creation of a wide range of local varieties of English, that vary most visibly 

on the level of pronunciation, but not only on this level. One of the central topics of 

discussion in relation to the EIL is whether these non-standard varieties can and should 

be present in the English classroom. Gupta (2012) gives an affirmative response with 

the following explanation: “Students cannot and should not be protected from real 

English” (p. 256) and there are more voices who support the view that inclusion of both 

native and non-native varieties and samples of their mutual interactions give students a 
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more realistic image of English that they will encounter in life (Alptetkin, 2002; 

Matsuda, 2012; Renandya, 2012).  

It would be unrealistic to believe that any English course could encompass all 

varieties of English that exist in the world. Even if possible, such an attempt would be 

unnecessary. Choosing to how many varieties and to which of them students will be 

exposed depends completely on the context of a particular English course, teacher´s 

knowledge, students’ needs etc. Matsuda and Friedrich (2011) advocate for the 

approach in which one “established variety” is selected as a dominant instructional 

model, while other varieties are regularly introduced in the classroom practice. By 

“established variety” the authors refer to the codified varieties, that are internationally 

relatively well accepted and are used in diverse communicative functions and diverse 

realms use, e.g. business, academia, literature (p. 336).  

In general English courses in countries of the expanding circle, a dominant 

instruction model is typically either British or US Standard English variety. There is 

nothing wrong with such a selection, especially when the teacher feels comfortable 

about using an elected variety and students are likely to interact with speakers of that 

variety later in the future. However, in specific contexts, such as courses that prepare 

students for studying in Australia or working in Singapore, it would be reasonable to 

expect for a dominant instructional model to be Australian and Singaporean variety 

respectively. Nonetheless, in any type of course held anywhere in the world it is 

reasonable to say that exposure to only one variety is not sufficient. In other words, 

students need to be exposed to additional varieties of English because in today’s world, 

no matter where they go, they will almost always encounter speakers of different 

varieties, that may be quite different from the one they are most familiar with (Matsuda 

& Friedrich 2011).  

There are many ways in which students can be exposed to varieties different 

from the dominant model. Nowadays, the internet is an endless source of material that 

can be used for teaching purposes. Thus, even if the textbook itself does not represent 

multiplicity of English, complementary teaching materials of different types, such as 

texts, audios, videos or multimedia that show variety on the level of pronunciation, 

vocabulary and grammar can be used. Moreover, students can be provided with 
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opportunities to interact with speakers from different backgrounds, either by connecting 

with other learners through the internet or by bringing speakers from different 

backgrounds to the class, both those who have English as a first language and locals 

whose first language is not English.   

Exposing students to different varieties is just the first step in their preparation 

for international communication in English. The next step is acquiring certain abilities 

that enable speakers from different backgrounds who do not share the same norms of 

English to successfully communicate (Canagarajah, 2014; Matsuda & Friedrich, 2011). 

Canagarajah (2014) believes that intelligibility between multilingual speakers depends 

on their abilities of negotiation and cooperation. As he explains, speakers “use resources 

from their first, second, or diverse other languages from their repertoire. As they 

collaborate with each other in attaining their communicative objectives, they construct 

certain norms that make their interaction possible (p. 770)”, that is, their linguistic 

norms are co-constructed. From that point of view, Canagarajah (2014) proposes the 

shift from propositional knowledge (knowledge of language norms and conventions), on 

which the focus of second language teaching has traditionally been, to the procedural 

knowledge (knowledge of strategies). The author suggests three components that are 

essential for developing procedural knowledge. The first, language awareness, is 

viewed as intuitive knowledge of how grammar generally works in languages instead of 

knowledge of grammar in a particular language. This kind of awareness helps speakers 

intuit rules that other speakers apply. The second, rhetorical sensitivity, stands for 

awareness of different genres and norms used in diverse communication contexts, as 

well as transforming them for the purpose of one’s own voice and interest. Students 

need to learn to adapt their language to diverse communicative situations. The third 

component are negotiation strategies, that involve strategies of collaboration, patience 

and solidarity, that are needed for achieving communicative success and intelligibility 

in interactions with speakers whose norms are unknown (Canagarajah, 2014). In 

addition to negotiation strategies, Matsuda and Friedrich (2011) emphasize importance 

of development of some other strategies, such as, deriving meaning from context, 

paraphrasing, using circumlocution, summarizing, asking for clarification, applying 

non-verbal communication and showing cultural sensitivity; all of which are crucial for 

the successful communication in EIL. 
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In conclusion, EIL teaching needs to focus on raising awareness of multiplicity 

of varieties of English and breaking down prejudices related to them, developing 

tolerance and strategies needed for successful communication, along with instructing 

multicompetent students to efficiently use their knowledge of other languages. 

Multilingualism can and should be celebrated on both individual and societal level. 

Multiculturalism is naturally linked to multiculturalism, the subject that will be 

discussed in the following chapter.  

2.2.2 Multiculturalism and cross-cultural awareness.   

Culture is omnipresent, it determines every aspect of people’s life: a way of 

thinking, behaving, relating to others. Thus, it is not surprising that language and culture 

are regarded so closely intertwined so “that one cannot separate them without losing the 

significance of either language or culture” (Brown, 2007, p. 133). Every communicative 

act involves cultural backgrounds of the interlocutors involved in it. Ignoring the 

cultural background of an interlocutor may lead to misunderstandings. Therefore, 

language learning, by nature, needs to include cultural content (Brown, 2007).  

In the same way that British and American standard varieties have been selected 

for teaching English worldwide, the cultures of these countries have traditionally been 

in focus of ELT materials. The common belief has been that students need to get 

acquainted with the cultural values, norms and practices of the core native-English 

countries and even to adopt models of cultural behavior of native speakers when 

interacting with them (Byram, Gribkova & Starkey, 2002).  

