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ABSTRACT 

Sakari Alastalo: Pedagogical Implications of ELF: Comparing Research Literature with Finnish 
Curricula 
Master’s Thesis 
Tampere University 
Master’s Programme in Languages 
May 2022 
 

English as a lingua franca (ELF) has become one of the central interests in the field of applied 
linguistics. The implications of ELF research are particularly relevant for English language teaching 
(ELT) because learners are more likely to use the language in ELF contexts, rather than in native 
English contexts. This study, therefore, investigates the research on English as a lingua franca and the 
implications thereof for ELT. The results are then compared with the national core curricula in Finland 
to understand how ELF is understood in the curricula. 

The methodology for investigating ELF research literature is content analysis. The results display 
how the literature offers contradictive advice on how to make use of ELF in the classroom, but they also 
provide insights into how the contradiction between Standard English and the inherent non-
standardness and flexibility of ELF can be connected. By means of a tolerant and reflective approach, 
the teacher should incorporate ELF into the English as a foreign language (EFL) classroom, without 
forgetting that English is still English. 

Comparing the results with the national core curricula in Finland, the study explains how the curricula 
do promote many suitable ELF features to the Finnish English language classroom. However, it is 
evident that the teacher’s understanding of the concept of ELF and its implications for ELT is crucial in 
determining how ELF is incorporated to teaching.  

As a conclusion, the study highlights the importance of knowing how English language teachers 
understand and utilise ELF related aspects of the curricula and research. Without proper understanding, 
the curricula do not serve the purpose for ELT. 

 

Keywords: English as a lingua franca, English language teaching, national curricula, policy making, 
applying research in teaching 

The originality of this thesis has been checked with the Turnitin Originality Check.  

 



   

ABSTRAKTI 

Sakari Alastalo: Pedagogical Implications of ELF: Comparing Research Literature with Finnish 
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Toukokuussa 2022 
 

Englanti lingua francana (ELF) on noussut keskeiseksi tutkimusaiheeksi soveltavan kielitieteen parissa. 
ELF-tutkimuksen tulokset ovat olennaisia erityisesti englannin kielen opettamiselle maissa, joissa 
englanti ei ole virallinen kieli. On todennäköisintä, että oppilaat tulevat puhumaan englantia pääasiassa 
muiden englantia vieraana kielenä puhuvien kanssa. Tämä tutkimus selvittää sen vuoksi, mitä 
päätelmiä ELF-tutkimuksesta voidaan tehdä englannin kielen opetukselle. ELF-tutkimusta tarkastellaan 
sisällönanalyysin menetelmin. Sisällönanalyysin tuloksia verrataan sen jälkeen Suomen peruskoulun ja 
lukion opetussuunnitelmien perusteisiin, jotta käy ilmi, miten ELF on ymmärretty opetussuunnitelmissa.  

Tulokset osoittavat, että tutkimuskirjallisuus tarjoaa ristiriitaisia suosituksia äidinkielellisen englannin 
noudattamisen sekä ELF-käyttöön kuuluvan variaation ja joustavuuden välillä. Tutkimus ja sen tulokset 
tarjoavat kuitenkin keinoja tämän paradoksin käytännönläheiseen ymmärtämiseen ja soveltamiseen. 
Opettajan joustava ja suvaitsevainen suhtautuminen oppijoiden kehittyvään kieleen, unohtamatta, että 
englanti on edelleen englantia, on hyvä peruslähtökohta opetukseen.  

Kun tuloksia verrataan opetussuunnitelmiin, huomataan, kuinka opetussuunnitelmat kannustavat 
monien ELF-piirteiden sisällyttämistä luokkahuonetoimintaan. On kuitenkin ilmeistä, että opettajan oma 
ymmärrys ELF-tutkimuksesta on erittäin keskeinen tekijä suositeltujen toimintatapojen käytäntöön 
panemisessa. Opetussuunnitelmien suositukset ovat usein epäsuoria.  

Loppupäätelmänä tutkimus korostaa, että on hyvin olennaista saada selville, kuinka opettajat 
ymmärtävät ja soveltavat ELF-tutkimuksesta saatavaa ymmärrystä ja opintosuunnitelmien sisältöä 
ammatissaan. Ilman todellista ymmärrystä, opettajat eivät voi hyödyntää opetussuunnitelmia 
tarkoituksenmukaisella tavalla.  

 

Avainsanat: Englanti lingua francana, englannin kielen opetus, opetussuunnitelman perusteet, 
tutkimuksen hyödyntäminen opetuksessa 

 
Tämän julkaisun alkuperäisyys on tarkastettu Turnitin OriginalityCheck -ohjelmalla 

  



   

Table of Contents 

1. INTRODUCTION ............................................................................................................................ 1 

2. LITERATURE REVIEW ................................................................................................................. 3 

2.1. ENGLISH AS A LINGUA FRANCA ................................................................................................. 3 

2.2. CONTENT ANALYSIS ............................................................................................................... 11 

3. RESEARCH QUESTIONS ........................................................................................................... 15 

4. METHODS AND MATERIALS ..................................................................................................... 15 

4.1. QUALITATIVE CONTENT ANALYSIS - INDUCTIVE CATEGORY FORMATION .................................... 16 

4.2. MATERIALS ............................................................................................................................ 21 

5. RESULTS ..................................................................................................................................... 23 

5.1. CONTENT ANALYSIS OF ELF LITERATURE................................................................................ 23 

5.2. CURRICULA ............................................................................................................................ 47 

Focus on Function not on Form ................................................................................................... 47 

English is Still English .................................................................................................................. 50 

Multilingualism .............................................................................................................................. 52 

Pronunciation ................................................................................................................................ 53 

ELF and Language Awareness .................................................................................................... 54 

Intercultural Awareness ................................................................................................................ 57 

The Internet and Authentic Communication ................................................................................. 59 

6. DISCUSSION ............................................................................................................................... 60 

7. CONCLUSION ............................................................................................................................. 67 

REFERENCES ...................................................................................................................................... 70 

APPENDIX: THE CONTENT ANALYSIS CATEGORIES .................................................................... 81 



   1 

1. INTRODUCTION 

The research area investigating English as a lingua franca (ELF) has grown rapidly 

in the early years of the 21st century (Jenkins 2018: 1). ELF studies have developed 

into a distinct area of research and ELF related studies are conducted continuously. 

As a result of this, Journal of English as a Lingua Franca began to be published in 

2012. To facilitate research, ELF corpora have also been compiled and used in 

research. The fact that for every native English speaker (NES) there exists three or 

four non-native English speakers (NNES) is thus recognised in the literature 

(MacKenzie 2014: 156). 

 

The growing interest in ELF has also led into rethinking the ways in which learners of 

English as a foreign language (EFL) are to be taught. The Routledge Handbook of 

English as a Lingua Franca dedicates a section for discussion about learning and 

teaching the English language (Jenkins, Baker, and Dewey 2018: Part IV). The 

research field, thus, provides resources for rethinking the ways in which English is 

taught in countries where English is not a native or an official language. 

Correspondingly, the national curriculum for the secondary school in Finland (ages 

12-15) states that pupils are to investigate the development of English into a global 

lingua franca (Finnish National Agency for Education [FNAE] 2014: 349). It is also 

stated that the spread and status of English as the language of global 

communication is to be taken into the account when developing the pupil’s ability to 

comprehend and produce the English language (ibid.: 350). This is also reflected in 

the curriculum for the Finnish upper secondary school. The upper secondary school 

studies have recently been divided into study modules from which students acquire 

credits. The largest of these modules is the module of “English as a Global 
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Language” (FNAE 2019: 181). The description of the module outlines that the 

purpose of the module is to inspect the development of the English language, to 

understand it as a global lingua franca in contexts and situations in which English 

may not be the native language of any of the speakers (ibid.). Hence, it is clear that 

the recognition of English as a lingua franca has started to affect English language 

teaching (ELT) policies and recommendations.  

 

However, the policies may well be superficial or be lacking of important aspects of 

ELF-aware teaching. In that case, the only place for the teacher to understand ELF 

better is the research literature. But the research literature is not “teacher-friendly” 

(Kordia 2018: 199). It is not realistic to expect teachers to acquire the understanding 

alongside their work given the time constraints. This is all the more evident in the 

present circumstances in 2022 in Finland as teachers have regularly been on strike 

to highlight the fact that the amount of work has become intolerable. Considering 

this, the main source for teachers to understand the implications of ELF for their 

profession are the curricula. The curricula are essential in integrating ELF into the 

EFL classroom. 

 

The purpose of this study, therefore, is to investigate the implications of ELF 

research for ELT and to compare these implications with the Finnish national 

curricula. There are two central purposes in this. Firstly, to display the implications of 

the literature as broadly as possible, so that the results assist teachers to connect 

research to teaching in a meaningful manner. Secondly, to investigate the curricula 

based on the results of the analysis of the literature to establish how ELF is 

understood in the curricula. This is of interest because ELF is a new aspect in the 
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curricula and it should prove helpful to understand whether the curricula really 

promote ELF-aware practices. The results of the study will, therefore, guide further 

policy making as regards curricula as well as individual teachers in how they can 

best make use of the curricula as well as the understanding of ELF. 

 

2. LITERATURE REVIEW 

In this section, the research background as regards ELF is discussed first, followed 

by the description of the methodological framework, namely content analysis, which 

will be used to discover the implications of ELF research for ELT.  

 

2.1. English as a Lingua Franca 

By lingua franca is meant “[a]ny language that is used by speakers of different 

languages as a common medium of communication; a common language” (OED 

Online 2021). The term itself originates from a language used as a contact language 

in the Mediterranean from the 11th to the early 19th century (MacKenzie 2014: 2). 

Thus, the use of a language as a lingua franca is not a new phenomenon. The 

English language itself has been used as a lingua franca since the beginning of the 

British colonial era in the 16th century, and numerous other languages have also 

been used as lingua francas (Jenkins et al. 2018: 1). A suitable example in our 

context is that of Latin used as the lingua franca within the academia when 

universities were established in the 11th and 12th centuries in Europe. In those times, 

Latin was the language of learning all over Europe, and thus a lingua franca can be 

understood as a foundation for the academia (Mauranen 2020: 62).  
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Compared to this traditional use of the term lingua franca, ELF differs, however, as 

regards the spread and domains in which it is used (Jenkins et al. 2018: 1). English 

is said to be first global lingua franca, functioning as the default language in a broad 

spectrum of international contexts (Mauranen 2020: 61). Such encounters may be 

observed, for example, in international diplomacy and politics, tourism, international 

law and business, immigration and asylum seeking, as well as in the Internet and the 

media. Thus ELF is “not a reduced lingua franca in the term’s original (Frankish) 

sense” (MacKenzie 2014: 2).  

 

As regards a more precise definition of ELF as it is used today, it may be noted that 

the definitions are not all uniform. One of the main differences in the definitions lies 

in how NESs are included in ELF interactions. For this study, the general view of the 

founding mothers of ELF, Jennifer Jenkins, Anna Mauranen, and Barbara Seidlhofer, 

is adopted. They concur that NESs are included in ELF communication (Mauranen 

2018: 8). Correspondingly, one of the most quoted definitions of ELF is “any use of 

English among speakers of different first languages for whom English is the 

communicative medium of choice, and often the only option” (Seidlhofer 2011: 7). In 

this study, ELF is seen in this light, accepting the fact that NESs are at times 

involved in ELF interaction.  

 

Native speakers of English are, however, a minority compared to the other ELF 

speakers as a whole (MacKenzie 2014: 156). Indeed, the vast majority of ELF 

speakers are from different first languages (L1), and this, of course, suggests that a 

part of ELF is multilingualism. Alessia Cogo explains that “ELF is in itself a 

multilingual phenomenon, originating from language contact and globalisation” 
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(2020). Correspondingly, multilingualism, in many different ways, is an essential 

feature in ELF (Mauranen 2020: 61; Cogo 2012; Jenkins 2015). The realisation of 

the importance of multilingualism in ELF has also led Jenkins to suggest a change to 

the hierarchy within the framework of ELF. In her view, English as the superordinate 

should be changed into multilingualism as the superordinate, resulting in “ELF within 

a framework of multilingualism [instead of] multilingualism within a framework of 

ELF” (Jenkins 2015: 75). However one decides to understand the relationship 

between multilingualism and ELF, it cannot be denied that multilingualism is an 

aspect of ELF interaction, where vast majority of the speakers are, by definition, bi- 

or multilingual.  

