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Abstract
The aim of the study was to gain insight into Polish and Icelandic teachers’ attitudes towards children’s 
productive language skills in the societal languages, Polish and Icelandic, their teaching practices in 
fostering these skills, and to identify any obstacles experienced. The study is based on semi-structured 
interviews with two teachers in each country. The Icelandic population is only 364.000, while the 
number in Poland is 39.857.000. In Iceland, English is an additional language to Icelandic, whereas Polish 
is the dominant language in Poland. Reading literacy among Icelandic youth on PISA has declined and 
Polish adolescents have improved. According to the Icelandic teachers, the diversity of language context 
in Iceland has a negative effect on children‘s Icelandic language skills. Speaking and writing appeared to 
be practised in a more elaborate way by the Icelandic teachers. School activities focused on speaking 
and writing can be improved in both the Polish and the Icelandic classes.
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Introduction
Language proficiency and cognition are interrelated - both need to grow with time (Grøver et al. 

2019, Vygotsky 1978). Moreover, in the digital world, literacy practices demand more elaborate 
language skills than ever before, the proficiency to integrate information across various texts, to 
evaluate contrasts and disinformation, and to debate about conflicting arguments, both in oral 
communications and in writing (Hemphill et al. 2019, OECD 2021: 20, Schleicher 2018). It goes without 
saying that literacy activities, reading, discussing, and writing, are an inseparable part of learning (Grøver 
et al. 2019). Moreover, using rich and sophisticated language in speaking and writing are the ultimate 
language skills (Grøver et al. 2019, Uccelli 2019). Productive language skills, i.e. speaking and writing, are 
particularly important when students demonstrate their knowledge and skills, being the core milestones 
when climbing the educational ladder (Pearson 2019, Uccelli 2019). Furthermore, proficient writers, 
who write in a convincing way, demonstrate more advanced word use in their writings than peers with 
poorer writing skills (Roessingh 2013, Ólafsdóttir 2015). As modern technology has increased the 
opportunities to present one’s thoughts and beliefs, people with a good command of productive 
language skills can acquire certain powers. 

Furthermore, in the digital world, English is the most widespread language, thus people world-wide 
read and use English on the internet. In fact, preserving linguistic diversity in modern times has become 
a real challenge, particularly to languages with few speakers (Multilingual 2022), as is the case with the 
Icelandic language (Rögnvaldsson et al. 2012). The abundance of entertainment material that is 
published in the English language is incomparable to that accessible in Icelandic. For this reason, 
Icelandic people of all ages use English every day (Arnbjörnsdóttir 2018), as do children outside school in 
their leisure time (Jóhannsdóttir 2018). Although the Icelandic language is the official language in the 
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society, and the Icelandic language is rich in literature from ancient times up until the present day, 
English is now an additional language to Icelanders. However, in Poland, the Polish language is the 
official societal language, and the language preferred by the Polish people (META n.d.). English has still 
the status of a foreign language among the Polish nation - children learn English at school and use Polish 
outside the school setting. The Polish language is well supported for digital technology (Rehm & 
Uszkoreit 2011) and most software packages are provided in Polish (META n.d).

Thus, while the diversity of languages in the world is threatened, the diversity of languages used 
within some cultures has been augmented, at least as regards the Icelandic people, who use both 
Icelandic and English on a regular basis. Moreover, as Icelandic pupils divide their leisure time between 
Icelandic and English, their language skills may be distributed between these languages, resulting in less 
proficiency in Icelandic (Oller et al. 2007, Ólafsdóttir et al. 2016, Thordardottir 2021). The dual language 
context in Iceland may also affect teachers’ attitudes towards the importance of their pupils’ Icelandic 
language skills, and the opportunities they provide their learners with to develop these skills. These may 
differ from that of teachers in Poland, where the national language is preferred and used by the nation. 
Opportunities to make progress in productive language skills in the school language need to be provided 
to all children, for their active participation in school and successful performance in all fields of study 
(Pearson 2019, Rutherford-Quash & Hakuta 2019, Uccelli 2019).

This article presents findings from a study conducted in Poland and Iceland. Semi-structured 
interviews were taken with two teachers of nine-year-old children in each country, one teacher in the 
countryside and another teacher in a city. The main aim of the study was to gain insight into Polish and 
Icelandic teachers’ attitudes towards providing their nine-year-old pupils opportunities to practise their 
productive language skills in the societal languages, Polish and Icelandic, the teachers’ practices in 
fostering these skills, and to identify obstacles they experienced. 

The findings contributed to the professional development of the two authors, as they have given an 
indication on how the education of student teachers can be improved and developed. The article first 
discusses what elements have proven successful in productive language activities at school, then 
important facts about the countries are discussed, as regards inhabitants, digital use, the Polish and the 
Icelandic languages, educational outcomes, and statistics, as well as national curricula for both 
countries.

Theoretical background
As an effective means to increase productive language proficiency of learners, an explicit instruction 

is pivotal (Bayat 2016, Gadd & Parr 2017, Hough et al. 2012, Lawrence et al. 2011). For example, an 
explicit instruction showed positive results in the study of De Smedt and Van Keer (2018) with 11 
teachers of 206 fifth and sixth graders. Their approach included increasing learners’ knowledge of 
writing by comparing different text genres, as well as augmenting their skills in writing strategy through 
planning, writing, and reviewing. Importantly, the intervention consisted of frequent, regular, and 
supportive writing environments. The pupils who received writing instruction of this kind outperformed 
those whose writing was predominantly based on peer assistance, and both these groups showed better 
results than the comparison group who received “business as usual” writing instruction. 