The new approach suggests a different way of dealing with cultural content. If 

English is regarded as a global language that is not owned by any particular nation, it 

becomes clear that the cultural elements in English courses “should not be limited to 

native English-speaking countries” (McKay, 2003, p. 140). An adequate preparation for 

interactions in diverse international contexts entails not only students’ familiarization 

with different native and non-native varieties of English, but also with different cultures 

that come into play along with them, since culture of the EIL is “the world itself” 

(Alptekin, 2002, p. 62). Moreover, by learning about various cultures, students have a 

chance to reflect on their own culture and increase their sensitivity to cross-cultural 

differences (McKay, 2012), that is needed for successful communication.  
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Matsuda & Friedrich (2011) suggest that EIL instruction should include “three 

kinds of culture(s)” (p. 340), that are global culture, cultures of the future interlocutors 

and local culture. First, global culture refers to topics that are of international interest, 

such as world peace or environmental issues, that easily fit in any English course. 

Second, “cultures of the future interlocutors” represents probably a very open area, 

since it is quite difficult to predict with which cultures any group of students will have 

contact. If we take an example of Iceland, a country visited by tourists from a wide 

range of countries that mostly communicate with locals in English, we see that Icelandic 

students of English, even without leaving their country, can encounter interlocutors 

from all continents. It would be impossible to design a course that could include cultural 

elements from all the cultures that students will meet in their future. However, 

familiarizing students with cultural practices and norms associated with some countries 

or regions opens their eyes for cultural diversity and promotes cross-cultural awareness. 

Last but not least, scholars (Alptekin, 2002; Matsuda & Friedrich, 2011) agree on the 

need for including elements of one’s own or local culture. Students should gain the 

ability to explain their own cultural beliefs, values and practices to those coming from 

elsewhere. Those topics are sometimes taken for granted and it can be difficult for an 

individual to explain in English some local concepts to foreigners.   

A comprehensive model of intercultural communicative competence proposed 

by Byram (1997) and developed in multiple joint publications (Byram, Nichols & 

Stevens, 2001; Byram, Gribkova & Starkey, 2002) is intended to be a guidance 

framework for teachers in the complex task of incorporating cultural elements into 

language teaching. Intercultural communicative competence is defined as a set of 

specific attitudes, knowledge and skills, complemented by the values that a person holds 

as a consequence of belonging to different social groups.   

First component that makes a foundation of intercultural competence are 

attitudes of curiosity and openness towards other cultures joined with one´s “readiness 

to suspend disbelief about other cultures and belief about one’s own” (Byram, Gribkova 

& Starkey, 2002, p. 7). A teacher who enthusiastically introduces different cultures into 

the classroom has a good chance of awakening students’ curiosity for other cultures. 

Likewise, a teacher who is open to listen to the students who might have different 
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cultural experience or a different perspective on some topic, encourages openness and 

tolerance towards others.  

Second component of intercultural competence is knowledge about social 

groups, that is “not primarily knowledge about a specific culture, but rather knowledge 

of how social groups and identities function and what is involved in intercultural 

interaction” (Byram, Gribkova & Starkey, 2002, p. 7). The EIL classroom should be a 

place of discovery of cultures and the interaction between them. A teacher’s role is to 

open students’ eyes towards the vast diversity of cultural representations, to strive to 

avoid simplifications and generalizations that can arise when cultural products and 

customs are presented and to encourage students’ further knowledge construction, that 

also requires evolving some specific skills.  

Third component of intercultural competence are skills, labelled as skills of 

interpreting and relating and skills of discovery and interaction. Skills of interpreting 

and relating enable a person to interpret ideas, documents or events from one culture 

and compare them with ideas, documents and events from another culture. By doing it, 

one can see how misunderstandings and points of conflict between different cultures 

might arise and, moreover, how they can be avoided. Skills of discovery and interaction 

empower a person to acquire new knowledge about other cultures and put that 

knowledge into practice in real communication situations (Byram, Gribkova & Starkey, 

2002).   

Finally, learners who develop previously discussed intercultural attitudes, 

knowledge and skills, also need to become aware of their own deeply rooted values and 

how those influence their view on others. This kind of awareness is denominated as 

critical cultural awareness and it is understood as “an ability to evaluate, critically and 

on the basis of explicit criteria, perspectives, practices and products in one’s own and 

other cultures and countries” (Byram, Gribkova & Starkey, 2002, p. 9). Therefore, even 

though teachers’ role is not to change someone´s values, it should be making students 

aware of these values. Ultimately, the main purpose of every teaching should be 

acknowledging democratic values and human rights (Byram, Nichols & Stevens, 2001).  

There are many ways in which intercultural communicative competence can be 

developed in the classroom. The internet is an endless source of possibilities, and 



17 
 

telecollaborative projects, such as e-mail exchange or discussion forums, have gained 

popularity among some teachers. They are seen as a huge potential for engaging 

students into real intercultural communication. Godwin-Jones (2013) cites numerous 

projects of that kind, carried in classrooms around the world, that have been regarded as 

valuable for raising students’ intercultural awareness. As she points out, even 

communication failures in these projects might have beneficial effects if used for 

making students aware of the complexity of real communication and the need to 

develop intercultural skills (Godwin-Jones, 2013).  