 

To observe ELF from another perspective, ELF can, of course, be seen connected to 

the paradigm of World Englishes (WE) but there are also central differences in these 

two paradigms. In Kachru’s World English paradigm, English language is divided into 

three co-centric circles: the inner, outer, and expanding circles (1992). The inner 

circle countries are such where English is the primary language (e.g. the USA and 

the United Kingdom). The outer circle countries, on the other hand, are countries 

where English is an official language and serves an important function 

intranationally. English may be, for example, the language of (higher) education, 

legislation, and politics. These outer circle countries are generally former British 

colonies. The last of the three circles, the expanding circle, basically covers the rest 

of the world. These are countries where English is learnt as a foreign or additional 

language so that it can be utilised in communication internationally in all the three 

circles (MacKenzie 2014: 10).  
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Where can ELF research, then, be placed in this model? ELF is the most widespread 

form of English today, and, as said before, the number of NNES outnumber NESs 

(MacKenzie 2014: 156). Therefore, it is not surprising that ELF research, almost by 

definition, focuses on the expanding circle. And this is where a difference can be 

found between the paradigms of ELF and WE. Commenting on Kachru’s model, 

Seidlhofer states that while “ELF research has had its primary focus on Kachru’s 

Expanding Circle … Research in the ‘world Englishes paradigm’, on the other hand, 

has been less concerned with the Expanding Circle” (2009: 236). A major difference 

in the studies between the field of WE and the field of ELF is thus the shift of focus 

from the outer circle to the expanding circle. In WE, the nativized outer circle 

Englishes have been codified and identified:  

New Englishes can be regarded as stable or stabilizing linguistic varieties with 

regular, standardized, codified patterns of use that have become normative, 

including for use in writing (MacKenzie 2014: 10)  

However, ELF, being a tool for communicating internationally remains largely a 

component of the expanding circle. 

 

This is mainly due to the fact that codifying ELF as a variety is problematic. The 

speakers of ELF have differing lingua-cultural backgrounds, which results in a great 

deal of variation among ELF speakers. Thus Mauranen explains that (2018: 9): 

The term ‘variety’ has been problematised with regard to ELF both from 

outside, usually arguing it does not fulfil all requisite criteria to pass as a 

variety, and from the inside … for implying a settled, unified language form, 

complete with a speech community, that can be reliably described. 
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So while there have been suggestions to incorporate ELF in the outer circle (Jenkins 

2007: 14), this view has been contested and it seems unattainable that ELF could be 

codified as an outer circle variety. Research on ELF demonstrates the “fluidity, 

flexibility, and variability” which do not allow ELF to fulfil the requisite criteria of a 

variety (MacKenzie 2014: 13).  

 

However, there is a framework for understanding ELF even if is not possible to codify 

it as a variety. Instead of understanding ELF as a variety, Mauranen proposes that 

ELF “embodies contact between speakers from different similects” (2018:10). By 

similects Mauranen refers to hybrid forms such as Finglish, Swinglish, or Czenglish 

which result from speakers of a certain L1 learning English and then retaining 

features of their L1 in their speech (ibid.: 9). In this approach, ELF is thus not defined 

as a variety, but rather as a mixture of contacts between speakers of different 

similects.  

 

Understanding ELF in this way, not as a stable variety but as a fluid mixture of 

contacts between speakers of different similects, has led ELF research to suggest 

that having nativelike performance and following native norms are not the defining 

criteria for a successful ELF speaker. Mauranen instead suggests that ELF speakers 

ought to be understood as ELF users, not as eternal learners (2006: 147). 

Furthermore, she states that 

it is important for people to feel comfortable and appreciated when speaking a 

foreign language. Speakers should feel they can express their identities and 

be themselves in L2 contexts without being marginalised on account of 

features like foreign accents, lack of idiom, or culture-specific communicative 
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styles as long as they can negotiate and manage communicative situations 

successfully and fluently. An international language can be seen as a 

legitimate learning target, a variety belonging to its speakers. Thus, deficiency 

models, that is, those stressing the gap that distinguishes NNSs [non-native 

speakers] from NSs [native speakers], should be seen as inadequate for the 

description of fluent L2 speakers and discarded as the sole basis of language 

education in English (2003: 517) 

The ELF paradigm clearly seeks to redefine the aims of ELT and learning, so that 

nativelike performance no longer is seen as the ultimate goal.  

 

However, it is worth noting that as Seidlhofer’s definition of ELF implies, NESs do 

have their place in ELF communication, and they may also be seen as having a 

central role in forming ELF. The 375 million speakers of inner circle Englishes and 

the speakers of outer circle varieties certainly affect ELF in major ways (MacKenzie 

2014: 13). In fact, it is often English as a native language (ENL) which is used as 

reference in ELF research.  

 

This paradox has led Henry Widdowson to differentiate between two types of ELF 

research: investigations on usage and on use (Widdowson 2020). By usage 

Widdowson means linguistic usage where the form is at the centre. In this case, the 

ELF user’s linguistic form is considered in reference to Standard English. Observing 

linguistic usage, ELF research focuses on the ELF user’s ability to convey the 

message by approximations. If the intended expression is approximated well 

enough, communication is successful (Mauranen 2018: 18). Thus, the usage 

approach is normatively linked to ENL: 
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what [ELF users] say can only be re-constructed by reference to the target 

norm whereby the normal form of words can be recovered from their 

approximations (Widdowson 2020: 22) 

What this clearly suggests is that nativelike performance plays a role in successful 

ELF communication. How large a role it should play is a question to which the results 

of this study seek to answer. 

 

Continuing to Widdowson’s second option for investigating ELF, the use approach 

focuses not on the linguistic forms but on the discourse, on “how people cope with 

unfamiliar communicative conditions” (ibid.: 26). This is what Widdowson calls 

communicative use. The central idea of communicative use is that the linguistic form 

is but a part of the interaction between the addresser and the addressee. The non-

English elements which occur in the discourse are not per se the key elements. 

What is more interesting is their pragmatic purpose and realisation – why are they 

used (ibid.: 25)? While the language observed is still English, the focus nevertheless 

moves from Standard English to communication strategies.  

 

Observing ELF interaction in this way, it is possible to notice that ELF is not only an 

opportunity to communicate globally – it also creates difficulties as communication 

can be much more demanding in ELF contexts (ibid.). Speakers often have to resort 

to creative means and not all such attempts are successful. In the worst cases, the 

difficulties may, for example, diminish the endeavours for conflict resolution or 

negotiations between asylum seekers and immigration officials (ibid.: 27). Discussing 

such high-stakes encounters, Seidlhofer notes that 
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[communicative failure in these] encounters also can be said to show the 

negative effects of an insistence on the conventional normative teaching of 

standard English in schools, which makes no provision for the subsequent 

need to use the language strategically in actual communicative situations” 

(Seidlhofer 2020: 32)  

Widdowson correspondingly argues that it is important to understand ELF as regards 

the communicative use in global situations, not only the linguistic descriptions. Thus, 

while Standard English is, to an extent, a crucial part of successful ELF 

communication, it also seems important to help students navigate through difficult 

situations by means of different communication strategies.  

 

Finally, besides the studies on ELF use and usage, ELF researchers have also 

observed how a change in the attitude of a learner can result in great improvements 

in her performance. Räisänen and Nikula observed the change in the mindset of a 

group of Finnish students before and after an ELF-mediated cross-cultural 

experience (2010). The results display that before the experience the students were 

acutely aware of their deficiency, comparing their performance with the native norms. 

However, after the experience abroad, they started considering themselves as 

competent ELF users instead of unsuccessful learners of English. The positive 

experiences in ELF situations had thus a great impact on the students’ identity as 

users of the English language, and this has been observed in other studies as well 

(ibid.). 
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2.2. Content Analysis 

Content analysis as a methodology can be traced back a long time in history. An 

example of an early use of content analysis in research is found from the 7th century 

when Old Testament texts were examined by word-frequency analyses (Yule 1944; 

cited from Mayring 2014: 18). A corresponding situation occurred in the 18th century 

Sweden where Lutherans and Pietists got involved in a doctrinal controversy. The 

Pietists had published a compilation of religious songs, the Songs of Zion, and when 

they were about to publish an updated version of the Songs, the state church 

intervened as they were concerned about the impact the Songs had on the people 

(Doyring 1954: 390). By investigating certain key concepts (e.g. God, Kingdom of 

Heaven) with content analytical methods, the parties realised that “no fundamental 

deviation from orthodoxy on the part of the Pietists could be proven” (Mayring 2014: 

18). The content analytical methods have thus been used throughout the centuries.  

 

Turning to present day applications of content analysis, it may be observed that 

during the last decades, the methods have undergone changes and become more 

broadly applied than before. White and Marsh note that the roots of the present-day 

methods can be found in the study of mass communication in the 1950s (2006: 22). 

Since these applications, the methodology has been developed and used in a variety 

of research fields, “including anthropology, library and information studies (LIS), 

management, political science, psychology, and sociology” (ibid.: 23). The 

broadening of the scope of content analysis from communication studies to many 

different kinds of studies has led to a wider spectrum of approaches in conducting 

content analytical research. One of the major changes has been that syntactic, 

syntagmatic, and pragmatic aspects of the text are now regularly included in content 
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analysis, and the broader term textual analysis could be used instead of content 

analysis. Thus, the definition of content analysis can be very broad.  

 

For the purposes of this study, the definition adopted is by Krippendorff (2004). He 

states that content analysis is “a research technique for making replicable and valid 

inferences from texts (or other meaningful matter) to the contexts of their use” (ibid.: 

18). To further specify Krippendorff’s definition, White and Marsh state that content 

analysis is “a systematic, rigorous approach to analyzing documents obtained or 

generated in the course of research” (2006: 41). Content analysis is thus a useful 

methodology for investigating research literature, despite its roots in studying mass 

communication. 

 

The content analytical framework can be divided further into two main categories.  

These are the quantitative and the qualitative content analysis. The quantitative 

method of content analysis is used when the objective of the research is to test a 

hypothesis which is based on a relevant theory (White & Marsh 2006: 30). This 

approach originates from the positivistic tradition. It suits well when the material is 

large and can be easily quantified, for example corpora. The quantitative approach is 

less suitable for interpreting text and determining the resulting categories inductively 

because in quantitative analysis the categories often originate from the theory. Thus, 

quantitative content analysis does not the present study well. 

 

Qualitative content analysis, however, is able to support an analysis of the kind 

which is conducted in this study. In qualitative content analysis, “the researcher 

reads through the data and scrutinizes them closely to identify concepts and 
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patterns” (White & Marsh 2006: 30). Therefore, qualitative content analysis works 

well for a study where the research questions are the starting point, instead of a 

hypothesis (ibid.: 34). By the scrutinous reading of the data the researcher is able to 

form the categories inductively as they emerge from the text. Thus there need not be 

theoretical categories that are used deductively. Furthermore, qualitative content 

analysis is suitable when the research questions are descriptive (Schreier 2012: 43) 

and when the sample is smaller (Mayring 2014: 12). It is thus clear that the approach 

for this study is qualitative content analysis instead of quantitative content analysis.  

 

Choosing the methodology of qualitative content analysis outlines the framework for 

this study, but the concept is still broad. According to Mayring, the instrument of 

content analysis “must be fitted to suit the particular object or material in question 

and constructed especially for the issue at hand” (ibid.: 39). Mayring differentiates 

between three fundamental forms of interpreting the text material: summary, 

explication, and structuring (ibid.: 64). Out of these, summary best describes what 

the aims of the present study are. The aim of a summary is to produce summarising 

categories of the analysed material. However, summary per se would still be too 

broad. With summary, the results represent the material completely. This would 

result in many categories which are irrelevant for the present research questions. 

Mayring therefore divides the “reductive” forms of analysis in two: Summarising and 

Inductive Category Formation (ICF). Summarising, on one hand, is broad, as noted 

above. ICF, on the other hand, allows the researcher to narrow the scope. It can be 

used when the research questions are either explorative or descriptive. The research 

questions must fit in an inductive logic (ibid.: 82). By this technique, the researcher 

“arrive[s] at summarizing categories directly, which are coming from the material 
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itself, not from theoretical consideration” (ibid.: 79). The difference between 

summarising and ICF is that in the latter, only the relevant parts in the analysed 

material are considered. The parts which do not contribute to answering the research 

questions are left out. This entails selective reading and this selection process must 

be rule-bound, because the aim is to produce a true, objective description of the 

relevant material (ibid.). This suits the present study, as the aim is to discover only 

certain aspects of the material at hand, not to summarise everything that is analysed.  