Gadd and Parr (2017) studied teaching practices of nine teachers whose upper primary and middle 
school classes (210 pupils in total) had shown outstanding gains in writing. They found that learning 
tasks employed in these classes were purposeful for the learners and they included meaningful 
opportunities for their involvement. The teachers both used direct writing instruction and gave their 
pupils opportunity for self-regulation, i.e., the pupils were allowed to choose their own topics, they were 
responsible for seeking support from peers and the teacher, they worked in collaboration with each 
other, and practised writing both in and out of school. 
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The aim of the study conducted by Edwards and Jones (2017) was to gain insights into the view of 8–
11-year-old boys about themselves as literacy learners, and especially as writers, as well as their 
teachers’ views about the boys. They found that the boys made the best progress in literacy when the 
teachers valued their ideas and incorporated strategies for developing learner agency into their daily 
classroom practice. The results highlighted the strong links between the beliefs and actions of the 
teachers and the boys’ perceptions of themselves as writers. The best teachers made provision for them 
to have choice in writing activities and independence in writing through peer discussions. This is in 
concordance with other findings that show that children become more motivated to write if they are 
given ownership of their writing, through topic choice, small group discussions, and peer partner writing 
(Czerniewska 1992, Graves 1983). 

Topics on engagement dilemmas have indeed proven to be successful, as is the case for the well-
known Word Generation Program (Snow & Lawrence 2011). An example of a study of the program’s 
impact is the Lawrence and colleagues (2016) research with in total 8.382 middle school learners. The 
learners read a passage about a chosen topic and, importantly for the student engagement, this was of 
sufficient interest for them to be willing to read, talk and write about it. Important all-purpose academic 
words were highlighted and taught explicitly and across school subjects. This was followed by 
discussions, debates, and writing activities in which the children presented their own point of view and 
supported their arguments. The children worked in small and larger groups and in whole classroom 
settings throughout the process. Results indicated that the intervention was most promising for those 
with poor language skills, although all learners made progress in their language skills. These instructional 
methods can thus be considered as an effective means to mitigate the Matthew Effect (Stanovich 1986), 
as these practices can help diminish the literacy gap between learners (Lawrence et al. 2016). 

Academic words play an important role in the Word Generation program, as these words are indeed 
fundamental for both writing and reading skills required from age nine, when learners start the lengthy 
process of reading and writing to learn (Beck et al. 2013, Chall & Jacobs 2003, Cummins & Man 2007, 
Ólafsdóttir et al. 2016). Not surprisingly, educationally strong students are more likely to use such words 
compared to learners with limited word skills (Dobbs & Kearns 2016). Moreover, a positive relation has 
been detected between the use of academic words and writing proficiency (Figueroa et al. 2018, 
Ólafsdóttir 2015, Roessingh et al. 2013). For example, in her study with Icelandic sixth and eighth 
graders, Ólafsdóttir (2015) found that proficient writers, who were able to organize their texts and 
present and give support for their arguments in a convincing way, used a higher number of Icelandic 
academic words compared to less proficient writers. However, while subject-specific words are normally 
taught explicitly within the corresponding discipline, teachers are often not cognizant of the importance 
of academic words that are used across a wider subject area (Beck et al., 2013; Ólafsdóttir et al., 2020; 
Roessingh 2016).

Moreover, research has demonstrated that feedback from teachers on students’ writings can lead to 
improvements in the writing proficiency of learners at all ages (Black & Wiliam 2001), if it is detailed, 
clear, and provides the opportunity to respond by improving the text and submitting it again, even 
several times (Ólafsdóttir 2016). Such feedback has proven to be the most effective for learners who 
struggle the most. A case study with one teacher and her 6- and 7-year-old learners demonstrated the 
effectiveness of letting children participate in the scaffolding throughout the writing process (Dix 2015). 
The teacher created a magic space through discussions in which the voice of the children was heard, the 
children were valued as writers and active learners and took part in the scaffolding. The scaffolding 
interactions were flexible and responsive to individual children’s learning. 

Furthermore, findings indicate that learners whose teachers cooperate regularly make better 
progress in literacy than learners of teachers who work in isolation (Goddard et al. 2007, Leana & Pil 
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2006). Indeed, collaboration between teachers is effective in increasing the learning outcome of their 
pupils in general (Jang 2006, Lomos et al. 2011, Sigurðardóttir 2007).

An important responsibility of educational systems is to provide equitable learning opportunities for 
all, so that everyone will master language proficiency that allows for the fulfilment of their needs and 
ambitions in life: educational, personal, social, and professional (OECD 2019). Productive language 
proficiency plays a key role in this respect. 

Taken together, there are certain instructional methods that have proven to be effective in 
supporting learners in developing their productive language skills. Even if conscious and willing to 
implement an effective instructional approach, teachers however face multiple complexities in their 
daily work with children. Language use, language teaching, and language learning are processes 
influenced by a host of factors (Larsen-Freeman & Cameron 2012). These are emergent from the 
dynamic processes of change that operate in all languages used by individuals. It is indeed the changing 
and adapting element of language, which is a tool for communication in a constantly changing world. A 
complexity system theory perspective views language use as a dynamic system that emerges and self-
organizes from frequently occurring patterns of language use (Larsen-Freeman & Cameron 2012: 111).  