In summary, pedagogical approach to the cultural elements that responds to the 

needs of students of EIL is not limited to gaining knowledge about cultural elements of 

the core English-speaking countries. Instead, it includes promotion of attitudes of 

curiosity and openness towards world cultures, raising awareness about one’s own and 

others’ values, beliefs and cultural practices; and aims at developing skills that are 

useful in engaging with interlocutors with different backgrounds.   
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3 Investigation of English teacher´s beliefs  

3.1 Context of the study: ELT in Iceland  

With the aim of providing context for the conducted study, in this chapter, the 

current situation regarding foreign language teaching and learning in Iceland and, more 

specifically ELT is described. For that purpose, The National Curriculum guides for 

both compulsory and upper-secondary school levels are examined and, in addition, a 

brief review of some of the findings of the research that focused on the topics of ELT 

and English use in Iceland in previous years is provided. 

Compulsory education in Iceland starts at the age of 6, at the first grade, and 

lasts for 10 years, until the age of 16 or the 10th grade. Upper-secondary education lasts 

for 3 years, that is, for most of the students from 16 to 19 years old. English language 

instruction starts in the 4th grade of compulsory education or earlier, depending on the 

policy of the primary school, which means that students do not receive the same amount 

of instruction during their compulsory schooling. The amount of English instruction at 

the upper-secondary level depends on the field of study. During their compulsory 

education, students learn at least one additional foreign language, that is Danish, or 

alternatively Norwegian or Swedish. Students who continue their schooling at the 

upper-secondary level, by obligation continue learning these two languages, to which, 

depending on the study program, a third or even a fourth foreign language is added.  

Multilingualism and cross-cultural awareness are emphasized as goals of the 

foreign language education in Iceland in the National Curriculum Guide for 

Compulsory Schools (Icelandic Ministry of Education, 2014):  

Knowledge in different languages plays an important role in the cognitive 

development of the individual, encourages broadmindedness and enhances 

development in other fields. Discussion and knowledge of other nations open up 

cultures and increase broadmindedness, understanding, tolerance and respect for 

other and different lifestyles and understanding of one’s own culture. (p. 125) 

English has an official status of a foreign language and not a second language in 

Iceland. However, the National Curriculum Guide (Icelandic Ministry of Education, 

2014) marks a difference in its status from the status of other foreign languages by 
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denominating it “the first foreign language” (p. 50) and recognizing its “major role in 

international communication and commerce” (p.125). Nonetheless, the three-level 

competence criteria that represents final objectives of foreign language courses at the 

compulsory level, stipulates that students should reach the same level of English and 

other foreign language until the completion of compulsory school.  

The National Curriculum Guide (Icelandic Ministry of Education, 2014) makes a 

direct reference to the students’ need to understand different varieties of English and get 

“insight into the variety of cultures” (p. 125), which are the ideas that go in line with the 

EIL perspective discussed in this paper. Moreover, it emphasizes the importance of 

fostering pupils’ curiosity for different cultures with the purpose of gaining deeper 

understanding of their own culture and breaking down prejudices and stereotypes 

towards others. Practical suggestions for instruction provided by the National 

Curriculum guide are presentation of cultural heritage such as literature, songs and films 

and organization of collaborative projects with students from other countries (Icelandic 

Ministry of Education, 2014).   

At the upper-secondary level, English is, along with Icelandic and mathematics, 

considered a core subject (Icelandic Ministry of Education, 2011). There are no many 

specific guidelines in relation to the ELT, so teachers have freedom and responsibility 

for choosing teaching methods and course materials, designing the syllabus and 

assessment criteria, since there is no assessment on a national basis at this level (Jeeves, 

2013). Jeeves’s study (2013) suggests that a variety of study materials and classroom 

tasks cover a wide range of topics at this level of English studies in Iceland. The three-

level competence criteria represents an adapted version of the competence criteria from 

the European Language Portfolio for upper secondary schools (cited in The National 

Curriculum Guide for Upper Secondary Schools, Icelandic Ministry of Education, 

2011).  

The topic of exposure to English in Iceland has received considerable attention 

by researchers. Findings of the studies demonstrate that there is general extensive 

exposure to English in Icelandic society, mostly through television, film, music, social 

networking and video games. This kind of exposure is mostly of colloquial character 

and gives ground for developing principally receptive language skills (Arnbjörnsdóttir, 



20 
 

2007; Jeeves, 2013). This kind of exposure is sometimes complemented by contacts that 

Icelanders have with friends or family members of foreign origin and by use of English 

during travelling abroad. It is also perceived that exposure to English starts at an early 

age in many cases, therefore, Lefever’s study from 2010 shows a large percentage of 

children until the age of 8 with basic understanding of spoken English even before 

receiving any formal instruction. Similarly, the investigation done by Jóhansdóttir 

(2010) suggests that many Icelandic pupils in the fourth grade, have already exceeded 

the goals for that grade.  

The research body suggests that young people generally have a very positive 

attitude towards English, and they feel English is absolutely necessary for their life 

(Jeeves, 2013). However, negative criticism has been raised in relation to the ELT. In 

Ingvarsdóttir’s and Arnbjörsndóttir’s words, “English education has not kept up with 

the changing role of English in Iceland” (2015, p. 142). Their criticism is based on the 

results of the research done at the compulsory (Jóhansdóttir, 2010), upper-secondary 

(Jeeves, 2013) and university level (Ingvarsdóttir & Arnbjörnsdóttir, 2015). The authors 

perceive that the instruction actually reinforces the same receptive skills that students 

already develop outside the school context (Arnbjörnsdóttir, 2007, Arnbjörnsdóttir & 

Ingvarsdóttir, 2017) and it does not prepare students for meeting the study requirements 

at the university level (Ingvarsdóttir & Arnbjörnsdóttir, 2015). Most of the textbooks 

used at the university level in Iceland are written in English and a significant number of 

students, upon completing upper-secondary school possess mainly receptive and 

informal language skills that are not sufficient for coping with academic texts in 

English. In a similar vein, Jeeves (2013) concludes that  

Little needs analysis is carried out in secondary schools in Iceland, and little 

emphasis placed on encouraging students to think about their future language 

use, about their need for proficiency in different language registers, or about the 

part the language plays in their lives (p. 34).  