 

To conclude the literature review, some aspects of quality as regards content 

analysis shall be mentioned. Mayring lists three classical quality criteria for content 

analysis: objectivity, reliability, and validity (2014: 107). These are further refined by 

following Krippendorff’s presentation of quality criteria for content analysis (2019: 

366). Firstly, Mayring defines objectivity as “independence of research findings from 

the person of the researcher” (2014: 107). This is best achieved by having multiple 

people participating in the analysis, but can also results from pre-defined rules for 

analysis, which lead the researcher to objectivity. The analysis is to be done rule-

bound, allowing for less interference of the researcher’s biases. The second 

criterion, reliability, can also be understood as stability. It means that the research 

should lead to the same results when it is carried out again with the same means. 

The research design should be stable, reliable. The third criterion, validity, is 

achieved by studying relevant topics; the study should be socially valid and 

addressing topics of relevance for the field (Krippendorff 2019: 366). It also entails 

that the research should determine the analysed material according to valid criteria; 

the material should be described and defined completely; it should be representative 

of the question at hand as well as be of a suitable size for the scope of the study; 
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and the samples should be taken according to a pre-determined model, not 

randomly (Mayring 2014: 56).  

 

Besides these three classical criteria, Mayring lists reproducibility as an additional 

criterion (ibid.: 111). Reproducibility is, of course, much connected to reliability and 

stability, but there is a difference. While reliability and stability are there to produce a 

stable study in the present context, reproducibility contributes by demanding that the 

study is reliable even in different circumstances. For a study of the present type, this 

means that the research process must be explained very accurately and precisely, to 

allow the study to be reproduced by others. It also contributes by making the 

research process transparent. Therefore, a precise description of the methods is 

important, as it contributes to reproducibility and also to objectivity.  

 

3. RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

What are the implications of ELF research for teaching English as a foreign 

language? How does the National Curricula in Finland compare with the literature? 

 

4. METHODS AND MATERIALS 

As mentioned above, this study utilises qualitative content analysis to determine the 

key categories in research literature for the English L2 classroom. In this section, the 

selected method and the steps involved are explained in detail, followed by a 

description of the material which is chosen for the analysis.  
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4.1. Qualitative Content Analysis - Inductive Category Formation 

As mentioned above, Mayring’s ICF technique is adopted for this study due to its 

appropriateness in answering the present research questions (2014: 79). Before 

embarking on the explanation of ICF, three important units for the present content 

analysis are defined. These units are important because they guide the analysis and 

contribute to objectivity (ibid.). 

 

First such unit is the coding unit. It “expresses the sensitivity of the analysis” and can 

be defined in linguistic terms (e.g. phoneme, syllable, word, phrase, paraphrase, 

clause, sentence, proposition) (ibid.: 53). The coding unit determines the smallest 

unit of text which can be included in the analysis and which can form a category. If 

the coding unit is a phrase, then individual words cannot constitute a category; the 

categories must be based on phrases. In this study, the coding unit is proposition. In 

practice this means that any individual proposition in the analysed material may 

constitute a category.  

 

The second unit is called the context unit. The context unit “determines the largest 

text component which can fall within a category” (ibid.: 51). In this study, the context 

unit is article/chapter. Thus, an article or a chapter in a book can represent a single 

category if the central proposition of the article or chapter is relevant for the research 

questions.  

 

The third unit is the recording unit. In the case of ICF, the recording unit always 

includes all the analysed material because the results are to represent the whole of 

the material (ibid.: 52). Thus, the three content analytical units in this study are: 
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 Coding unit: Propositions 

 Context unit: Article/Chapter 

 Recording unit: The analysed material as a whole 

 

Moving forward, Figure 1 displays the necessary steps in ICF. These are the steps 

included in the present study as well. What follows below is an explanation of 

Mayring’s model in more detail along with clarifications on how a particular step is 

incorporated in this study. The research question and theoretical background were 

presented in the earlier sections of this study. Thus, the first step to be considered 

here is Step 2.  

 

Mayring explains that the category definition serves as the selection criterion in ICF 

(Mayring 2014: 82). In practice, this means that the category definition guides the 

process of selecting texts and the focus in examining the texts. The texts are only 

analysed regarding the relevant parts as per the category definition. This is how the 

category definition serves as the selection criterion.  
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Figure 1 

The Steps in Inductive Category Formation (figure from Mayring 2014: 81). 
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The category definition itself is “the level or theme of categories to be developed” 

(ibid.: 81). The category definition can be understood as being the starting point of 

the analysis from which descend the subcategories, which are the actual findings of 

the study. Schreier states this is typically a part of the research questions (2012: 59). 

This is logical for this study, and therefore, the category definition originates from the 

first research question. The material included in the analysis should be relevant to 

the first research question. Therefore recommendations, ideas, and suggestions for 

the English L2 classroom and/or teacher are relevant, and fulfil the category 

definition in this study. The category definition is: “Features of which the teacher 

should be aware of as regards ELF”.  

 

Within Step 2, the level of abstraction is also to be defined (Mayring 2014: 82). By 

this Mayring means the level of generalisation. Whatever is discovered according to 

the framework established by the category definition is to be generalised to a pre-

determined level of abstraction. This process of abstraction can result in terms or 

short statements which characterize the material as near as possible and serve as 

the category labels (ibid.: 81). In this study, the findings are generalised as 

“statements about what the teacher should do, not do, or be aware of as regards 

ELF”.  

 

Having thus established the category definition as well as the level of abstraction, the 

scrutinous reading of the material begins (Step 3). When the first instance of a 

passage fitting the category definition is found, it will be generalised to the level of 

abstraction which serves as the category label for the finding. When the next 

passage fitting the category definition is found, it will be first checked against the 
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existing categories, and if the passage matches an existing category, it can be 

subsumed under that label. If the passage does not match any pre-existing category, 

a new category is formulated by generalising the passage to the level of abstraction. 

This is the fundamental process in ICF. 

 

Moving forward, the analysis reaches Step 4 when the category system begins to be 

stable. In practice, this means a stage where about 10–50 % of the material is 

analysed. These 10–50% are called the pilot phase. At this stage, the category 

system is checked so that the logic of the categories is clear. It is also important to 

review categories so that the level of abstraction is adequate for the aims of the 

study (Mayring 2014: 81). As a rule of thumb, the number of categories should be 

between ten and thirty (ibid.). If there are too few categories, the level of abstraction 

has to be made more general. It may also be that the category definition has to be 

altered. In that case, the whole material has to be worked through again (ibid.).  

 

After reviewing the results of the pilot phase, and making the possible adjustments, 

the coding process continues until the material is worked through completely. When 

the coding process is finished, it may be useful to formulate main categories from the 

findings – that is, to submerge some of the arisen categories.  

 

At this stage, before the actual analysis of the results may begin, the material has to 

be checked for agreement in Step 7. The individual nature of this study supports 

performing an intra-coder check on the material. This means that the coding process 

is started from the beginning to see if same results emerge. After the check is done 
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to a satisfactory level, the research may proceed to analysing the results, which are 

in the form of categories or main categories (ibid.: 111).  

 

4.2. Materials 

The analysis of ELF literature is based on Ian MacKenzie’s English as a Lingua 

Franca: Theorizing and Teaching English (2014) and Nicos C. Sifakis et al. “ELF-

awareness in ELT: Bringing together theory and practice” (2018). MacKenzie’s book 

examines ELF and general applied linguistics theory, with the focus on the 

implications of ELF for ELT. Sifakis et al., on the other hand, is a collection of papers 

from the 10th Anniversary Conference of English as a Lingua Franca, held in Helsinki 

in June 2017. The focus in these paper is on ELF awareness, connecting the 

research with classroom practices.  

 

The selection of these two texts supports the purpose of understanding the 

implications of ELF research for ELT. The benefit of these texts is that they greatly 

condense the material which is to be analysed. This is beneficial because, as 

mentioned earlier, qualitative content analysis typically works with small samples, 

and the scrutiny of the analysis would not allow for covering the research by reading 

a vast amount of individual articles. That would be out of scope in the present study. 

However, the material by MacKenzie (2014) and Sifakis (2018) is able to condense 

the content so that the analysis is able to cover a greater array of theory and result in 

a wider perspective.  

 

The analysed curricula are by Finnish National Agency for Education (FNAE). These 

include four documents (FNAE 2014; 2019; 2020a; 2020b). The first is the “National 
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Core Curriculum in Basic Education 2014”, covering Grades 1-9 (FNAE 2014). The 

second document is the “National Core Curriculum for General Upper Secondary 

Education 2019” (FNAE 2019). The third document contains “Amendments and 

additions to the National Core Curriculum for Basic Education 2014 regarding the 

instruction of the A1 language in grades 1-2” (FNAE 2020a). The fourth document is 

an update to the criteria for final evaluation in basic education (FNAE 2020b). It, 

therefore, replaces some parts of the core curriculum for basic education (i.e. FNAE 

2014). The analysis of final evaluation is done based on the updated version of the 

criteria. Some of these documents are available both in Finnish as well as in English. 

However, the Finnish versions are used for the analysis because a Finnish version 

exists of all the four documents. The Finnish versions are also in free distribution, 

which the English ones are not. Thus, everything, including the names, are 

translated by me.  

 

The document containing the amendments for Grades 1-2 concerns a change to the 

starting age of foreign language teaching (FNAE 2020a). According to these 

amendments, foreign language teaching begins on the first grade instead of the third 

grade, as used to be the case. This language, which is begun first, is called the A1 

language. The structure of this document differs from the other documents. In all the 

other documents, English is given its own subsection in which the central features of 

ELT are presented. All the other foreign languages are in a different subsection. 

However, there is no separate subsection dedicated for English in the document for 

Grades 1-2. Rather, all foreign languages are treated the same. This, of course, 

implies that specific references to ELF are not made. However, the curriculum for 

Grades 1-2 is included in the analysis because traditionally English is the most 
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popular A1 language. In 2018, over 90% of the third grade students studied English 

as the A1 language – followed by Finnish (5.6%), German (1.3%), and French 

(1.2%) (SUKOL 2022). Thus, although the document for the first two grades 

concerns all foreign languages, it is reasonable to state that their content is 

particularly relevant for ELT.   

 

Regarding the rest of the documents, the curricula are analysed only for the relevant 

sections. In practice, this means that the sections which are directly connected with 

ELT, and ELT only, are considered in the analysis (i.e. FNAE 2014: 219-23, 348-50; 

2019: 180-84; 2020b: 118-27). The exception to this is the above-mentioned 

inclusion of the amendments for language teaching in Grades 1-2, because no 

English language section exists in that document. The analysis on that document is 

done based the general foreign languages subsection (i.e. FNAE 2020a:  25-31).  

5. RESULTS 

In this section, the results of the content analysis of the literature are presented first, 

followed by the comparison between the results of the content analytical and the 

curricula.  

 

5.1. Content Analysis of ELF Literature 

The content analysis resulted in 27 categories representing different implications for 

ELT. The results are organised thematically and an overview of the categories is 

available in Appendix 1.  

 

 

 



   24 

Category 1. Nativelike competence should not be the goal of learning English 

It is generally accepted that post-adolescent and adult learners cannot reach 

nativelike competence, and it is clear that maintaining a multilingual repertoire can 

be a great challenge, especially for the L2 learner (Herdina and Jessner 2002: 13, 

60). Thus, in the words of MacKenzie:  

ELF theorists almost unanimously point out the absurdity of setting NNSs the 

impossible target of becoming nativelike, and then defining them in terms of 

what they cannot be, as failed NSs (2014: 8; also Lopriore 2018: 163; Vettorel 

2018: 183). 

Nativelike competence is thus not to be the goal of learning English from the ELF 

point of view.  

 

Category 2. Comparing to native standards is not advisable 

Given the fact that NNSs rarely reach nativelike competence, it is furthermore a 

great disservice to a student, especially a child, to make him feel ashamed of his 

language habits (Halliday 1968:165; cited from MacKenzie 2014: 8). Thus, Cook 

claims that the comparison should be between the leaner and an L2 user, not 

between the learner and ENL (2002: 335). Similarly Mauranen suggests, observing 

that the language of academia “is in effect ELF” (2012: 35), that ENL collocations are 

to be seen as “stylistic adornments”, and hence not as the standard for acceptable 

writing (ibid., 238). Similarly, Martin Dewey suggests that by focusing on native 

standards, the communicative nature of language, and thus of ELF, is ignored and 

qualities such as strategic competence not developed (2018).  
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Category 3. Nativelike performance is not necessary 

It is also not that nativelike performance is a required in ELF contexts. ELF 

interaction mainly takes place in multilingual and multicultural speech communities 

where the historical and cultural connections to Standard English are not important 

(Bayyurt 2018: 173; Cavalheiro 2018: 185). Consequently, standardised NS speech 

patterns are not necessary (MacKenzie 2014: 23), and language teaching which 

focuses solely on Standard English is seen as out-dated (Cavalheiro 2018: 185).  

 

Moreover, ELF speakers may not want to master the entire language due to the 

amount of work that has to be done for nativelike competence (MacKenzie 2014: 6). 