We need to consider the tasks that learners perform and to consider each performance anew -  
stable and predictable in part, but at the same time variable, flexible, and dynamically adapted 
to fit the changing situation. Learners actively transform their linguistic world; they do not just 
conform to it (Larsen-Freeman & Cameron 2012: 159).
Thus, teachers have throughout generations encountered changes in productive language use 

and performance that represent changes in society, and which constantly affect their language 
instructional settings. Moreover, each individual learner, each teacher, each group, and each class “are 
nested in the school as a complex system, with elements that include, as well as the obvious people and 
buildings, the parents, laws and guidelines, finances, and so on” (Larsen-Freeman & Cameron 2012: 
202). In fact, these are all likely to differ not only within each society, but even more so between 
different countries.

Teachers are “the key-actors in the teaching of writing, we should focus on what teachers do and 
think in the practice of writing education, and what students write” (Graham & Rijlaarsdam 2016: 788). 
Comparisons between countries of educational opportunities provided to learners are important to gain 
insight into countries’ capacity to meet the needs of individuals in a modern world in which mobilization 
and digitalisation have become the norm. Indeed, the internet has connected people and countries all 
over the world, which largely increases individual potential and at the same time has made the world 
more complex and ambiguous (OECD 2021). Literacy skills needed in the 21st century still include basic 
literacy skills, decoding and understanding (Hoover & Gough 1990), whereas, additionally, critical 
thinking and the ability to search and analyse information, in oral debate and in writing are of utmost 
importance. This makes it clear that language skills have never been as vital as in modern times, for 
active participation in society, at school, and at work (OECD, 2021). On the other hand, language use on 
the internet has become less diverse, with the English language dominating the digital world 
(Multilingual 2022). This is more of a threat to languages spoken by few people than to languages of 
large societies. Consequently, as diversity in language use world-wide has diminished, it has been 
augmented within some countries, namely in Iceland, but less or not at all in Poland.

Poland and Iceland, the nations, the languages, and digital use
Poland and Iceland are two European countries, the former an island in the north of the Atlantic 

Ocean, the latter an Eastern European country, surrounded by neighbouring countries. In Iceland, the 
number of inhabitants was in the year 2022 only 364.000 (Statistic Iceland n.d.). The small population 
has nonetheless grown steadily in the last decades, mostly because of new immigrants, the largest 

ERL Journal - Volume 2022-2(8)  - LINGUISTIC CONTEXTS AND DIVERSITY IN EDUCATION



45

group namely from Poland. In the year 2021 roughly 5% of the total population were first generation 
immigrants from Poland (Statistics Iceland n.d.). On the other hand, the number of people living in 
Poland was 39.857.000 in 2022 (Macrotrends 2023), and between 2010 and 2021 the number went 
down due to the birth and death rate, and migration. However, last year the trend went up, mainly 
because of an increasing number of immigrants, from Ukraine, the United Kingdom, and Germany 
(Macrotrends 2023, Statista 2023).

Icelandic is the official language in Iceland, and it is the language that in ancient times was spoken in 
the Northern countries (Denmark, Norway, and Sweden) (Hólmarsdóttir 2001). Unlike the inhabitants of 
the neighbouring countries, the Icelandic people have striven against the adoption of foreign words and 
have preserved the grammar to a large extent unchanged. Throughout the centuries and until this day. 
Icelandic has always been, and still is the language used in school and is still strong as regards published 
literature and media (Hólmarsdóttir 2001). 

As regards digital use, Icelanders were already in 2016 among the top nations in the world in their 
access to the internet. That year, 98% of the Icelandic population were rated as active internet users, 
whereas in Poland the share was 67% (Kemp 2016). The number of households in Poland that have 
access to the internet has nonetheless increased in the last years, and in 2018 the share was 84% 
(Statistica n.d.).

In Iceland, the use of English has become abundant, as people of all ages use English every day 
(Arnbjörnsdóttir 2018). For example, young Icelandic people spend several hours each day on the 
internet, predominantly visiting websites in English (Jóhannsdóttir 2018, Rannsóknir og greining 2016). 
Thus, young people use and learn English to a considerable extent outside the school setting, as they are 
motivated by the need to use English in their leisure time (Jóhannsdóttir 2018: 57). Because of the 
extensive use of English in Iceland, English can no longer be classified as a foreign language, as English 
has become an additional language to Icelandic, since “without it, it would be difficult to function in 
Iceland” (Arnbjörnsdóttir 2018: 31). This is mainly the result of the small size of the Icelandic nation, and 
the fact that the supply of entertainment in Icelandic is poor in comparison to the ever-growing digital 
recreational material in the English language (Rögnvaldsson et al. 2012). However, English is still taught 
at school as a foreign language, which has been criticized by researchers who have studied the use of 
English by Icelandic children outside school (Arnbjörnsdóttir 2018, Arnbjörnsdóttir & Ingvarsdóttir 2018, 
Jóhannsdóttir 2018).

The Polish language is on the other hand better supported for digital technology (Rehm & Uszkoreit 
2011). Most software packages are provided in Polish, and “it seems that Poles prefer to use their own 
language in everyday life” (META n.d). In the case of the Polish pupils, English is for them a foreign 
language, although it is first in the rank of foreign languages taught in primary schools. In 2015, more 
than 9 out of every 10 primary school children learnt English as their first foreign language (Eurostat 
2017). It has been claimed that “the relative importance of English as a foreign language may be further 
magnified because pupils tend to receive more instruction in their first foreign language than they do for 
any subsequent languages they study” (Eurostat 2017).