The author also believes that the demands on the upper-secondary level should be more 

challenging to better prepare students for the future (Jeeves, 2013).  
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The information presented above regarding the current situation of ELT in 

Iceland has served as a valuable background for the study. However, when it comes to 

the topic of the present study, it seems that there is still a need for investigation in the 

field of EIL in Iceland. To the best of our knowledge, there has been not a single 

investigation in Iceland to date that addresses teachers’ perceptions and practices in 

relation to exposure to different varieties of English and/or different cultural elements in 

the English classroom.   

3.2 Methodology of the study and profile of the participants 

The purpose of this study was to examine teachers’ beliefs in relation to the two 

critical topics related to the EIL that have been discussed in the present thesis, that are 

denominated multilingualism and awareness of different varieties of English; and 

multiculturalism and cross-cultural awareness. Since in Icelandic context there is no 

body of research on the implementation of principles of EIL and teachers’ opinions in 

relation to it, this study aims to provide an initial approximation to the topic. Therefore, 

two relatively simply questions were formulated for the research:  

1. What is the opinion of English teachers in Iceland about exposing their 

students to different native and non-native varieties of English? 

and, 

2. In teachers’ opinion, which cultural elements should be incorporated in 

English classes in Iceland, and why?    

The method chosen for the study was survey data collection, which was also 

applied in some international studies that aimed at collecting information on teacher’s 

perception on the topics related to EIL, such as studies led by Altun-Evci (2010) and 

Khatib and Monfared (2017). This method was chosen because it represents a simple 

and quick way of accessing a sufficient number of respondents and obtaining desired 

data.  

The instrument created for this study was a web questionnaire. It was distributed 

to a considerable number of English teachers who could decide if they wanted to take 

part in the study. The software used for survey design and data collection was 

SoGoSurvey (https://www.sogosurvey.com/), that is available online. The questionnaire 
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was distributed in two ways: through emails sent to some randomly chosen Icelandic 

elementary and upper-secondary schools and through the URL distributed through 

social media among English teachers. In both cases, teachers were invited to participate 

in the study, the purpose of the study was explained to them in the introduction of the 

questionnaire, and their anonymity was guaranteed. The exact number of teachers who 

were informed about the possibility of participating in the survey is not known since the 

distribution via URL could not be controlled. The complete questionnaire can be found 

in the appendix of this paper.   

In order to foster voluntary participation in the survey, during the survey design 

phase, special attention was placed on limiting the number of questions and on the 

questions’ simplicity, since it is believed that people generally do not want to spend 

much time replying questionnaires. For the same reason, most of the questions were 

closed multiple-choice questions, since they require less time than open questions. The 

questionnaire contained a total of 15 questions that were divided in two sections. The 

first section contained 5 questions regarding demographic features of the participants: 

their age, years of teaching experience, school level at which they currently teach, 

academic and professional qualifications they possess and their language identity 

(native language or languages). The second section contained 10 questions about 

teachers’ beliefs and practices in relation to the EIL, although two questions, Q7 and 

Q9, were not independent questions, as they served for providing additional comments 

on the Q6 and Q8. In this way, qualitative data was added to the quantitative data. The 

second section contained two questions concerned with the importance of acquiring 

native-like accent, followed by four questions regarding presentations of different native 

and non-native varieties of English in the class, two questions specifically focused on 

the presentation of non-native accents, and lastly, two questions in relation to the 

incorporation of cultural elements into the English course.  

Data analysis phase consisted of reviewing individual survey responses, coding 

comments written by the participants and statistical data analysis. The results obtained 

were posteriorly compared to the findings from studies of similar kind carried in other 

parts of the world over the last decade. They were, when appropriate compared to the 

results of Altun-Evci’s study (2010) in which she investigated perceptions and practices 

of a large international group of teachers regarding pronunciation, grammar and cultural 
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elements and results of Khatib’s and Monfared’s study (2017) in which they compared 

attitudes towards pronunciation issues and varieties of English belonging to teachers 

from three circles of World Englishes.   

The present study was conducted in April of 2020. A total of 30 teachers took 

part in the study, out of which 7 teach at the compulsory level, 20 teach at the upper-

secondary level and 3 at both school levels. The group of participants represented 

differences in years of teaching experience: almost half of the teachers, 13 participants 

or 43% have been teaching for 10 or more years, 7 participants or 23% between 5 and 

10 years and 9 of them or 30% have between 1 and 5 years of experience. Only one 

participant is a complete novice with less than a year of experience.  

The respondents also represented differences in academic and professional 

qualifications. Vast majority of participants hold at least a Bachelor’s degree in 

Education or in English linguistics, and there is one respondent who holds a degree in 

German and Linguistics, which can be considered as closely related to the studies of 

English linguistics. One participant did not respond to the question of the level of 

studies, so this piece of information is missing. The majority of the participants, 22 out 

of 30 hold a Master’s degree. Out of these 22 participants, 20 completed a Master’s 

program in English teaching, Education (in broader sense) or a program in some other 

field of English linguistics. That is, another 2 respondents hold Master’s degrees in 

fields not directly linked to the English teaching profession, namely, Broadcast 

Journalism and MBA studies, in addition to their studies of English or Education. In 

addition, one teacher is currently pursuing a PhD degree.  