In fact, while some argue that grammatical errors in ELF are typical instances of 

leaner interlanguages, it is to be noticed that in ELF contexts many of these errors 

do not matter as learners generally let them pass and often reproduce the error as 

acceptable instances of English (ibid.). Hence, clumsy sounding sentences or 

constructions are not a problem in ELF interaction. The evidence is that ELF 

speakers are willing to accommodate to these irregularities, and thus ELF users do 

not need a nativelike competence but are to be recognised as successful users even 

with a more moderate proficiency (ibid.: 66-7).  

 

Category 4. Nativelike performance is not always recommendable 

Idiomatic nativelike speech may in some cases even result in miscomprehension 

due to what Seidlhofer calls unilateral idiomaticity (2011: 134). In short, unilateral 

idiomaticity refers to a phenomenon in which the speaker utilises an idiomatic 

expression which is unknown to her audience. ELF users generally use idiomatic 

expressions less than L1 speakers, but when used, they need to select idioms that 
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the others can be expected to understand (MacKenzie 2014: 104). The restrictions 

apply mostly to less frequent metaphorical expressions which are likely to be 

unknown in ELF contexts (e.g. “put hairs on your chest”) (ibid.). In the same manner, 

based on her observations of ELF usage in the academia, Mauranen suggests that 

native standards should not be the evaluation criteria in communicative tests 

because what is appropriate in ELF contexts may be very different from ENL (2012: 

239). 

 

Category 5. “Educated native speaker” as a model is questionable 

English language teaching generally utilises the so-called “educated native speaker” 

as the model for learning. However, this particular dialect, “educated standard 

English” (StE), which is generally found in the course materials, is spoken at home 

only by a small minority of the British – 12 per cent of the population to be exact 

(Trudgill 2002: 71; cited from MacKenzie 2014: 54). All others use one or more non-

standard forms in their daily life. Thus, the concept of a uniform dialect, even among 

NESs in Britain, is an idealised construct (MacKenzie 2014, 54).   

 

Category 6. ELF users do not need a nativelike vocabulary 

Research demonstrates that L2 speakers do not need a nativelike vocabulary to be 

successful (MacKenzie 2014: 74). In the Corpus of English as a Lingua Franca in 

Academic Settings (ELFA), 44 word types constitute 50 per cent of the data. This is 

a third of the corresponding figure in the Brown Corpus of (written) American English 

(Mauranen 2012: 90-1). That is, 135 words constitute 50 per cent of the Brown 

Corpus when only 44 words are needed in the ELFA corpus to cover 50 per cent. 

This demonstrates that the productive vocabulary of an ELF user can be significantly 
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smaller, while the user still is able to use the English language successfully. This is 

also supported by other studies, which generally state that only a few thousand 

words families is enough for NNESs while NESs are estimated to possess a 

vocabulary of 16,000-20,000 word families (MacKenzie 2014: 74).  

 

Category 7. Certain deviations from Standard English are codifiable and 

comprehensible ELF usage 

There are a number of non-standard features which occur regularly in ELF 

interaction and are comprehensible for ELF users. Plural forms of some uncountable 

nouns, such as informations, are one such form, frequently found in ELF corpora 

(MacKenzie 2014: 56). Another such feature is the irregular use of the 3rd person 

present tense suffix -s on verbs. Studies such as Breiteneder (2009) as well as Cogo 

and Dewey (2006) have demonstrated the irregularity in the use of 3rd person -s. 

Therefore, it is claimed that this should not be considered an error, but a natural 

simplification of a redundant element just like in many ENL dialects (MacKenzie 

2014: 59). Similarly, the regularisation of irregular past tense verb forms qualifies as 

codifiable and comprehensible ELF usage (e.g. feeled instead of felt). MacKenzie 

observes that this occurs even among more proficient speakers and is easily 

comprehended (MacKenzie 2014: 59), 

 

Turning to functional items, Mauranen explains that the preposition in is often used 

as a general preposition for time and place in cases where at would have been the 

Standard English form (2012: 124 ). Kirkpatrick correspondingly states that 

insistence on the correct preposition in the specific contexts is “waste of curriculum 

time” (2010: 175).  
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ELF, as well as some WEs, is also developing new and non-standard prepositional 

verbs (Nesselhauf 2009). Seidlhofer lists reject against something, return back to 

somewhere, and discuss about something as examples of such prepositional verbs, 

the last being particularly attested in ELF corpora (2011: 145). These prepositional 

verbs are used to emphasise the message and to enhance intelligibility with an 

additional redundant element. In fact, observing the phrase discuss about something 

Seidlhofer notes that this can be seen as regularisation, because some verbs such 

as talk, speak, chat, and argue are followed by the preposition about, while discuss, 

perhaps surprisingly, is not (ibid.: 146). Therefore, there are good grounds for 

qualifying these and similar constructions as comprehensible ELF usage.  

 

Two other features where ELF usage often differs from Standard English is the use 

of articles and plurals. The article use in ELF contexts often exhibits non-standard 

features. These include the lack of an article where it is required in Standard English, 

and similarly the use of an article – whether a(n) or the – where it is not used in 

Standard English. Mauranen observes that these non-standard features appear 

inconsistently and can change arbitrarily, even within a sentence (Mauranen 2012: 

52). Turning to plurals, the non-standard use of plural marking on uncountable nouns 

was discussed earlier (e.g. informations). In addition to this, the speech of ELF users 

sometimes displays a lack of plural marking in sentences where there is an explicit 

number (e.g. 200 degree_) and when a quantifying determiner is used (e.g. several 

conclusion_) (MacKenzie 2014: 61). MacKenzie assumes that this is due to the fact 

that the number or quantifier already implies plurality, and thus the speaker does not 

mark it on the noun.  
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Lastly, it is also common in ELF to utilise the to-infinitive instead of a gerund (e.g. 

“interested to do”), employ would in hypothetical if-clauses (e.g. “if the price would be 

the same”), and to use the relative pronouns who and which interchangeably (ibid.). 

It is also common to see the lack of agreement (e.g. the main ideas is) (Mauranen 

2012: 127) as well as plural is in existential constructions (e.g. “there is also many 

factors”) (MacKenzie 2014: 62). On a prosodical level, rising intonation in WH-

questions is also common in ELF (Björkman 2012). It is helpful because one 

frequently finds a lack of inversion in WH-questions (e.g. why it is like this?), and this 

can easily result in miscomprehension without the non-standard rise (ibid.: 114).  

 

As a summary, Seidlhofer states: 

Clarity [in ELF contexts] can be enhanced by giving prominence to important 

elements, redundancy added or exploited, explicitness can be increased by 

making patterns more regular, word classes or semantic relations generally 

can be made more explicit (2011: 99).  

Jenkins correspondingly suggest that examination boards should start prioritising 

strategic competence and stop considering these sorts of forms as errors since they 

are comprehensible usage among NNESs (Jenkins 2007: 241). Indeed, referring to 

the ELFA corpus, MacKenzie points out that none of the listed deviations would have 

failed you in a thesis defence at the University of Helsinki (ibid.: 174).  
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Category 8. Getting it approximately right is good enough 

As the conclusion of the preceding category suggests, approximations of the ENL 

forms are common in ELF. This is good enough in ELF contexts. While a part of the 

expression is wrong, the whole utterance can still be “approximately right” 

(MacKenzie 2014: 110). Non-standard elements in ELF are thus not a problem, 

provided the larger unit allows the interlocutors to understand the intended meaning 

(ibid.). For Mauranen, these approximations are instead an important tool in ELF 

communication (2012: 41). Thus while the traditional Second Language Acquisition 

(SLA) perspective has insisted that these errors are to be overcome, ELF data reveal 

that they do not impede communication.  

 

According to MacKenzie, approximations can be backformations such as 

“colonisators, introducted, presentate, registrate and standardisate”; truncations such 

as “automously, categoration, decentralation, phenomen and significally”; suffixation, 

conversion, and modification such as the verbs “intersectioning, maximalise, 

plagiate, resoluting, satisfactionate, securiting and successing” as well as the nouns 

“addictation, analytism, assaultment, assimilisation, chemics, competensity … and 

paradigma”;  and finally non-standard adjectives and adverbs such as “deliminated, 

devaluarised, disturbant, emperious, … nationalisised, proletariatic, quitely, 

strategical and theoretitised” (2014: 77–8).  

 

ELF corpus data reveal that such approximations do not attract embedded correction 

by other speakers (ibid.: 78). By embedded correction is meant a repair in the next-

speech-turn by the hearer. Thus, Mauranen comments that structural features 

“tolerate a good deal of turbulence without disrupting communication” (2012: 123). 
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ELF speakers generally do not frown upon approximations, but instead let them pass 

and, in fact, take them as legitimate forms in the current context, and possibly reuse 

the non-standard form in their own turn (MacKenzie 2014: 66). Whether these forms 

are creative strategies or result of less entrenched language processing does not 

matter much for the English language teacher. The fact is that approximations and 

non-standard constructions are an element of ELF interaction. 

 

Category 9. To be able to accommodate for comprehensibility is helpful 

Language users generally accommodate to each other’s speech by adjusting their 

accent, dialect, lexis, grammar, and phraseology (MacKenzie 2014: 66; Giles et al. 

1991). In ELF interaction, accommodation is thus to be expected. By 

accommodation, ELF speakers negotiate for comprehensibility. Along these lines, 

ELF is characterised as “a cybernetic process which involves the continuous 

monitoring of the success of one’s contributions and, consequently, adaptive 

behaviour” (Schneider 2012: 60; cited from MacKenzie 2014: 68). The speakers thus 

adapt their speech to increase the shared communicative base.  

 

Differing from L1 communication, ELF users do not appear to have a 

“standardisation filter”, through which the forms have to pass (Mauranen 2012: 228). 

Instead, when accommodating to the speech of another person, little difference can 

be noticed between standard and non-standard forms – the likelihood for either 

being adopted in the following turns is equal (ibid.) Analytical processing of the forms 

is not common in ELF contexts, and it can be helpful to encourage students to 

accommodate even to non-standard forms. This is how one displays to others that 

communication is processing smoothly. It is, of course, uncertain how much a 
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teacher can do in terms of teaching this (Mauranen 2012: 238). However, 

accommodation skills are needed in ELF interaction because spoken ELF is and will 

be non-standard in predictable and unpredictable ways (MacKenzie 2014: 69).   

 

Category 10. Communication strategies are required in ELF interaction 

The consensus among ELF researchers is that communication strategies are an 

essential part of ELF interaction, and thus an essential part of ELF teaching 

(MacKenzie 2014: 171). For example, Paola Vettorel suggests that strategic 

competence should be incorporated in ELT practices and materials because 

strategic competence plays such a key role in ELF interaction (Vettorel 2018: 184). 

Similarly, MacKenzie lists a set of communication strategies that are useful: 

let it pass, make it normal, focus on intelligibility rather than correctness, 

request repetition or clarification when necessary, signal non-comprehension 

in a face-saving way, make things explicit (e.g. fronting), orient towards the 

hearer, repeat phrases, paraphrase utterances by adjusting their form, make 

prompts and suggestions, etc. (2014: 171)  

He then concludes that these certainly are something a teacher can bring into the 

classroom and encourage students to utilise (ibid.).  

 

As a classroom practice promoting communication strategies, Dewey suggests that 

task-based language teaching (TBLT) is a helpful tool (Dewey 2018: 169). In TBLT, 

the focus is not so much on the correct form but more on successful communication 

(ibid.). Thus, TBLT naturally promotes communication strategies. However, if the 

focus in TBLT is on Standard English, the benefits that it could give are missed 

because strategic competence is not allowed to flourish (ibid.). In the same manner 
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as Dewey, studying language as a social practice is also encouraged by Siqueira 

who argues that such classroom activities make the learning experience more 

realistic and allow for the inherent variability of ELF (2018: 192).  

 

Category 11. English is still English 

Despite what was described in the previous categories about the non-standard 

features in ELF, the language used in ELF contexts is still English. In fact, ELF is 

very similar to ENL grammar, especially written grammar (MacKenzie 2014: 6). The 

details above are but a small portion of the overall grammar of English, the 

knowledge of which is necessary for communication (ibid.: 64). In a similar manner, 

not knowing the most frequent words of the English language requires much more 

mental processing and creativity by the speaker, who is required to invent or guess 

new words on the go. It also demands additional processing on the part of the 

hearers (ibid.: 81). Regarding word frequencies, despite what was said earlier about 

ELF speakers not requiring a nativelike vocabulary, the analysis of the most frequent 

words in an ELF corpus and a native English corpus, nevertheless, reveals that 83 

per cent of the most frequent 46 words are the same (Mauranen 2012: 100). So 

even though ELF speakers do not need to know as many words as NESs, the base 

for ELF and ENL is still the same. 