Language use and language skills have a strong and reciprocal relationship, and proficiency in the 
school language is the fundamental influencing factor on academic achievement (Grøver et al. 2019). 
The extensive use of English among Icelandic youth may have a negative effect on their Icelandic 
language skills and thus their academic achievement. This threat is not yet evident among Polish youth, 
as Polish is still the language used both in leisure time and in school.

The educational performance of Icelandic and Polish learners can be compared by examining the 
results of PISA the last two decades. 
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Educational outcomes of pupils in Poland and in Iceland, basic educational statistics, and the national 
curricula

PISA (Programme for International Student Assessment) is an international measurement 
administered every three years to 15-year-old learners (OECD 2019). The aim is to identify how well 
students, by the end of compulsory school education, are prepared to actively participate in society. 
PISA does not capture learners’ speaking and writing skills. Nonetheless, reading literacy performance in 
Poland and Iceland gives some indication about the language skills in question (Lawrence et al. 2016). In 
2015, the average reading score in Poland was 506 and in Iceland 482, the former above and the latter 
below the OECD average (493) (OECD 2016a). The average three-year trend by that year was up by two 
points in Poland but down by nine points in Iceland (OECD 2016b: 152). In 2018, the average reading 
score in Poland had gone up to 512, which was one of the highest scores among the participating 
countries, whereas in Iceland the mean score went down to 474, which was still below the average 
OECD score (485) (OECD 2018). In 2018, 85% of Polish students reached at least the basic level, whereas 
in Iceland the proportion was 74%, and 12% of the Polish learners achieved the two highest levels but 
the share in Iceland was only 7%.

Both countries devote less of the total instructional time to reading, writing, and literature in primary 
school than the OECD average (24%): Iceland 20% and Poland only 18%, which is the lowest of all OECD 
countries. In the OECD report it is stated that: “Matching resources with students’ needs and making 
optimal use of time are central to education policy” (OECD 2017a: 335). Thus, it is more important to 
consider the quality of the instruction provided to children rather than the amount of time.

Another issue to consider is the student-teacher ratio, which is reported by the OECD for compulsory 
schools. In 2015, there were 19 Icelandic pupils per teacher and in Poland 18 pupils, thus the two 
countries are similar in this respect and lower than the OECD average (22). Although smaller class sizes 
should offer more opportunities for teachers to give better individualized support to students, the 
effects of this variable have proven to be mixed (OECD 2016a). 

Finally, it is worth comparing the objectives of educating children at primary schools as stated in the 
Polish and Icelandic Core Curriculum for General Education, as regards speaking and writing activities. 
The development of Polish language skills, including the extension of the range of vocabulary, is 
regarded as one of the most essential tasks of teachers working at primary schools (Ministry of 
Education 2014: 2). During primary education, pupils are expected to increase their communication 
language skills, in the oral as well as in the written form (2014: 1). When the objectives of early school 
education are taken into consideration specifically, by the end of the third-grade pupils are expected to 
be capable of creating short texts and utterances (Ministry of Education 2014: 7). They should be able to 
participate in discussions and be aware of the means of proper communication in various situations 
(Ministry of Education 2014: 7).

In the Icelandic Core Curriculum, it is stated that in a democratic society, “it is of vital importance to 
be able to take part in discussions of various kinds. Those who have a good command of spoken 
language, enunciation and conversation are better equipped to take part in social discourse and to 
communicate their knowledge with ease.” (Ministry of Education, Science and Culture 2014: 98). 
Similarly, the objectives of developing writing skills are described as follows:

Society makes increasing demands on people’s ability to write a variety of texts and to 
express themselves ... Those who have a good command of written language can 
communicate what they want to others. They are also likely to enjoy good quality and 
appreciate what others publish (Ministry of Education, Science and Culture 2014: 99).
Thus, in the Icelandic Curriculum productive language skills play a significant role while 

vocabulary is hardly mentioned, the latter is in contrast to the high value of vocabulary stated 
in the Polish Curriculum. 
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The theoretical background to this case study between countries is based on the guidelines gained 
from research findings demonstrating an effective approach in teaching, speaking and writing to 
children. The principles of the complex systems theory (Larsen-Freeman & Cameron 2012) will be 
considered when discussing potential factors that teachers experience as obstacles in the support that 
they give their learners in developing their productive language skills. In Iceland, the diversity of 
language use by young people is taken into consideration, their extensive English use in addition to 
Icelandic. The teachers were not directly asked about this as the researchers were attempting to find 
out, indirectly, if the dual language context might be one of the obstacles they claimed they experienced 
with their pupils.

First, the scholars put emphasis on the teachers’ attitudes towards productive language proficiency 
in the school languages (Polish and Icelandic), and their answers were compared with the national 
curricula. Secondly, information was obtained about their teaching practices aimed at increasing these 
skills. Thirdly, questions were posed about obstacles experienced by the interviewed teachers in 
developing speaking and writing skills in the school settings. 

Methodology 
Semi-structured interviews were conducted with two teachers of nine-year-old children in each 

country, one in a city (CT) and one in the countryside (CS). The schools were chosen as they were 
situated within one hour’s driving distance from the researchers and the principals were willing and 
supportive with regard to the teachers’ participation. The four teachers who consented to take part in 
the study had more than two years of teaching experience and conducted their lessons in the societal 
languages, which was a prior set criterion. 