Regarding the language identity of the participants, the sample consisted of 7 

native speakers of English or 23%, out of which 5 identified themselves as bilingual 

speakers of English and Icelandic (it was specified in the instruction that bilingualism 

here is understood as acquisition of both languages in childhood), one person as a 

trilingual speaker (of Canadian English, French and Icelandic) and one person as a 

native speaker of English only. One teacher identified herself as a bilingual speaker of 

Icelandic and Danish, while the rest of respondents, the total of 22, marked Icelandic as 

their only native language. Thus, the group of non-native speakers made 77% of the 

sample.  
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3.3 Results and discussion 

Results show that, among Icelandic teachers, there seems to be a tendency of not 

placing much emphasis on native-like pronunciation. As it can be observed in Figure 1, 

on the question how important they think is that English students acquire a native-like 

accent, 43% of the participants replied that it is not important (33% replied “not much” 

and 10% “not at all”). A considerably high percentage of the teachers had a rather 

neutral attitude towards this aim, since 40% replied that they think it is “fairly” 

important. 17% of the teachers saw it as “very important”, while nobody replied 

“extremely”. When these results are compared to the results Altun-Evci (2010) obtained 

in her study that explored international teachers’ beliefs in relation to the EIL and asked 

the same question, it is observed that our participants give less importance to the goal of 

reaching native-like accents than the participants of Altun-Evci’s survey. 

 

Figure 1 

 Q6: How important do you think it is that English students acquire a native-like 

accent? 

  

 

This question was accompanied by an open question, Q7, in which respondents 

were encouraged to briefly comment on their responses. Most of the teachers provided a 

short explanation, which gave valuable insight in their perception on the matter. What 

stands out in teachers’ comments is giving priority to intelligibility over the 

pronunciation. “I believe that as long as students can make themselves understandable 
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then accent doesn't matter” is one of the statements that entirely goes in line with the 

EIL approach on the pronunciation, suggested by Jenkins (2000). The study of teachers’ 

attitudes towards pronunciation issues led by Khatib and Monfared (2017) reported 

similar findings, since the majority of respondents in their study also regarded 

intelligibility as more important than native-like pronunciation.  

In addition to intelligibility, fluency is regarded as crucial and more important 

than the particular accent. It is interesting that one teacher from the group of the most 

experienced, commented that her opinion on the matter has changed over the years, so 

now she considers “fluency more important than accent”, which can be connected to the 

paradigm shift that has been happening in the field of ELT during her career. Moreover, 

some teachers commented on the identity aspect of the issue as in the following quotes: 

“Accent is an identity marker, and as such should not be mandated. I would not 

discourage it either.”; and “A foreign accent is part of an identity”. These two comments 

demonstrate that those teachers let their students set their own goals in relation to the 

accent instead of taking that decision for them, acknowledging the complex relationship 

between pronunciation and identity, that has been highlighted by researchers (Jenkins, 

2000; Levis, 2005).   

Remarkably, one teacher who responded that acquiring native-like accent is not 

very important stated: “The better the accent the easier it is for others to understand”. 

This participant also emphasized the importance of intelligibility, although using the 

qualifier better, which might indicate that the teacher regards some accents as less 

valuable than others. This is not necessarily the case since the participant, with this 

adjective, might also refer to the clearness of speech rather than the value, as some other 

teachers also indicated that it is important to “speak clearly” in order to be understood. 

Furthermore, one teacher, who expressed that acquiring native-like accents is “fairly” 

important, made reference to the Icelandic accent in the following way: “A thick 

Icelandic accent can be difficult to understand so it’s better if it’s not too thick”, which 

again highlights the significance of intelligibility.  

A variety of perspectives was expressed in the comments of those teachers who 

regard acquiring a native-like accent as very important. A prevailing view was that 

having native-like accent assures a speaker’s better understanding either by native 
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speakers or by the international interlocutors as a whole. In addition, one respondent 

stated quite vaguely: “We have to master English”, which might indicate identifying 

English language with native-like pronunciation. We know that one of the strongest 

researchers’ arguments against this goal is that most learners cannot gain native-like 

pronunciation (Byram, 1997; Cook, 1999), but it seems that the achievability of this goal 

is not questioned by this group of teachers. Furthermore, a surprising posture expressed 

by one teacher was that native-like accent could boost students’ confidence and “make 

them want to do better”. This kind of link between the motivation and the pronunciation 

does not coincide with the opinion of the researchers whose work has been reviewed for 

this thesis (Jenkins, 2000; Lindemann, Litzenberg, & Subtirelu, 2014; McKay, 2012). 

The authors specify rather negative consequences of insisting on native-like 

pronunciation on students’ motivation. However, it would be interesting to obtain the 

point of view of Icelandic students. Having in consideration their early exposure to the 

English content and their positive attitude towards it, it might be true that they feel 

intrinsically motivated to imitate native speakers and do not find it difficult.   

The following four questions concentrated on the topic of exposure to different 

varieties in the English classroom. The goal was to obtain information about teachers’ 

perceptions of the topic and the information regarding their teaching practice.  

In Q8, teachers were asked if they agree that students should be exposed to 

different native and non-native varieties. As it can be seen in Figure 2, an overwhelming 

majority of teachers, even 93%, expressed their belief that students should be exposed 

to different native and non-native varieties of English. Only 7% were not sure about this 

matter. The proportion of teachers who agree with exposing students to different 

varieties of English in our survey is even higher than the considerably high proportion 

that Altun-Evci (2010) got in her international survey, that was 80%. 
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Figure 2 

Q8: Do you agree with the following statement? Students should be exposed to 

different native and non-native varieties of English in class. 