 

Similarities between ELF and ENL can also be observed in fixed expressions. 

Observing the first extract in Vienna-Oxford International Corpus of English (VOICE), 

MacKenzie found the following instances of fixed expressions, among others:  



   34 

sad but true, that’s life, say no more, are you staying for lunch? something like 

that, to cross one’s mind, the scene of the accident, don’t give a shit about, 

depends on the situation, off the record, oh my god (2014: 102) 

He also reports similar findings in the first extract of the ELFA corpus. Hence, 

despite the fact that some idiomatic expressions are not recommendable, learning 

common frequently occurring formulaic sequences is an aid for students. ELF 

corpora attest their usefulness (ibid.).  

 

Observing the proposition that English is still English from another angle, it may be 

noted that ELF is an applied linguistic term, and the vast majority of ELF speakers 

themselves think they are “simply speaking English” (MacKenzie 2014: 9). Thus, 

even if there are more NNESs than NESs (ibid.: 162), the reality is that the 375 

million speaker community of NSs still contributes to the global English-speaking 

community in major ways – e.g. books, TV series, films, music, academic 

publications (ibid.: 14). Moreover, Standard English is also found to a great extent in 

WEs and in ELF (ibid.: 165). It is therefore not the case that ENL models should be 

totally abandoned. Despite ELF exhibiting deviations from Standard English, it is 

helpful for students to encounter and learn Standard English forms; they will 

inevitably encounter these forms when interacting with people outside the classroom 

(MacKenzie 2014: 167). 

 

Category 12. Proficiency in English is an important factor in conveying the message 

MacKenzie also highlights the need to recognise that, despite the fuzziness and 

approximations in ELF usage, ELF speakers, too, need to be sufficiently proficient in 

English to be able to utilise the language in the intended manner (2014: 151). Not all 
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“users” can do everything with ELF – there are obvious instances of ELF users 

struggling to achieve their communicative goal because of the lack of proficiency 

(ibid.). Practically speaking, a language learner always needs to learn a sufficient 

number of words, structures, and phrases to become a successful user of the 

language. ELF learners/users are not fundamentally different in this matter (ibid.: 

166).  

 

Category 13. Students might prefer and need nativelike performance 

As already mentioned in the literature review section, ELF users may prefer and 

need nativelike performance. MacKenzie quotes his own experience of teaching 

English to non-native university students, thousands of whom simply wanted to learn 

English (2014: 120). Similarly, a study by Jenkins reveals that the majority of the 326 

teacher participants thought a native accent (US/UK) is the best (2007: 43). And as 

for contexts outside education, learners might simply find themselves in a situation 

where nativelike performance is desirable:  

what counts as an effective use of linguistic resources in an ELF 

context in Bratislava, say, may index something rather different, and 

attract different, less favourable evaluations, when used, say, in a 

formal presentation to a mixed American/international audience in 

New York. For this reason drawing too rigid a distinction between 

students whose goal is ELF communication on the one hand and 

those with an EFL orientation on the other may be unhelpful for 

pedagogy. After all, most students will be, and may well want to be, 

mobile across locations [ … ] and their repertoire of linguistic 
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resources, encompassing both L1 standard and ELF variants, may 

need to reflect this (Ferguson 2021: 179).  

 

Besides situational factors having to do with the audience and location, a distinction 

can also be made between spoken and written forms of the language. Formal written 

English generally does not allow for “nonconformist language”, and therefore, while 

producing nativelike speakers is not necessary, formal written language skills require 

more proximity to StE (MacKenzie 2014: 174).  

 

Category 14. ELF speakers also make errors 

It should be also noted that not everything in ELF interaction can be regarded as 

creative and innovative language use. A non-standard feature in the speech of an 

ELF user can also be seen as a leaner error, at least at times (MacKenzie 2014: 

143). For Kirkpatrick, it is important that researchers know for sure that a non-

standard feature is a distinctive marker of a new variety instead of an error (2007: 

71). Thus, while tolerance of errors is required, it is also good for the teacher to have 

a realistic perspective and not accept everything as correct or creative. 

 

Category 15. Prefabricated language use is helpful even for ELF speakers 

Turning to another aspect of ENL usage, the English language consists to a large 

extent of prefabricated multi-word units, also known as formulaic sequences 

(Bolinger 1976: 1; cited from MacKenzie 2014: 109). These prefabricated 

expressions aid mental processing as the interlocutors do not need to analyse the 

whole utterance but can quickly understand the meaning, allowing them to plan 

ahead and anticipate what is coming (MacKenzie 2014: 98). NNSs generally make 
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less use of such units than NSs (ibid.). For NNSs, this implies more processing is 

required, and thus composing an utterance is more demanding (ibid.: 97-9). 

MacKenzie therefore suggests that it would be useful for the learners to acquire 

prefabricated units, despite their connection to ENL (ibid.). Moreover, it is not 

necessary that the prefabricated constructions are of the ENL type. Even if the form 

is an approximation, processing becomes easier as the user does not need to 

analyse the structure bit by bit (ibid.: 111).  

 

Category 16. Native English speakers are important for the development of English 

As the last category focusing on the importance of ENL and NESs, a comment is 

made on the development of the English language. It should be noted that there are 

about 375 million NESs, and their contribution to the development of the language is 

undeniable (MacKenzie 2014: 159). Considering immigration to inner circle 

countries, the most likely scenario is that the immigrant adopts ENL speech patterns, 

rather than the locals adopting ELF features (ibid.). Furthermore, as mentioned 

above, NESs contribute to the development of English by being popular in the 

cultural sphere of movies, books, TV series, and music (ibid.: 14). The role of NESs 

should, therefore, not be undermined when considering the likely trajectory of the 

English language.  

 

Category 17. Multilingualism is a good tool in ELF contexts 

Many languages share vocabulary and structures, and in ELF settings, the speakers 

are guaranteed to speak at least two languages (NESs being the only possible 

exceptions). Hence, ELF speakers have the possibility of utilising their “plurilingual 

repertoire … to enhance comprehension” (MacKenzie 2014: 24). For example, 
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words such as “établissement, innocenza, insecto, Mekaniker, midnatt, Musik, 

natuur, organización” are easily recognised by English speakers and offer an 

opportunity for code-switching and borrowing, despite the speakers not sharing an 

L1 (ibid.: 21).  Therefore, MacKenzie suggests that transfer should be made use of 

whenever it can aid comprehension (ibid.: 23).  

 

Category 18. Students should have a resourceful attitude to transfer and accuracy 

Connected to the previous category, the multilingual approach to ELF usage 

suggests that censoring or over-monitoring speech is not necessary when it is 

reasonable to expect that the interlocutors understand the meaning (MacKenzie 

2014: 30). it is also argued that multilingual speakers make use of transfer and 

borrowing quite naturally – for example when ELF speakers translate idioms from 

their L1 to English (Pitzl 2009: 308). However, even if transfer and borrowing come 

naturally for the users, what remains for the teacher is to allow this to happen in the 

classroom (MacKenzie 2014: 171). Speaking of teachers themselves, Lopriore 

suggests that the teachers should learn to value code-switching by observing 

authentic interaction where this is successful, in order to over-come resistance to 

multilingual practices (2018: 164).  

 

Category 19. ELF is situational 

However, the multilingual repertoire can only be exploited fully if the situation thus 

allows. In the western European ELF setting, code-switching and borrowing are likely 

to be rewarding. However, if the situation includes speakers from, for example, Asia 

or even from as close as eastern Europe, the benefits are much more limited, 

perhaps even reversed (MacKenzie 2014: 81). In Kirkpatrick’s data on Asian ELF, 
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speakers generally avoid the bilingual mode – “including borrowed words, 

neologisms, idioms, hybridization and code-mixing “ (2010: 93). The multilingual 

repertoire thus have to be used with respect to the context in which the speaker finds 

himself. Thus, ELF is situational, and this should also prevail in the teacher’s 

choices. The choices should be relevant “to and appropriate for [the] local teaching 

and learning context” (Sifakis et al. 2018: 157). Policies which work well in one part 

of the world may be inappropriate in a teacher’s local situation (Kordia 2018).  

 

Category 20. Getting used to Englishes by speakers of different L1s would be good 

The multilingual background of ELF speakers also has implications for how students 

should be trained in terms of perception. The L1s involved are without a doubt heard 

in the speech of ELF speakers. Thus, it is advisable for students to get acquainted 

with as many pronunciation varieties as possible (MacKenzie 2014: 131). It is not 

difficult to include speakers from all three circles, and the ability to comprehend a 

variety of accents is crucial in ELF contexts (ibid.: 171; Bayyurt 2018: 179). 

Correspondingly, it is also suggested by Cook that non-native models would be 

helpful in course materials and also as teachers acting as natural models to their 

students (2002: 337).  

 

To observe this from another perspective, it is not necessary to limit this exposure to 

pronunciation. As students are made aware of differences between American and 

British English dialects, similarly becoming aware of regional ELF usages would be 

helpful (e.g. plural forms of uncountable nouns, the lack of 3rd person singular -s, 

non-standard prepositional verbs etc.) (MacKenzie 2014: 170).  
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Category 21. Local accent – the best accent 

Regarding pronunciation, a central ELF feature in teaching is Jenkins’ Lingua Franca 

Core (LFC) (2000). The purpose of LFC is to reduce pronunciation teaching to the 

core elements which are necessary for intelligibility. Figure 2 on the next page 

presents native standards on the left and ELF standards on the right (EIL, that is, 

English as an International Language).  

 

Much of LFC is generally accepted in the analysed material, but there are also some 

reservations which will be discussed here (MacKenzie 2014: 124-33). Firstly, Trudgill 

points out that a smaller phonological system can make it easier for the learners to 

produce the language, but will make their life more difficult as hearers as they lack 

certain phonetic information (Trudgill 2005: 222). This is particularly true because if 

you cannot produce a certain phonemic contrast you are less likely to be able to hear 

it either (ibid.: 221).  

 

Secondly, as proposed by Jenkins, the sounds /θ/ and /ð/, are not necessary for ELF 

users if they do not come naturally – just as the dark ł is deemed unnecessary in 

ELF (MacKenzie 2014: 126). However, it is argued that if a learner can produce the 

difference between these sounds, there is no need to replace or discourage the use 

of them (Walker 2010: 30; cited from MacKenzie 2014: 127). 
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Figure 2 

Lingua Franca Core (figure from Jenkins 2002)  

 

 

Thirdly, MacKenzie states that the consonant inventory could have more flexibility. 

For example, /w/ and /v/ do not get differentiated by millions of German speakers of 



   42 

English, nor by speakers of Indian and Pakistani English, yet they speak intelligible 

English (ibid.: 131).  

 

This is also compatible with another feature with which many researchers are 

aligned. That is, the suggestion that the local accent is the best accent. Local 

teachers with local accent is promoted, for example, by Cook (2002: 337), Jenkins 

(2007: 25), and Kirkpatrick (2007: 184). MacKenzie mentions that this is helpful 

because then students are exposed to both the core features of pronunciation as 

well as the non-core items that belong to the local accent (2014: 133). In the 

previous category, it was suggested that hearing speakers of English from different 

L1s is recommendable. Doing so also aids in promoting the local accent. Due to the 

exposure, students can feel more comfortable with not sounding nativelike (Bayyurt 

2018: 175-9).  

 

Category 22. ELF awareness is an important aspect of successful ELF teaching 

As implied by the categories thus far, the function of ELF is more important than the 

form. All the seven papers in Sifakis (2018) concur that due to its variability and 

fluidity, ELF “is beyond description” (Jenkins 2015: 55). Therefore, it is not realistic to 

expect ELF to be codified in the form of dictionaries or grammar books (Sifakis 2018: 

156). The implications of ELF are more about a change in perspective.  

 

The authors in Sifakis (2018) therefore see the solution as being ELF-aware 

teachers. Being an ELF aware teacher is to “critically engage with the growing ELF 

research literature” (Sifakis 2018: 157) and to make informed decisions for the local 

teaching context, based on the research (Kordia 2018: 197). For this, the teacher 
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should understand the social nature, variability, and diversity of ELF (Lopriore 2018: 

162). Furthermore, for accommodating to the local teaching context and to make 

informed decisions, it is essential that critical reflection is not only done as regards 

the research literature but also as regards conventional practices (Lopriore 2018: 

164; Dewey 2018: 172).  