Participants and the school settings in the Polish and the Icelandic schools
The Polish teacher in the CT had completed MA studies in early school education and had been 

working in the field for 15 years. By contrast, the teacher in the CS had completed post-graduate studies 
in early school education at a teacher training college and had three years of experience in the field. 
Both the Icelandic teachers had completed three years’ teaching education at the University of Iceland 
and the CT teacher had spent an extra year at a school of education in Denmark. Both teachers had 
extensive teaching experience, the CT teacher 17 years, and the other 20 years.

In Poland, the teachers worked in classes of 18 (CS) and 20 (CT) pupils whereas in the Icelandic class 
in the CT numbered 28 children and the class in the CS only nine children. In the Polish classes all 
children spoke Polish as their native language. In Iceland, one pupil in the CS and three pupils in the CT 
had another native language other than Icelandic. 

In Poland and in Iceland, the interviewed teachers were class tutors who gave lessons in all major 
school subjects (not gymnastics and in Iceland not in handicraft, which is included in the primary school 
curriculum). 

Data collection
All interviews were conducted in spring term 2017 and took about two hours each. The interviews 

were tape-recorded, transcribed, and thematically analysed (Brown et al. 2017). 

Results
Findings cover the area of (1) teachers’ objectives of teaching productive language skills to nine-year-

old children (2) the manner of developing productive language skills in the classroom, and (3) obstacles 
encountered by the teachers in their attempts to develop pupils’ productive language skills and the 
potential ways of overcoming them. 

ERL Journal - Volume 2022-2(8)  - LINGUISTIC CONTEXTS AND DIVERSITY IN EDUCATION



48

Teaching objectives
Regarding the objectives of developing productive language skills, both teachers in Poland claimed 

that this aspect is a crucial part of education, since it enables children to communicate. The CS teachers 
did not mention the role of vocabulary at all, whereas the CT teacher claimed that words need to be 
learnt for understanding but did not indicate productive use of words.

In Iceland, both teachers asserted that productive language skills are essential for educational 
success in all subjects and that language skills should already be developed at a young age, as a valuable 
means for children to achieve academic progress in general. The teachers emphasised the importance of 
giving children frequent opportunities to express themselves in class, in spoken and written form, so 
that they can practise making themselves understood, and that children should cooperate with each 
other in discussions. The CT teacher mentioned the importance of developing pupils’ capacity to express 
their opinions. The same teacher did not mention vocabulary as regards productive language skills, 
whereas the CS teacher emphasised that she teaches her pupils vital words and encourages the children 
to use them. 

Productive language skills in the classroom
Both the Polish teachers claimed that writing and speaking activities were practised in their 

classrooms. They said they taught writing explicitly; their pupils were educated on how to formulate 
short pieces of text and what parts they were supposed to include. The teachers said that they worked 
with their pupils on specific forms of writing, such as invitations or announcements. Both teachers 
claimed that they frequently encouraged their pupils to express their own opinions within the class 
setting. The interviewed educators in Poland focused on providing children with positive feedback and 
involved pupils in peer correction, mainly on spelling and grammar. The CT teacher said she approached 
her pupils individually and drew their attention to their mistakes to support their writing skills. 

Both Icelandic teachers asserted that speaking and writing skills were exercised on a regular basis 
and often across subjects. In the CT school, writing was frequently in the form of informational text 
summaries. The CS teacher claimed that the pupils frequently composed stories and wrote on specific 
topics, and that they were encouraged to write creatively. In CT and CS writing activities were most 
often a part of project-based learning, such as the universe, an ecological lifestyle, etc. The CT teacher 
said that the children frequently worked in pairs or small groups, read about the chosen subject, and 
sought information from digital sources. Both teachers said they gave basic guidelines on how to 
structure the texts and provided sample sentences on how pupils could start each section. With the CT 
teacher children read and employed peer correction on their written works. Additionally, both 
interviewed Icelandic teachers said they corrected the pupils’ writings, as regards text structure, 
grammar, and spelling errors, but they did not require the children to respond to the feedback and 
resubmit improved writings.

The CS teacher in Poland highlighted that cooperation existed between the teachers of the same age 
groups, whereas the CT teacher said that the teachers tended to work alone, and the linguistic aims 
determined by them were not discussed in any way. 

The Icelandic teachers maintained that they worked in close co-operation with other class teachers 
for setting instructional aims, planning, and conducting the lessons. Additionally, they grouped the 
children across class boundaries in the various oral and writing activities.

Obstacles and potential solutions
Among the obstacles that both teachers in Poland referred to were pupils’ shyness, laziness, or 

unwillingness to undertake activities, which demanded active language use, either in the spoken or the 
written form. The children found it particularly problematic to speak in front of the whole class, and it 
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was much easier for them to participate in discussions in smaller groups. The CT teacher drew attention 
to pupils’ use of basic vocabulary to create simple sentences, which, in the teacher’s opinion, were too 
simple for their age and the problems that some pupils had with mastering orthography and 
handwriting. She found it difficult to meet these children’s needs, as other children in the class were 
more proficient in this respect. When the question about overcoming obstacles was addressed, the CT 
teacher claimed that smaller classes would be far more manageable and would make it easier to support 
the specific needs of individual children. The CS teacher said she paid special attention to motivating 
children through praising their efforts, and sometimes by giving small rewards, and creating a friendly, 
stress-free atmosphere in the classroom. Nonetheless, the CS teacher believed that nine-year-old pupils 
ought to write more, and she would like to devote more time to writing activities, but this was 
challenging because of all the other things that had to be done in class. 