 

 

Q8 was complemented by an open question, Q9, where the teacher could expand 

on their response. Around one third of the participants did not comment on the topic, 

but comments of those who did, provided valuable insight into their perception of 

students’ familiarization with English varieties. Teachers’ comments mostly 

demonstrated their understanding of the critical importance of exposure to both native 

and non-native varieties. Many teachers stated that students should be “exposed to the 

reality of the language” in order to be able to successfully communicate in the 

international context, and they also mentioned openness to diversity and “breaking with 

the dominance of GA and RP as standards of speech” or gaining understanding that 

“there is no correct accent”. These are, as we have seen, the recurrent ideas of the EIL 

approach (Canagarajah, 2006; Gupta, 2012; Matsuda, 2012). Some teachers in their 

comments, however, emphasized priority of the native varieties over the non-native 

ones.  

Q10 sought insight into teaching practice in relation to the varieties of English. 

More than a half of the participants, exactly 60%, reported that, in their classes, they 

present “British and/or American English dominantly and some other native and non-

native varieties complimentary”, which is the scenario recommended by Matsuda and 

Friedrich (2011). That indicates that the majority of English students in Iceland in their 
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courses are given a chance to get acquainted with other varieties than the two dominant 

ones. At the same time, the results of this particular question indicate that 40% of the 

students are not in this position, since 37% of the teachers responded that only British 

and American varieties were presented in their classes and 3%, or one person, reported 

“only British English”.  

 

Figure 3 

Q10: Which varieties of English are present in English classes you teach (this 

does not refer only to the variety you as a teacher use, but also to the varieties present 

in some other way, e.g. in teaching materials)? 

 

 

In Q11 teachers were asked to choose the statement that best represented their 

opinion about introducing more than one variety of English. This question was, in 

effect, very similar to Q8. Including questions that relate to the same issue was used as 

an internal check for consistency. There is indeed high consistency between the 

responses to these two questions, as 83% of the participants responded that introducing 

more than one variety is “essential, since students need to be aware of many varieties of 

English in the world”. In addition, one person, who preferred to give her own response 

to this question, wrote: “agree it is essential, but should be done when appropriate in 

and for each class”. Another respondent wrote it is “beneficial to include or introduce at 

some point”, which brought the total of 90% of those who regarded the introduction of 
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English varieties as highly important, while a minority of the participants, only 10%, 

regarded it as “interesting”, “fun”, but not essential.  

 

Figure 4 

Q11: Introducing more than one variety of English is… 

 

 

Comparing the individual responses to Q8, Q9, Q10 and Q11 brought forward 

some inconsistencies between teachers’ beliefs and their practice. For example, two 

teachers who expressed strong agreement with the statement from Q8 and expanded 

their response in Q9 by emphasizing the importance of non-native varieties in addition 

to the native ones and confirmed the same belief in Q11, yet in Q10 revealed they 

present only British and American varieties in their classes. Similarly, the teacher who 

revealed that only British variety was presented in her classes, previously strongly 

agreed with the statement in Q8 and expressed her agreement with the statement from 

Q11 that “introducing more than one variety of English is essential”.  

The aim of Q12 and Q13 was to gain more insight into the teachers’ perceptions 

on the presentation of specific non-native varieties. Thus, teachers were asked whether 

they would use audio or video material in which a person with “a strong” foreign 

accent, namely, Icelandic in Q12 and Polish, in Q13, “and a high proficiency in English 

speaks about some topic of interest for students”. These two accents were chosen with 

the objective of exploring teachers’ perceptions on the two dominant non-native accents 

of English in this particular educational context. Icelandic is the accent that many locals 
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naturally identify with, while Polish accent is linked to the biggest immigrant group in 

Iceland. In other words, those are the non-native varieties that students can easily meet 

outside the classroom. From the EIL point of view, it is important to work with these 

varieties to break possible prejudices towards them (Jenkins, 2000; Lindemann, 

Litzenberg, & Subtirelu, 2014). When analyzing the responses, attention was placed not 

only on the statistics for the entire group, but also on the discrepancies between the 

questions in individual cases. That is, we wanted to explore if the teachers were equally 

ready to work with both of these non-native pronunciations or not. The revised literature 

indicates that some non-native teachers have an especially negative attitude towards 

their own pronunciation (Jenkins, 2000; Llurda, 2009). In this particular study we did 

not have personal contact with the teachers, so we had no insight into the features of 

their accents, but it was interesting to find out if they consider presenting Icelandic and 

Polish accents in the class as beneficial or harmful.  

As it can be seen in the chart in Figure 5, the responses to these two questions 

were relatively similar. There was only a slightly higher teachers’ readiness to use the 

material that involves a speaker with “strong” Icelandic accent, 77% than those with 

“strong” Polish accent, 70%. Furthermore, 13% of the teachers responded they were not 

sure if they would use a material with an Icelandic accent which is a little bit less than 

20% in the case of Polish accent. In responses to both questions,10% indicated they 

would not use the specified kind of material. Interestingly, analysis of the individual 

responses revealed that those 10% of negative responses did not belong to the same 

respondents in all of the cases. One teacher, for example, expressed she would not use 

the material that presents a speaker with a strong Icelandic accent, but would use the 

one with a strong Polish accent. 
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Figure 5 

Q12/Q13: Would you use audio or video material in which a person with a 

strong Icelandic/Polish accent and a high proficiency in English speaks about some 

topic of interest for students? 

 

 

Last two questions aimed at examining teachers’ beliefs about cultural elements 

in English class, thus answering the second research question of this study. Our 

assumption has been that culture already has its place in the English classroom and our 

intention was to explore the nature of an approach given to cultural elements. In Q14 

participants were asked to indicate which cultural elements they thought were important 

to be included in their English class and in Q15 they were asked about the purpose of 

the inclusion.  