 

What this implies is that the teachers need to be ready for change themselves. The 

main hinderances to ELF-aware practices is said to be the teachers’ teaching habits 

and approaches (Lopriore 2018: 163). Normative approaches should be overcome 

for successful ELF-aware teaching (ibid.: 166). The aim is that the teacher develops 

her approaches “through a continuous process of critical reflection, design, 

implementation and evaluation of instructional activities” so that the activities reflect 

and localise her understanding of the ELF construct (Sifakis and Bayyurt 2018: 7). 

The emphasis is on critical reflection as the means for connecting ELF and ELT 

(Sifakis 2018: 201). 

 

Category 23. Raising ELF and language awareness in students is recommendable 

Moreover, ELF and language awareness should not be limited to teachers. 

Language learners are generally encouraged to compare languages and thus to 

become aware of similarities and differences in the languages they know 

(MacKenzie 2014: 30). This is a general strategy for learning an additional language 

but it seems “all the more appropriate” in relation to ELF (ibid.; also Cavalheiro 2018: 

186). It is also recommended that students are exposed to authentic ELF usage and 

are asked to reflect on the content of it (Lopriore 2018: 163). This could be achieved 

by exposing students to ELF usage and then asking them to comment on the ways 
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in which the interlocutors in the material communicate – especially on how 

communication is facilitated by different pragmatic and linguistic processes (ibid.).  

 

Category 24. Intercultural awareness is an essential ingredient of ELF awareness 

In the analysed material, there are also a couple of comments about intercultural 

awareness. Sifakis declares that intercultural awareness is essential in ELF-aware 

practices (2018: 159). Likewise, Vettorel asks for “intercultural perspectives” in ELT 

materials (2018: 181).   

 

Category 25. Being critical of the content of course materials is recommended 

Vettorel’s comment about intercultural perspectives, above, originates from her 

suggestion that teachers should foster their ELF-awareness by critically examining 

course materials (2018: 181; Lopriore 2018; Siqueira 2018). The following features 

should be accounted for in ideal course materials (Vettorel 2018: 181): 

 perspectives on Global Englishes (awareness-raising activities); 

 different WE varieties in listening activities; 

 ELF contexts/speakers in listening activities; 

 reflection and activities focusing on communication strategies; 

 different points of view in the way in which cultural topics are presented; 

 intercultural perspectives; 

 reflection on the students’ own culture.  

 

In particular, Vettorel highlights the importance of the second and third features. She 

thinks that more presence for WEs and ELF is needed, because this is the reality 

which most of the learners of English face in life (ibid.: 183). WEs and ELF should be 
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present in the material in situations in which WE/ELF speakers successfully and 

effectively use the language in WE/ELF contexts (ibid.: 182). Here, Vettorel 

emphasises that WEs do not equal ELF, and it would be good for the teacher to be 

aware of this when examining the materials (ibid.).  The best is to include both.  

 

With the preceding features in mind, reflecting on the course materials critically can 

allow teachers to use existing EFL materials in a more informed manner (ibid.: 182). 

This is how teachers can utilise the course materials appropriately in their local 

context without adhering to the materials rigidly – “using the textbook as a prompt 

rather than a script” (Seidlhofer 2015: 26). If the ready-made course materials are 

used without reflection, there is a risk that the teacher’s creativity is suppressed, and 

this can easily lead to uninteresting and displaced practices in the classroom 

(Vettorel 2018: 186).  

 

Category 26. Authentic material is in line with ELF 

Continuing with the materials, as mentioned in Category 23, it is recommended  

that students observe authentic language use and concentrate on the linguistic and 

pragmatic features of the communication (Lopriore 2018: 163). However, there are 

also other reasons for making use of authentic material in classroom activities. The 

Internet has changed the field of information significantly, and it would be possible to 

create ELF-aware materials based on the Internet (ibid.: 187). This has the potential 

of making the teaching more appealing to students as the material becomes modern 

and interesting. Furthermore, the Internet allows students to interact with others 

online, which in itself is an asset for them (ibid.). While preparing such materials, it is, 

nevertheless, important that the materials are relevant for the students in question 
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(Widdowson 2003: 105; cited from MacKenzie 2014: 167). The use of authentic 

material is not a goal in itself, but an aid in promoting other elements of language 

learning from ELF perspective. It has the potential to create more stimulating 

activities where authentic ELF usage can be observed and practised (Vettorel 2018: 

186).  

 

Category 27. ELF is not to replace EFL 

As a summarising category, it is clear from the material that the authors do not 

believe in ELF completely replacing the traditional EFL teaching. For example, 

Siqueira comments that while she is “extremely enthused” about the possibilities of 

ELF in ELT, she does not believe that ELF should replace EFL (2018: 191). Instead 

ELF is seen as an integral part of the traditional EFL classroom. Siqueira proposes 

that the link between EFL and ELF could be promoted by, for example, including 

ELF elements in the teaching of the 3rd person singular -s (ibid.: 193). While still 

teaching the Standard English pronunciation with the -s, the teacher could also bring 

to the students’ awareness the possibility of hearing someone saying he walk, due to 

the role of English as the global lingua franca (ibid.).  

 

This point of view as ELF being “merely” an integral part of the EFL teaching is also 

supported by the impossibility of teaching ELF as a variant (c.f. English is still 

English). The focus on function instead of form in ELF can be understood as 

liberating because teachers do not need to consider the distinction between ELF and 

EFL as a dichotomy in which only one or the other option is available (Siqueira 2018: 

201). ELF awareness in teaching is to aid, inform, and enrichen current approaches 

(Sifakis 2018: 202). This is also supported by the fact that learners at early stages 
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necessarily require “more orthodox language teaching” before they can fully benefit 

from language awareness based activities (MacKenzie 2014: 172). Hence, the 

analysed material concur that ELF is not to replace EFL but is to be incorporated in 

EFL classroom practices.  

 

5.2. Curricula 

The curricula were compared with the categories in the literature and the results are 

presented below. Given that the distinctions between the categories are sometimes 

subtle and that there is partial overlap in some of the categories, the analysis of the 

curricula is presented thematically, instead of one category at the time. This is also 

supported by the lack of detail in the curricula. Statements in the curricula can often 

be connected to more than one category.  

 

Focus on Function not on Form 

The research literature suggests that ELF users should not be compared with NESs 

(Category 2) and that they do not need a nativelike vocabulary (Category 6). In 

general, nativelike performance is not necessary (Category 3), which is clear 

because certain deviations from Standard English are codifiable and comprehensible 

ELF usage (Category 7). Therefore it is suggested that getting it approximately right 

is enough (Category 8) and that communication strategies are required in ELF 

interaction (Category 10), including the ability to accommodate for comprehensibility 

(Category 9).  

 

Connections to these categories can be found in the curricula. Starting with 

communication strategies, the curriculum for the first and second grades states that 
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pupils are to learn to guess and interpret the meaning of words and content, thus 

promoting strategic competence in interaction (FNAE 2020a: 26). This is also 

reflected in later grades where the capacity of inference is developed further (FNAE 

2014: 328). Moreover, pupils in Grades 3-6 are to consider how to convey the 

message when one does not know much of the language (FNAE 2014: 220, 223). 

They are also to develop the ability to infer the meaning with the help of the context. 

Similarly, pupils in Grades 7-9 are to learn more about productive communication 

strategies and also about strategies which aid comprehension (FNAE 2020b: 123, 

125). These abilities are further enhanced in upper secondary school (FNAE 2019: 

180, 181, 183).  

 

In addition to the strategic competence, the focus in basic education is to encourage 

pupils to use the target language bravely, however little they may know of it (FNAE 

2014: 221, 350; 2020: 25, 26). This is supported by developing a tolerant 

atmosphere in which the most important feature is conveying the message (FNAE 

2014: 222, 349; 2020: 26). Pupils in Grades 3-6 are also encouraged to continue to 

engage in the communication situation despite disruptions (FNAE 2014: 221). In 

Grades 7-9, the focus is on learning how to act constructively in a communication 

situation and to get encouraged to get involved in conversations (FNAE 2020b: 112). 

In upper secondary school, meaning negotiations and constructive communication 

are central themes on the largest study module (FNAE 2019: 181).  

 

The curricula thus promote communication strategies and the ability to 

accommodate for comprehension throughout basic education and also in upper 

secondary school. The curricula accepts that pupils in basic education do not 



   49 

possess nativelike competence and allow for approximations due to that. The most 

important thing is to convey the message which is in accordance with the ten first 

categories above –comparison with native standards is not the focus and deviations 

from Standard English are to be accepted. It is worth noting that in upper secondary 

school, the tolerant atmosphere in which approximations can flourish is not 

mentioned. This could be taken as an indication that the focus starts to shift towards 

nativelike competence, thus being in opposition to Category 1, which discourages 

setting nativelike competence as the ultimate goal of learning English. This is, 

however, not explicit in the curriculum.  

 

Observing the missing categories, the curricula does not account for two of the 

categories discovered in the content analysis. These are the above-mentioned 

category not setting the ultimate goal of learning English as nativelike competence 

(Category 1) and to question StE as the model (Category 5). The latter can be found 

in some instances such as a recommendation to acquaint students with different 

varieties of English, but there are no direct references to the target model in the 

curricula – nor to the ultimate goal of learning English – and thus these two are for 

the teacher to decide upon, at least in basic education. The evaluation in the 

Matriculation Examination in the Finnish upper secondary school is not done by the 

teacher, and thus the teacher does not determine the standard there. 

 

A category which is not entirely clear is Category 4 which states that nativelike 

performance is not always recommendable. This is difficult to account for based on 

the curricula, but something can be understood as related to this. The statement for 

Grades 7-9 about the need to learn to act constructively in communication situations 
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can be understood as a suggestion to avoid language use which causes disruptions 

in the form of unilateral idiomaticity. Similarly, the concept of constructive 

communication and meaning negotiations in upper secondary school can guide 

students to avoid language use which results in unilateral idiomaticity (FNAE 2019: 

181). As could be expected, however, these are not explicit statements guiding to 

avoid certain expressions, and thus it is the teacher who makes her own judgments 

about the implications of the statements in the curricula. Not teaching idioms which 

are likely to result in unilateral idiomaticity would be a way to incorporate this in the 

teaching. Also, guiding students to simplify their speech if needed would suit the 

concept of constructive communication, especially considering the high competence 

Finnish students achieve in upper secondary school. However, the decision is for the 

teacher to make.   

 

English is Still English 

The fact that the language being spoken is still English was highlighted by 

MacKenzie (Category 11). Proficiency in the English language is helpful (Category 

12), and students might also prefer and need nativelike performance, at least 

sometimes (Category 13). Furthermore, language errors do occur in ELF interaction, 

despite the fact that they sometimes can be understood as creative ways of making 

use of limited resources (Category 14). It was also noted that performance becomes 

easier by prefabricated language use even in ELF contexts (Category 15) and that 

the role of NESs cannot be denied as regards the development of the English 

language (Category 16).  

 



   51 

While the curricula for Grades 1-2 suggests that pupils are to learn languages as 

(prefabricated) phrases (FNAE 2020: 27) and the final evaluation criteria in basic 

education requires the knowledge of common phrases and idioms for good grades, 

the most prominent inner circle features in the curricula are related to culture. In 

basic education, pupils are to learn to use the language in a manner which is 

suitable for the target culture, presumably an inner circle culture (FNAE 2020: 27). 

Towards the end of basic education, the focus shifts to investigating and 

understanding the culture and lifestyles of the target areas or a country where 

English is the central language of the society (FNAE 2014: 349). Hence, the curricula 

highlight the need to learn something about the inner circle manners and culture.  

 

In purely linguistic terms, the curricula does not state much. As mentioned above, a 

couple of references are made to formulaic sequences, but, for example, the target 

variety is not defined in the curricula. Also, it is not a surprise that the curricula do not 

highlight the fact that English is still English. The default understanding among 

English language teachers is that they are teaching English. Thus any unmarked 

reference to developing language skills would be understood as guidance to develop 

skills in Standard English, which the teacher himself speaks. Such instances 

obviously exist in the curricula. For example, pupils in basic education are required 

to possess a “decent” vocabulary as well as be able to use a “decent” variety of 

grammatical constructions to get the best grade (FNAE 2020b: 126). Categories 11–

16 are thus all present, explicitly or implicitly, and this is also compatible with 

Category 27, ELF is not to replace EFL.  
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Multilingualism 

According to the analysed literature, multilingualism is a good tool (Category 17). It 

should be made use of and students should be encouraged to have a resourceful 

attitude to transfer and accuracy (Category 18). However, one needs to bear in mind 

that ELF is situational – transfer is recommendable only in suitable situations 

(Category 19). Finally, given the multilingual nature of ELF, it would be good for 

students to get used to Englishes by speakers of different L1s (Category 20).  