In Iceland, the CT teacher claimed that the high number of students in her class posed a problem 
because it was difficult to meet the needs of each child. She also claimed that many children were 
overprotected by their parents, and as a result they easily gave up when asked to accomplish 
demanding tasks. She emphasised a substantial level of stress in modern society - parents tended to 
work too much, and children had many extracurricular activities, such as sports and music classes. She 
remarked that her pupils got distracted easily and had difficulties in concentrating on their tasks. Thus, 
overprotection and an overload of activities appeared to have similar negative consequences on the 
children’s willingness and ability to participate in school activities. 

Interestingly, based on twenty years of teaching experience, the Icelandic CS teacher believed that 
children had become less creative, which was particularly evident in situations when pupils were asked 
to compose stories. In the teacher’s opinion, this might be caused by the substantial amount of time 
pupils spent in front of computers. Yet the teacher highlighted that this was not applicable to children 
who lived on farms, because they were too busy helping their parents with agricultural work. Due to the 
considerable amount of time they spent with their parents and other adults in natural communicative 
settings, they were far more creative than their peers. 

Both the Icelandic teachers claimed they needed more time for practising productive language skills 
in the classroom. This was particularly urgent for pupils with special educational needs, who tended to 
require more effort and attention than the others. Moreover, children with poor language proficiency 
frequently withdrew in-group work and class discussions. The teachers stated that they tried to meet 
the needs of these children by lowering their demands and having them work in smaller groups. 
Nonetheless, these children were in a way neglected, as they remained behind their peers both in 
Icelandic skills and in their performance in the various school subjects.

Both teachers in Iceland claimed that the level of proficiency in the Icelandic language was 
decreasing in the society in general, because of an increasing use of English at the expense of Icelandic. 
These teachers said that children had demonstrated difficulties in understanding many words that they 
were expected to know, and that knowledge of Icelandic vocabulary was in decline. In the teachers’ 
opinion, this was especially true for those learners who spent a vast amount of time on the internet, and 
notably in English. For this reason, as the CS teacher asserted, they increase their English language skills 
to the detriment of their Icelandic proficiency. Yet, according to the CS teacher, this did not apply to the 
children who lived on farms. Their Icelandic language proficiency seemed more developed, giving them 
an advantage in terms of speaking and writing activities in the various subjects. 

The CT teacher in Iceland stated that smaller class sizes would help overcome the main obstacles, 
however it was better to divide the pupils into groups in which children helped each other and 
cooperated. The teachers mentioned timid children who gradually gained more confidence in expressing 
themselves in small groups, and after some time they were more willing to speak in front of the whole 
class. 
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The interviewed Icelandic teachers claimed that pupils with a mother tongue other than Icelandic did 
not have major difficulties in Icelandic. In CS, the child with Swedish as a first language even 
outperformed others and across all subjects. Some of the bilingual children in CT however needed help 
and the teacher said she could provide them with adequate support. 

Discussions  
The aim of the study was to gain insight into Polish and Icelandic teachers’ attitudes towards 

children’s productive language skills in the societal languages, Polish and Icelandic, their teaching 
practices in fostering these skills, and to identify obstacles experienced. The findings will now be 
discussed, similarities and differences between the teachers in the two countries identified and, based 
on the theoretical background of the study, improvements will be suggested that can provide pupils 
with even more effective opportunities to develop their productive language skills in classroom 
activities. The diversity in language use by young Icelanders will be taken into consideration with 
reference to the answers of the Icelandic teachers.

On the basis of the statements given by the interviewed educators in Poland, teaching language to 
develop pupils’ mental processes and academic performance (Vygotsky 1978) seems to be the least 
significant concern for them, as they did not mention the connection between these important aspects 
in individual lives. Such objectives are also absent from the Polish Core Curriculum for General Education 
(Ministry of Education 2014). Nonetheless, the interviewed Polish teachers believed that speaking and 
writing skills are fundamental for communication purposes, which complies with the before mentioned 
document (Ministry of Education 2014: 1). While building vocabulary is promoted in the Polish 
Curriculum as one of the most essential tasks of teachers, this aspect of language skills was totally 
absent in the Polish interviewees’ answers.

In contrast, the Icelandic teachers emphasised the importance of vocabulary as fundamental for 
productive language skills, which they claimed were foundational for educational achievement. 
However, the educational role of vocabulary is totally absent in the Icelandic Curriculum (Ministry of 
Education, Science and Culture 2014). The teachers’ beliefs are nonetheless in line with the Curriculum 
in the sense that productive language skills are in their opinion fundamental for academic success in all 
fields and for communication purposes. 

Both teachers in Poland asserted that they paid attention to supporting the development of pupils’ 
productive language skills. While the teachers did not mention regular discussions or creative writings, 
they said they frequently encouraged the children to express their opinions. Discussions took place in 
whole class settings and in small groups. Writing activities in the Polish classrooms were, according to 
the teachers, done individually and in groups, and limited to short announcements or invitations. Both 
foci are in concordance with objectives presented in the Polish curriculum (Ministry of Education 2014). 

The Icelandic teachers stated they included frequent and regular explicit writing instructions, and 
both gave their pupils opportunities to write stories. While the CS teacher highlighted that her pupils 
were encouraged to write creative stories, the CT teacher claimed that she frequently let her children 
write summaries of information they gathered from texts on the internet. Both teachers said that they 
used rich discussions to introduce an interesting topic and the children were then engaged in writing 
with reference to a specific writing strategy. It is indeed emphasized in the Icelandic curriculum that 
children should write different text genres.