 When asked what cultural elements they thought were important to be included 

in their English class, the majority of teachers, 87%, gave the most inclusive response, 

which comprised elements related to the native English-speaking countries, those 

related to Iceland, as well as those related to other countries of the world. 7% of the 

participants considered that elements related to the native English-speaking countries 

and those related to Iceland were important, while another 7% regarded only cultural 

elements from the native English-speaking countries as important. Altun-Evci (2010) 
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included a similar question in her international research of teachers’ perceptions and she 

got similar findings, since the overwhelming majority of the participants expressed their 

preference for using cultural content related to the various countries of the world in their 

teaching. 

 

Figure 6 

Q14: Which cultural elements do you think is important to include in your 

English class? 

 

  

Q15 sought insight into the teachers’ beliefs about the reasons for introduction 

of cultural elements. From our point of view, the answer C, conceptualized as “gaining 

awareness about world cultural diversity” reflects a multicultural approach without 

prioritizing any particular culture and it naturally includes knowledge of other cultures 

along with understanding of similarities and differences between students’ and other 

cultures (expressed in answers A and B). 63% of the teachers opted for this response, 

either by selecting the answer C on its own or by adding the same idea to their own 

reply as an option D. Furthermore, 30% of participants regarded “understanding 

similarities and differences between students’ culture and cultures of native English-

speaking countries” as essential within language instruction. It can be argued that this 

point of view indicates cross-cultural understanding, however, it noticeably excludes 

learning about the non-native cultures other than students’ cultures. Ultimately, the 
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results show that 7% sees “gaining knowledge about cultures of native English-speaking 

countries” as the essence of cultural instruction. 

 

Figure 7 

Q 15: When it comes to cultural elements, why do you think their introduction is 

essential within English language instruction? 

 

 

The findings from the last couple of questions indicate a multicultural approach 

to ELT by the majority of respondents. It seems that many English teachers who 

participated in the survey regard their classes not only as an opportunity for learning 

about the cultures of core native-English countries or understanding similarities and 

differences between these and students’ cultures, but rather as a meeting point of world 

cultures, which is the perception of EIL advocates (Alptekin, 2002; Matsuda & 

Friedrich 2011; McKay, 2003, 2012). However, it seems that this vision is not shared by 

everyone and some teachers still consider that only cultures of the native English-

speaking countries have relevance for the ELT.   

Taken together, the results from the present study provide important insights 

into the respondents’ perception of inclusion of native and non-native varieties of 

English and cultural elements from different countries. They indicate that the majority 

of teachers who took part in the survey have multilingual and multicultural awareness in 

relation to the English language, which enables raising that kind of awareness in their 

students as part of the ELT. The additional comments, when given, provided qualitative 
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data that confirmed the assumption that the majority of the participants regard English 

as an international language. Despite these promising findings, the analysis of the 

results on the individual level showed that teachers’ beliefs and practices are not always 

consistent. This does not come as a surprise since the research already has demonstrated 

that teaching practice does not always reflect teachers’ stated perceptions (Borg, 2003). 

What the findings might indicate is that some teachers, despite accepting the EIL 

approach at a theoretical level, do not know how to implement it into their practice. In 

addition, the minority of teachers in their responses demonstrated a more traditional 

approach, in which prioritizing native varieties and cultural elements of native-English 

countries over the non-native ones sometimes leads to the complete exclusion of the 

second group.  

3.4 Limitations of the study and recommendations for further research  

 In this part of the paper, we would like to point out some limitations of the 

present study. The limitations relate to the survey data collection as a method and to the 

design of the particular survey form. Those limitations should be taken into account for 

possible further research.  

Survey data collection as the method chosen for the study has demonstrated 

potential for gaining insight into teachers’ perceptions and practices. However, we 

consider that the study method possibly gave more reliable data regarding teachers’ 

perceptions than the data related to their practices. Class observation as a method would 

have probably given better insight into the classroom reality; and triangulation of data 

obtained through both methods would probably have been a very effective way of 

exploring the consistency between teachers’ beliefs and practices. Moreover, an 

alternative way of obtaining qualitative data for this study would have certainly been an 

interview. Having in-depth interviews with the teachers would have possibly provided 

explanations for the inconsistencies between perceptions and practices noticed in 

responses of some teachers. 

 Inclusion of open-ended questions in the implemented survey has resulted 

especially valuable since teachers expressed rationale for their answers. Nonetheless, 

the weakness in relation to the open-ended questions that was noticed during the data 

analysis was the limit of characters in the answers to these questions. The limit of 100 

characters was certainly quite low and it happened as a consequence of a technical error 
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in a survey design. In future research, this should be contemplated, and teachers should 

have a possibility to give more extensive responses.  

  EIL in Iceland seems to be a fruitful area for further work. Further research in 

relation to the questions raised in this paper is needed to confirm the implications that 

have been discussed here. Moreover, the area of teachers’ perception towards EIL can 

be expanded into different directions, such as exploring if there are differences between 

native and non-native teachers, between primary and lower-secondary teachers or if 

their education influences their attitudes. Ultimately, further investigation should focus 

on the teachers’ practice in relation to the principles of EIL. 
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4 Conclusion 

On a theoretical level, the purpose of the present paper was to address the 

concept of EIL that emerged with the global spread of English, and implications it has 

on the ELT. Two key topics, namely, multilingualism and awareness of different 

varieties of English; and multiculturalism and cross-cultural awareness were discussed 

throughout the paper with the aim of indicating where the focus of EIL instruction 

should be.   

Overall, the reviewed literature recognizes the need for pedagogic shift from the 

monolingual approach dominated by the native speaker model and native speakers’ 

cultures-centered approach to the multilingual and multicultural approach. The 

objectives of EIL teaching, discussed in this thesis, can be summarized as: raising 

awareness of multiplicity of English varieties and world cultures, developing attitudes 

of tolerance, curiosity and openness towards linguistic and cultural diversity and 

empowering students with multiple strategies needed for successful communication in 

international contexts.  