 

Multilingualism is also present in the curricula. Throughout basic education, pupils 

are encouraged to learn other foreign languages too (FNAE 2014: 221, 350; 2020: 

29). Multilingualism should also be present in learning environments during the first 

two years of basic education (FNAE 2020: 29). In later grades, pupils are to get 

acquainted with the plurality of languages and to understand how languages coexist 

(FNAE2014: 220, 349). They are also to develop an understanding of how words are 

borrowed from a language to another (ibid.: 220), and to get acquainted with local 

multilingualism in Grades 3-9 (FNAE 2014: 221, 350). In upper secondary school, 

multilingualism is presented as a strength for the speaker (FNAE 2019: 180). 

Students are also to get accustomed with speakers from different backgrounds and 

to develop an ability to understand different variants, including speakers of different 

L1s (ibid.: 181, 184). Multilingualism is therefore present as an aid for 

comprehension and also as a language awareness related aspect.   

 

However, there are no explicit references about making use of multilingualism to 

enhance production. The upper secondary school curriculum is closest to that as it 

states that multilingualism is a strength for the speaker. But it is for the teacher to 
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decide what this implies in practice. Does it imply that it is good to learn other 

languages, too, to be able to communicate with NSs of that language? Or does it 

imply that it is a strength to be able to borrow from any suitable language in one’s 

repertoire? This is a judgment the teacher has to make for herself.  

 

Similarly developing an understanding of the situational nature of ELF is present only 

if the teacher incorporates it in the teaching. Students are acquainted with the local 

multilingualism but it is left to the teacher to decide how her students are to benefit 

from this knowledge. Are they to make logical decisions as regards transfer, based 

on the local context? Or are they simply to appreciate and tolerate the local 

multilingualism, as is suggested elsewhere (FNAE 2014: 222)? The teacher’s 

response to this aspect is the defining factor in this case as well.  

 

Pronunciation 

As far as pronunciation is concerned, the main attitude in the literature is that the 

local accent is the best accent (Category 21). In addition to this, Jenkins’ Lingua 

Franca Core guides the teaching of pronunciation (2000).  

 

In the curricula, pronunciation is not present to a large extent, but there are 

references to it. In Grades 1-6, pupils are to learn pronunciation as regards individual 

words and sounds, stress patterns on a word and sentence level, as well as prosody 

and intonation (FNAE 2014: 220; FNAE 2020: 28). In Grades 3-6, the International 

Phonetic Alphabet is added to the content (FNAE 2014: 220). During these years, 

pronunciation is to happen according to “the basic rules of pronunciation” (ibid.: 223). 

In the final evaluation criteria for basic education, it is stated that pupils are to 
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pronounce “intelligibly” (FNAE 2020b: 126). The guidance on pronunciation is thus 

not extensive. However, given that the vast majority of English language teachers in 

Finland are native speakers of Finnish, there is sometimes a natural promotion of the 

local accent by teachers as they serve as a model for their students – despite this 

not being present in the curricula.  

 

Considering the other features mentioned above from an ELF point of view, the 

focus on stress patterns as well as on prosody and intonation are not included in the 

Lingua Franca Core. Instead, they are treated as unteachable (Jenkins 2000). 

Moreover, there are no references to allowing non-standard pronunciation of certain 

sounds, particularly the sounds /θ/ and /ð/ which do not exist in Finnish. From an 

ELF point of view, the only compatible reference seems to be the comment on 

“intelligible pronunciation” in the final evaluation criteria for basic education (FNAE 

2020b: 126). The implications of this are again at the discretion of the teacher, and 

there is likely to be variation in how this is interpreted. Overall, the guidance on the 

teaching of pronunciation is, therefore, compatible with the categories only to a minor 

extent, and on the discretion of the teacher. 

 

ELF and Language Awareness 

The literature suggests that raising ELF and languages awareness in students would 

be helpful (Category 23). Teachers are also to examine the course materials critically 

so as to fulfil certain ELF related criteria (Category 25). Among the necessary criteria 

there are ELF and language awareness related features. The material should 

contain perspectives on Global Englishes, including different WE varieties and ELF 

contexts/speakers in listening activities. 
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Representation of these categories can be found in the curricula. Firstly, pupils in 

basic education are to develop their language awareness skills, particularly the 

ability to notice differences and similarities between English and other languages as 

was highlighted in Category 23 (FNAE 2014: 222, 349; 2020a: 26). This ability is to 

become deeper in upper secondary school (FNAE 2019: 180), and thus language 

awareness as regards distinctions between languages is an ingredient in all the 

three curricula.  

 

Secondly, a more global perspective to the use of English is introduced from the third 

grade onwards, and this understanding develops further in later grades. Pupils in 

Grades 3-6 are to develop an understanding of the status of English as a language 

of global communication (FNAE 2014: 219). Being able to describe the spread of 

English is a requirement for a good grade (ibid.: 222). English’s multilingual and 

pluricultural nature is also presented to pupils at this stage (ibid.: 220). From the 

seventh grade onwards, the term lingua franca becomes a part of the repertoire. 

Pupils in Grades 7-9 investigate the development of English as a global lingua 

franca, and understanding the status of English as a lingua franca is required in the 

final evaluation in basic education (FNAE 2014: 349; 2020b: 119). Different variants 

of English (WEs) are also a part of teaching in Grades 7-9 as well as part of final 

evaluation (ibid.). In upper secondary school, the understanding of ELF is to be 

developed further, and the largest study unit is a module called “English as a Global 

Language” (FNAE 2019: 181). In this module, students develop the understanding 

that sometimes none of the participants in an interaction speak English as a native 

language (ibid.). The module also includes WEs, and one of the goals of the module 
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is to acquaint students with ELF from a pluricultural and multilingual perspective 

(ibid.). Thus, besides language awareness, the curricula also demand that the 

understanding of ELF is developed – resulting in ELF awareness, an intellectual 

understanding of ELF.   

 

Thirdly, the understanding of ELF is not to be limited to the intellectual, knowledge 

type of understanding. Course materials in basic education are to reflect the spread 

of English as the language of global communication (FNAE 2014: 220, 350). Also, in 

upper secondary school, students are to get accustomed with speakers from 

different backgrounds, including WEs and speakers of different L1s (FNAE 2019: 

181). Thus, the curricula guides teachers not only to give intellectual lectures on the 

status of English as the language of global communication but also to incorporate 

features of this phenomenon in course materials and activities.  

 

Finally, the upper secondary school curriculum invites more ELF perspectives to be 

introduced, provided the teacher understands the passages as such. First such 

perspective is English as a language of science (FNAE 2019: 183). As quoted 

earlier, Mauranen observers that the language of science is “in effect ELF” (2012: 

35). Thus, the teacher should bring to the students’ awareness the fact that ELF is, 

to a large extent, the language of the academia and that this has implications for the 

type of language the students may encounter in the future. Similarly, students are to 

develop an understanding of language competence as an aid in their profession 

(FNAE 2019: 183). One of the purposes of this is to get encouraged to use English in 

different situations related to education and career (ibid.). The curriculum also states 

that international companies as employers are a central feature on this module 
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(ibid.). In many international companies, ELF is the means of international 

communication, and therefore the module offers the teacher an opportunity to 

introduce ELF related aspects to the teaching. However, as with the module 

considering the role of English as the language of science, it is the teacher who 

decides whether to include ELF in the course content or not. Will the teacher focus 

on the importance of becoming nativelike to sound convincing and to impress 

employers? Or will she encourage students to use their English language abilities 

unhesitatingly because successful professionals and academics in many fields 

achieve their ambitions with the use of the local similect (e.g. Finglish)? The 

teacher’s understanding of the implications is central. 

 

All in all, it is, nonetheless, clear that language and ELF awareness are central 

themes in the curricula as regards ELT. Noticing differences and similarities between 

languages is present in all grades and phases, and along with the development of 

this, new features are introduced as the years go by. After the first two years English 

is first introduced as a global language of communication, then as ELF, and finally in 

upper secondary school they are to become aware of WEs and develop their 

understanding of ELF. All of this is also to be present in the materials. Language and 

ELF awareness are thus present to a good extent.  

 

Intercultural Awareness 

The literature suggests that intercultural awareness is an essential ingredient of ELF 

awareness (Category 24). Intercultural perspectives and reflection on the students’ 

own culture should also be present in course materials (Category 25).  
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The intercultural viewpoint is present in the curricula more than it was in the 

analysed ELF literature. An appreciation of the prevailing cultural plurality, a tolerant 

attitude towards this plurality, an ability to communicate interculturally and to 

recognise cultural features of communication are all features in the curricula for basic 

education and are also evaluated in the final evaluation (FNAE 2014: 220, 221, 222; 

2020a: 26, 29; 2020b: 119, 124). Leaners are also offered opportunities to practice 

international communication in basic education as well as in upper secondary school 

(FNAE 2014: 221; 2019: 181). Students in upper secondary school are also to 

observe cultural plurality and develop their ability to maintain international 

relationships (FNAE 2019: 180-1). Lastly, pupils in Grades 1-6 are to learn to 

appreciate and reflect upon their own cultural background (FNAE 2014: 220; 2020a: 

26), as was suggested in the literature (Category 25). 

 

Intercultural awareness is also present in the curricula elsewhere, in sections not 

dedicated to English. In fact, intercultural awareness encompasses the whole of 

basic education and upper secondary school in Finland. Cultural abilities are listed 

as a key feature for all grades (FNAE 2014: 100, 155, 282; 2019: 64). Thus, while 

the present study has not focused on intercultural awareness, nor on the aspects of 

the curricula which are presented outside the sections dedicated to English, it seems 

safe to assume that the curricula foster intercultural awareness at least to a decent 

extent.  
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The Internet and Authentic Communication  

It is suggested in the literature that the use of the Internet would be good because it 

is a good source for authentic material and because it allows authentic international 

communication to take place (Category 26).  

 

Elements of this can be observed in the curricula. If possible, the use of information 

technology is to be used in Grades 1-2 to communicate with others who speak the 

target language (FNAE 2020a: 29). In Grades 3-6, pupils are encouraged to develop 

language skills by using information technology as an aid as well as to use the 

Internet to get acquainted with the spread of English and the cultural and lingual 

plurality of the world (FNAE 2014: 220, 222). In Grades 7-9, pupils are to get deeply 

engaged in practice through different communication channels (FNAE 2014: 350). In 

upper secondary school, there are no direct references to the use of the Internet in 

the English language section, but it must be noted that students use computers in 

upper secondary school. Hence, the Internet is present in one way or the other – 

most likely quite notably in English language classes for which the resources on the 

Internet are abundant. The curricula, especially the curricula for basic education, 

therefore do abide by the guidance of utilising the Internet for authentic 

communication.  

 

As for authentic materials on the Internet, the suggestion to offer opportunities to 

listen and read diverse texts and recordings from different sources does imply that 

the Internet is used (FNAE 2020b: 142). It would also be safe to assume that 

“different sources” include authentic materials – articles, blogs, YouTube videos, 
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news etc. Thus, the use of the Internet is present in the curricula as regards 

materials and also as regards authentic communication.  

 

6.  DISCUSSION 

The content analysis resulted in 27 categories which seem to represent the 

investigated material well. In Categories 1-16, the theoretical comparison between 

ELF and ENL usage provides insights into the implications of ELF research on 

teaching the English language. As Kordia comments, the research literature is not 

“teacher-friendly” (2018: 199), and thus results of the present type are helpful for 

understanding how the theory can be applied in practice. Similarly, in Categories 17-

21, the multilingual nature of ELF is discussed from a practical point of view, with the 

conclusion that teachers should learn to encourage and allow situational 

codeswitching as well as provide variety in the input. The following categories 

(Categories 22-26) promote a reflective approach so as to aid teachers to develop 

their practice further towards ELF-aware teaching. This seems particularly relevant. 

The last category states that ELF is not to replace EFL (Category 27), and thus the 

teachers need to learn how to incorporate ELF in meaningful ways into their teaching 

habits, both as a mindset and as suitable choices as regards the course materials. 

Reflection and critical examination of the materials and approaches is necessary 

because teaching habits may be deeply entrenched and changing them requires 

energy. The coverage of the categories seems, therefore, adequate, and this implies 

that the investigated material suited the purposes well.  

 

Superficially, however, some of these categories disagree with each other. The first 

ten categories highlight the need to understand that NESs do not need and most 
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likely will not acquire nativelike competence. As a result of this, they should be 

allowed to produce approximations and be guided towards strategic competence. 

The following six categories, however, underline that we must not forget that English 

is still English and nativelike competence can be a desirable goal for students. There 

is a disagreement between these two groups of categories.   