Thus, based on the answers of the Icelandic and the Polish teachers, the former appeared to give 
their pupils more varied opportunities for discussions and writing activities, and when based on a special 
topic this included both discussions and writings. Discussions and writing activities about a topic that is 
interesting to children has proven to be highly successful in boosting language skills and, moreover, this 
approach has been effective in diminishing gaps between language proficiency among children, as those 
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with poor language skills have made even better progress than those of richer proficiency (De Smedt & 
Van Keer 2018, Gadd & Parr 2017, Lawrence et al. 2016). High quality instruction also includes effective 
guidance from the first steps throughout the entire process (De Smedt & Van Keer 2018, Lawrence et al. 
2016), children are active in self-regulation and responsible for seeking support from peers and 
teachers, and children work in collaboration, inside and outside the school (Gadd & Parr 2017). 

The Polish teachers and the CT Icelandic teacher claimed that they used corrections by peers and all 
four teachers asserted that they gave children feedback as regards spelling and grammar. While the 
Polish teachers emphasized the importance of a kind and warm attitude, none of the interviewed 
teachers mentioned that they provided children with the opportunity to improve their writings and 
resubmit a revised version (De Smedt & Van Keer 2018). Black and Wiliam (2001) have shown that 
learners at all ages benefit from precise feedback that is tailored to the pupil’s needs in a wider sense 
than only grammar and spelling, then accordingly the learner makes improvements to his paper and 
submits again. For young children (Dix 2015), it is effective that children participate in the scaffolding 
and in the discussions that follow, that children are valued, and their specific needs are met throughout 
the entire writing process. Therefore, in the Polish and the Icelandic classes, regular and precise 
feedback can be applied in a more systematic and progressive way (Black & Wiliam 2001). The 
discussions that can occur between the teacher and the pupil throughout the process of writing and 
feedback can provide a magic space with flexible scaffolding instruction that is responsive to the child’s 
learning in each aspect of the work (Dix 2015). 

However, based on the theoretical background of the study, our findings give reason to suggest that 
productive language activities are more developed and effective in the classes of the Icelandic 
interviewed teachers as compared to those of the Polish teachers, at least as can be implied from the 
interviews. This is also in concordance with the objectives presented in the Icelandic curriculum in 
comparison to the Polish document. Children need time to take interesting topics into consideration, to 
search information, to discuss, and to write.

In addition, as lexical richness, i.e., vocabulary use, is closely connected with the quality of writings 
(Figueroa et al. 2018, Roessingh et al. 2013, Ólafsdóttir 2015) teachers should encourage learners to use 
a variety of words in their writings (Dobbs & Kearns 2016), as appears only to be practised by the 
Icelandic CS interviewee. By extension, this approach should be added to the Icelandic Curriculum – it is 
however present in the Polish document.

Furthermore, according to the interviews, cooperation appears to be practised to a greater extent by 
the Icelandic teachers compared to the Polish ones, and this was entirely absent in the Polish CT 
teacher’s school, according to the interviewed teacher. Existing research suggests that teachers working 
together can lead to progress in developing effective teaching habits with positive results in their pupils’ 
outcomes (Jang 2006, Lomos et al. 2011, Sigurdardottir 2007) and, as relevant to our study, in language 
skills and, in particular, literacy (Goddard et al. 2007).

The Polish and the Icelandic teachers, however, claimed that their main hindrance was the limited 
amount of time devoted to reading and writing activities at primary schools (OECD 2017a: 342). Indeed, 
the number of lessons devoted to teaching the societal language is lower in both countries than the 
OECD average, and Poland is at the bottom in this respect. Nonetheless, the quality of teaching 
practices, rather than the quantity of time, is of the utmost importance (OECD 2017a). Furthermore, 
discussions and writing activities are fundamental in all subjects (Grøver et al. 2019, Uccelli 2019).

Another important finding from the interviews is consistent with Iceland’s position as a world leader 
in domestic internet use (Kemp 2016). Neither the Polish nor the Icelandic researcher asked directly 
about the influence of increased use of digital technology. Nonetheless, both the Icelandic teachers 
claimed that internet use was exerting a considerable negative impact on their pupils’ creativity as well 
as their Icelandic language proficiency. Consistently, the Polish teachers claimed that their pupils used 
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words and sentences that were too simple for their age, but they did not link this to digital use. In fact, 
the Icelandic language is considered to be poorly prepared for digital technology (Rehm & Uszkoreit 
2011), resulting in increased English language use by young Icelanders (Rögnvaldsson et al. 2012). The 
Polish language is better equipped in this respect, and based on the answers by the Polish teachers, 
their pupils may not be impacted by digital technology to the same extent. The fact that the Polish 
population is more than a hundred times larger than the Icelandic nation may also play a role in this 
respect. Most software material is available in Polish, and the Polish people appear to prefer to use their 
own language in daily life (META n.d.). There is an increasing diversity of language use in Iceland, as 
young people spend several hours each day on the internet, reading and using English, while Icelandic is 
still the societal language and the language of school. Using two languages may result in less Icelandic 
language skills among young people. Indeed, research findings indicate that children who divide their 
time between more than one language, develop less proficiency in each language than those who 
predominantly use one language (Oller et al. 2007, Ólafsdóttir et al. 2016). On the other hand, the 
Icelandic CS teacher claimed that children who lived on farms did not spend as much time on computers 
and they showed better Icelandic language skills, as well as creative proficiency, than their peers. Thus, 
it can be suggested that those children did not live in as diverse a language context in their daily lives, 
which might have given them an advantage as regards Icelandic language skills.