  On a practical level, this thesis reported a small-scale survey research that 

explored perceptions and practices of English teachers in Iceland in relation to the 

inclusion of native and non-native varieties of English and cultural elements from 

different countries. The findings indicated that the majority of participants have a 

multilingual and multicultural approach to the English language, which enables raising 

that kind of awareness in their students. However, the data analysis pointed out certain 

discrepancies between some teachers’ beliefs and practices. Ultimately, the findings 

also showed that a minor number of teachers hold a more traditional view in relation to 

ELT, in which prioritizing native varieties and cultural elements of the native-English 

countries in their instruction leads to the complete exclusion of the non-native ones. 

It is believed that insights obtained in this study significantly contributed to the 

research area of ELT in Iceland. However, further research in relation to the questions 

raised in this paper is needed to confirm the implications that have been discussed.   
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Appendix 

Questionnaire for English teachers in Iceland  

Dear teacher, 

I would like to invite you to participate in the following questionnaire regarding English 

teaching in Iceland that forms part of my BA thesis at the University of Iceland. Your 

participation would be of great value for my investigation, but it would possibly be 

beneficial for you, as well. 

The questionnaire seeks to investigate teachers' beliefs and practices regarding varieties 

of English and cultural elements in the English classroom. 

Responding the survey should take you between 5 and 10 minutes. 

Please be assured that your responses will remain anonymous and the results will be 

used for academic purposes only. Feel free to contact me via e-mail if you have any 

questions regarding the investigation: nen1@hi.is  

I greatly appreciate your time and participation.  

With gratitude,  

Nevena Novakovic 

 

General questions: 

1. How old are you? 

21-30 

31-40 

41-50 

51-60 

61+ 

 

2. How long have you been teaching English?  

0-1 year 

1-5 years 

5-10 years 

10+ years 



43 
 

 

3. On which school level do you currently teach?  

Elementary school 

Upper secondary school 

Both 

 

4. What academic and professional qualifications do you hold? 

(a)BA/B.Ed. degree in (please specify)  

(b)MA degree in (please specify)  

(c)PhD. in (please specify)  

(d)Other (please specify)  

 

5. Please select the most appropriate response regarding your language identity: 

(a)Native speaker of English (please specify your variety of English)  

(b)Bilingual speaker of English and some other language (if you acquired both 

languages as a child; please specify your variety of English and your other native 

language)  

(c)Non-native speaker of English (please specify your native language)  

Questions about teachers’ beliefs and practices: 

Your additional comments, when applicable, are much appreciated. 

6. How important do you think it is that English students acquire a native-like 

accent? 

A. Extremely. 

B. Very much. 

C. Fairly. 

D. Not much. 

E. Not at all. 
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7. Can you comment on your response: Why is it important or not for you? 

 

 

8. Do you agree with the following statement? 

Students should be exposed to different native and non-native varieties of English 

in class. 

A. Strongly agree. 

B. Agree. 

C. Not sure. 

D. Disagree. 

E. Strongly disagree. 

 

9. Can you comment on your response: why do you agree or disagree with the 

statement?  

 

 

For the following 6 questions please choose the answer that best represents your 

opinion. 

If you can’t decide or none of them represents your opinion, please write your own 

answers. 

 

10. Which varieties of English are present in English classes you teach 

(this does not refer only to the variety you as a teacher use, but also to the varieties 

present in some other way, e.g. in teaching materials)? 

A. Only British English. 

B. Only American English. 

C. Both British and American English. 

D. British and/or American English dominantly and some other native and non-

native varieties complimentary. 
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E. Other (Please specify) 

 

11. Introducing more than one variety of English is: 

A. An interesting idea, but I do not have enough time and/or material for doing so. 

B. Completely unnecessary and can possible be confusing for students. It is better 

that they master one variety of English. 

C. Essential, since students need to be aware of many varieties of English in the 

world. 

D. Other (Please specify) 

 

12. Would you use audio or video material in which a person with a “strong 

Icelandic accent” and a high proficiency in English speaks about some topic of 

interest for students? 

A. No, I would not use it. I would always rather look for materials that present 

native speakers’ varieties of English. 

B. No, I would not, because I do not want them to perceive Icelandic accent as a 

model to follow. 

C. No, I would not because of both A and B. 

D. I am not sure. 

E. Yes, I would use it. There is no reason to discard this kind of material. 

F. Other (Please specify) 

 

13. Would you use audio or video material in which a person with a “strong Polish 

accent” and a high proficiency in English speaks about some topic of interest for 

students. 

A. No, I would not use it. I would always rather look for materials that present 

native speakers’ varieties of English. 

B. No, I would not, because I do not want them to perceive Polish accent as a model 

to follow. 
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C. No, I would not because of both A and B. 

D. I am not sure. 

E. Yes, I would use it. There is no reason to discard this kind of material. 

F. Other (Please specify) 

 

14. Which cultural elements do you think is important to include in your English 

class? 

A. Only cultural elements related to the native English-speaking countries. 

B. Only cultural elements related to Iceland. 

C. Both A and B. 

D. Both A and B, as well as cultural elements related to other countries of the world. 

E. Other (Please specify) 

 

15. When it comes to cultural elements, why do you think their introduction is 

essential within English language instruction? 

A. For gaining knowledge about cultures of native English-speaking countries. 

B. For understanding similarities and differences between students’ culture and 

cultures of native English-speaking countries. 

C. For gaining awareness about world cultural diversity. 

D. Other (Please specify) 

 