 

However, these categories can be connected in a purposeful manner. According to 

Claus Gnutzmann, Standard English should be the target model whether teaching 

ELF or EFL (2005: 117; cited from MacKenzie 2014: 167). However, for Gnutzmann, 

the model is an idealisation, not an absolute truth from which divergence is not 

allowed. Students should be taught as tolerantly as possible; “no dogmatic insistence 

on the norms of the standard language” should prevail despite the standard variety 

model (ibid.). In this manner, the standard model does not undermine the variability 

and flexibility which should be allowed to flourish, at least as far as ELF is 

concerned. It seems SLA research would also agree on this point as it is argued that 

negative feedback in the form of corrections is not really helpful (Walker 2019: 235-

6). Moreover, as noted by Sifakis et al., the best approach is to incorporate ELF 

perspectives and approaches into the EFL classroom (2018). As mentioned earlier, 

Sifakis et al. agree that ELF is not to overthrow EFL. Hence, I think the paradox 

between focusing and not focusing on Standard English can be resolved 

purposefully. The tolerance of approximations, while still teaching a standard variety 

at least to some extent, ideally leads to a situation where students develop towards 

nativelike competence but are not compared to it in an unfair manner – they do not 

need to reach that high a competence even if that is the direction. 
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An approach such as this might help to promote an attitude shift in students. An 

attitude shift was not a central theme in any of the categories, though some of them 

promote students as users instead of leaners. In the literature review, however, I 

quoted a study in which it was discovered that the positive experiences in ELF 

environments allowed the students to undergo a transformation from unsuccessful 

learners to successful users (Räisänen and Nikula 2010). This transformation was a 

change in the mindset of the students. The positive experiences of being able to use 

the English language in interaction allowed the students to begin to consider 

themselves as successful users. An attitude shift such as this can perhaps also be 

reached by teaching English in a tolerant manner, by not insisting on Standard 

English forms even if they are the model. This allows students to feel competent and 

encourages them to avoid over-monitoring their speech, thus promoting their 

development as ELF users instead of eternal learners.  

 

Besides the categories, I would also like to comment on two features which effect the 

reliability of the analysis. Firstly, it is to be acknowledged that the material does not 

represent the entire field of ELF studies. A vast mass of literature should be 

investigated to cover the whole field without biases. Fortunately or unfortunately, this 

is what the authors of the analysed material seem to have done. Fortunately, 

because this is how the present study was able to utilise ELF and other applied 

linguistic theory to a good extent. Unfortunately, because now the presentation of the 

theory by MacKenzie and Sifakis et al. has had a great impact on the present results 

– thus adding subjective perspectives to the results. However, given the logical 

argumentation and reliance on research that was present in the analysed material, I 

feel confident that the results of the content analysis are relevant for ELT in ELF 
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contexts. This is further supported by the fact that the materials corresponded with 

each other, though observing the phenomena from slightly different angles. It is, of 

course, inevitable that the content of at least some of the categories can be 

challenged and different perspectives offered, which is why I think the categories 

promoting a reflective approach to ELF-aware teaching are very important. All in all, 

however, I do feel that the results contribute by presenting a broad spectrum of 

aspects which are important in ELF-aware teaching. 

 

Another feature I would like to comment on relates to the methodology of content 

analysis. The general framework by Mayring (2014) was, I think, very adequate for 

this type of a study. The results represent the analysed material well and genuinely. 

The method did not allow for me to intervene and introduce my own prejudice but 

required me to focus on what was suggested in the materials. That being said, I was 

still the one doing the analysis. Thus, while I do believe that the main arguments are 

all captured in the categories, it is a fact that the interpretation of the texts and their 

implications is subjective. This means that if there were any implicit propositions 

which did not resonate with me – in the sense that I did not understand the 

implication – these were not captured because there was no one else to analyse the 

material. Thus, a fair disclaimer seems to be that whatever was missed or 

misunderstood was due to my subjectivity. This simply could not be avoided in a 

study of this type. However, as I said, overall I think the chosen methodology 

functioned well in this study. I do believe that anyone reproducing the study with 

these materials and methods would arrive at approximately the same categories. 
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The second part of this study investigated the national curricula for the basic 

education and the upper secondary school in Finland with respect to the category 

system established earlier. I have commented on some of the detailed aspects 

during the analysis, and thus I will focus on more general observations here.  

 

To begin with, the curricula do indeed correspond with a good portion of the 

categories. Firstly, strategic competence and the focus on function not on form is a 

central feature, especially in the curricula for basic education. In upper secondary 

school, the tolerant atmosphere in which conveying the message is the most 

important feature, not the form, is not mentioned. However, strategic competence 

remains a feature there as well. Thus, as noted in the analysis section, eight of the 

first ten categories can be observed in all the investigated curricula. Secondly, the 

following six categories covering the observation that English is still English are 

present, even if this is not something that needs to be explicitly explained. The 

curricula naturally refer to developing competence in the target language, and the 

target language must be understood as English. Moreover, the inner circle cultures 

are present in the curricula, guiding towards understanding the central role of NSs 

and allowing students to become mobile in all the three Kachruvian circles. English 

is, thus, still English in the curricula, and Category 27, ELF is not to replace EFL, is 

present as well. Thirdly, language and ELF awareness are clearly present, and there 

is a logical sequence in which these are developed. First students learn to 

understand differences and similarities between languages and then begin to 

develop the understanding of English as the language of global communication and 

later on as a lingua franca. Similarly, intercultural awareness encompasses the 
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curricula in their totality and is also prominent in the sections dedicated to the 

English language. One can thus observe many of the categories in the curricula. 

 

There is, however, certain observations to make regarding the teacher’s role, as 

commented in the analysis. In many instances, such as the categories related to 

multilingualism, pronunciation, and ELF awareness, the teacher’s understanding of 

the meaning of the curriculum is fundamental. If the teacher’s understanding of ELF 

does not extend beyond the acronym and the general understanding that English is 

the language of global communication, then there is a risk that much of the 

curriculum will be understood in a shallow way. A good example of this can be the 

case of “English as the language of international companies” in upper secondary 

school. As I said earlier, there is all the reason to understand this in two ways: 

promoting ELF or promoting nativelike performance. One can understand this as 

promoting ELF because this is the present reality of many international companies 

and because speaking a similect does not ban one from becoming a successful 

professional in whatever field one is working on. On the other hand, one can 

understand this as promoting high competence, brilliant nativelike accent, and inner 

circle manners because this can be understood as appealing, as impressive, and as 

something to strive after. This is especially true given the mindset of many English 

language teachers and the way in which English has been taught for decades 

(Lopriore 2018: 163). Thus, while I would not discourage anyone reaching such a 

high competence, there is, nevertheless, a risk that the teacher does not incorporate 

ELF into her teaching habits. Therefore, the teacher has a central role in 

understanding the curricula. Some things are explicit – for example the need to focus 

on function not on form in basic education – but some are not.  
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Besides the role of the teacher, another question relates to evaluation. Category 1 

states that nativelike performance is nearly impossible and should not be the 

ultimate goal of learning English. Similarly, the educated native speaker model is 

questionable (Category 5). These two categories are difficult to assess based on the 

national curricula. As far as pronunciation is concerned, we know that in the final 

evaluation in basic education, pupils are to pronounce intelligibly. This can be seen 

as a hint towards ELF-aware evaluation, but otherwise, no such references are 

made. The base for the evaluation is the Common European Framework of 

Reference (CEFR). While I have not personally investigate this, there are 

suggestions stating that this is not an ELF-friendly framework (Hynninen 2014; 

Leung and Jenkins 2020). Moreover, as noted in the analysis, the fact that in the 

upper secondary school curriculum there are no references to the tolerant 

atmosphere which was to prevail in basic education seems to indicate that the focus 

starts to shift more towards Standard English forms. One argument in favour of this 

is that Finnish students reach very high competence in English, and it is, therefore, 

reasonable that the bar is elevated, especially in upper secondary school. However, 

this should still be done in a manner which does not compare students unfavourably 

with ENL. Despite the high competence, nativelike performance is still not likely to be 

reached. Thus, focus on form should prevail even with high competence speakers 

and this should be present in evaluation as well.  

 

Connected to this, developing confident students through tolerance of errors and 

approximations is, I think, a great feature in the curricula. It relates to what I said 

above about connecting Standard English and approximations. The tolerant 
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atmosphere where approximations are allowed is very much in line with ELF 

research because this promotes strategic competence and guides everyone in the 

classroom to accept approximate forms and accommodate to them. In this case, not 

only does the teacher’s attitude guide an individual student but it also guides the 

whole group. The students get encouraged to use English in creative ways and they 

allow others to do this too. This has a great impact on the overall understanding of 

the curricula and guides towards many of the categories which guide towards focus 

on function. 

 

7.  CONCLUSION 

This study investigated ELF research literature to discover the implications of the 

research for ELT and to discover how the research is understood in the national 

curricula in Finland. The results suggest that Standard English models are helpful 

but deviations, approximations, and errors should be tolerated as much as possible. 

This also includes the promotion of strategic competence, given that the learners are 

likely to not reach nativelike competence. The curricula, on the other hand, reflect 

the research as regards strategic competence, allowance of approximations, as well 

as ELF and language awareness activities. However, the teacher’s understanding of 

ELF plays a pivotal role in how the curricula are understood. For this, the analysed 

ELF literature promotes a reflective approach as a means of incorporating ELF-

aware practices in the EFL classroom. This is a central for developing ELT. If ELF 

awareness is not present in the teacher, it will not be much present in the classroom 

either. 
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Therefore, a question that arises as a result of this study is: How do the English 

language teachers in Finland understand the content of the curricula as regards 

ELF? Do they incorporate ELF to their daily teaching habits? The answer to these is 

also important because a quick glance into the local curricula of the Tampere 

University Teacher Training School reveals that the content of the local curricula 

basically depends on the national curricula. Thus, the only resource for teachers to 

really make use of ELF research is to understand ELF research literature, as 

suggested by Sifakis (2018: 157). However, given the time constraints teachers in 

Finland have to cope with, it does not seem reasonable to assume that the English 

language teacher would spend time on investigating research literature, especially 

not in its current form (Kordia 2018: 199). Therefore, it is very important to 

understand how an average English language teacher in Finland understands the 

curricula.  

 

Besides making the curricula more explicit or providing in-service training, 

developing suitable course materials would be a way to assist teachers in integrating 

ELF in the classroom. Textbooks and grammar books are the default source for 

classroom activities for many teachers. Their content guides the teaching in 

considerable ways. However, if the material does not include features such as 

strategic competence or ELF awareness, the risk of forgetting ELF is considerable. 

After all, the curricula are merely guidance for teachers and there is no one to 

observe that they are followed in the classroom. If the concept of ELF and its 

implications are not clear for the teacher, he easily forgets ELF and continues with 

the more traditional methods. Suitable course materials would make a difference 

here.  
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All in all, the results reveal central features which the English language teacher 

should be aware of as regards ELF. The concept of ELF is also finding its way into 

the English language classroom in Finland due to its presence in the curricula. As a 

further step, however, investigating, and probably also developing, the teacher’s 

understanding of ELF and the curricula as well as developing suitable course 

materials are central. Without these, ELF and parts of the curricula remain vague 

indications towards a concept which the teacher cannot make use of in her daily 

practice of teaching English. 
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Appendix: The content analysis categories  

Category 1.   Nativelike competence should not be the goal of learning English 

Category 2. Comparing to native standards is not advisable 

Category 3. Nativelike performance is not necessary 

Category 4. Nativelike performance is not always recommendable 

Category 5. “Educated native speaker” as a model is questionable 

Category 6. ELF users do not need a nativelike vocabulary 

Category 7. Certain deviations from Standard English are codifiable and 

comprehensible ELF usage 

Category 8. Getting it approximately right is good enough 

Category 9. To be able to accommodate for comprehensibility is helpful 

Category 10. Communication strategies are required in ELF interaction 

Category 11. English is still English 

Category 12. Proficiency in English is an important factor in conveying the message 

Category 13. Students might prefer and need nativelike performance 

Category 14. ELF speakers also make errors 

Category 15. Prefabricated language use is helpful even for ELF speakers 

Category 16. Native English speakers are important for the development of English 

Category 17. Multilingualism is a good tool in ELF contexts 

Category 18. Students should have a resourceful attitude to transfer and accuracy 

Category 19. ELF is situational 

Category 20. Getting used to Englishes by speakers of different L1s would be good 

Category 21. Local accent – the best accent 

Category 22. ELF awareness is an important aspect of successful ELF teaching 

Category 23. Raising ELF and language awareness in students is recommendable 
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Category 24. Intercultural awareness is an essential ingredient of ELF awareness 

Category 25. Being critical of the content of course materials is recommended 

Category 26. Authentic material is in line with ELF 

Category 27. ELF is not to replace EFL 
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