However, none of the four interviewed teachers mentioned the opportunities that computers can 
provide to school activities which may increase learners’ opportunities to develop their productive 
language proficiency, i.e., to communicate with others in both oral and written form. No less important 
is the fact that learners have opportunities to develop literacy skills of the 21st century, the proficiency 
to integrate information across various texts, evaluate contrasts and disinformation, and debate about 
conflicting arguments, both in oral communications and in writing (Hemphill et al. 2019, OECD 2021: 20, 
Schleicher 2018). Indeed, computers offer multiple informational resources, demanding analytical and 
critical reading habits (OECD 2021). Only the Icelandic CT teacher claimed that she made use of 
technology when her pupils searched for information on the internet. 

Both the Polish teachers and the Icelandic CT teacher expressed their difficulties with large class 
sizes. The teachers stated that they partially met this challenge by dividing their pupils into groups and 
claimed this approach to be effective in meeting individual needs, to some extent. In this respect it is 
important to bear in mind that class sizes in Iceland and Poland are in general smaller than in other 
OECD countries, and that this variable has not proved to be related to countries’ performances on PISA 
(OECD 2016b). 

The children in the classes of the interviewed teachers were nine years of age, that is the age at 
which pupils start the long-term process of using language for learning. Therefore, it often happens at 
this stage of learning that children with poor language skills begin to lag behind other students in 
learning gains (Chall & Jacobs 2003). All teachers of nine-year-old pupils should be cognizant of the risk 
facing children with limited language skills, demanding effective support. Though the Icelandic teachers 
expressed their concern as regards children with poorer Icelandic language skills, our findings suggest 
that the Polish and the Icelandic interviewed teachers need to be better informed about effective 
approaches in responding to the needs of all children, and this is of great importance as regards the 
pupils of foreign origin in the Icelandic classes, and Icelandic children living in a dual language context 
(Ólafsdóttir et al. 2016). Rich discussions and writing activities have proven to be effective in diminishing 
the educational gap between children, particularly with emphasis on academic words, so that academic 
words are understood and used in oral and written discourse (Lawrence et al. 2016).

The main challenge experienced by the Polish teachers was children’s shyness, whereas according to 
the Icelandic teachers this factor appeared to be more of an exception, demanding individual support 
only to a few. The data obtained in this study does not shed light on possible reasons for this difference. 
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The researchers suggest that Icelandic and Polish cultures may differ, possibly in children’s upbringing by 
their parents and in school - even already in kindergarten.

In this respect, and what can be put forward in the view of complex systems theory (Larsen-Freeman 
& Cameron 2012), is that the teachers in both Poland and Iceland were influenced by the cultural and 
social contexts in which they were teaching. In Iceland, an emerging factor with a possible negative 
impact on pupils and teachers is the increasing use of computers and consequently extensive use of the 
English language, resulting in lower proficiency in Icelandic, which can be considered as a societal 
influence. The diversity of language use in Iceland poses challenges to teachers and their pupils. 
Additionally, in the Icelandic CT teacher’s experience, there appeared to be either stress in the society or 
overprotection by parents that had negative consequences on her Icelandic pupils. Here, the former can 
also be considered as a societal influencing factor and the latter domestic.

In Poland, the exact motivations for teachers’ approach towards developing pupils’ speaking and 
writing skills in the Polish language cannot be determined. One potential reason for differences could be 
divergent qualifications. In accordance with the OECD report (2016: 5) “qualifications are one of the 
strongest predicators of staff quality” and they help to demonstrate the amount of “specialised and 
practical training, (…) professional development” as well as the experience that a particular teacher has 
gained. However, it is not the only factor influencing “staff-child interactions” contributing to pupils’ 
higher results, as “working conditions” play a vital role in this matter too (2016a: 5). Notably, the 
teacher qualification significantly differed in the case of the Polish teachers. Although the type of 
schools where they worked were quite similar, their location could influence the practices adopted by 
the teachers too. What is more, theoretically, actions taken by the teachers could be affected by their 
individual teaching preferences and approaches.

The Icelandic teachers, however, had identical educational backgrounds, and both had long teaching 
experience, which may explain similar attitudes towards the skills in focus. An important positive 
dimension is the awareness of the Icelandic interviewees towards the importance of productive 
language skills in Icelandic as fundamental for all academic fields. Referring to the findings of PISA, 
Polish learners have shown far better proficiency in reading literacy by the end of compulsory school 
than Icelandic peers (OECD 2016b, 2018). From this it is tempting to suggest that there are 
predominantly external conditions hindering language development in the Icelandic classes of the 
participating teachers as compared to the interviewed Polish instructors. While the former seemed to 
outperform the latter in their teaching practices, based on their answers, productive language activities 
provided to the pupils of all four teachers can still be improved (Lawrence et al. 2016). 

All four interviewed teachers should be more conscious of the way literacy practices have changed 
with new technology. Children need to develop strong and up-to-date literacy skills, the proficiency to 
integrate information across diverse texts, evaluate contrasts and disinformation, and debate about 
conflicting arguments, both in oral communications and in writing. These are the key skills in the 21st 
century (Schleicher 2018, OECD 2021). The new opportunities modern technology offers should be 
embraced rather than striven against. The diversity of language use among young Icelanders should not 
be at the cost of their Icelandic language skills, considering that in school activities the language use is 
first and foremost Icelandic, with academic language playing a significant role (Uccelli 2019). Academic 
language extends far from language exposure and language use outside the school settings (Uccelli 
2019). Instead of viewing digital use as a threat to language skills of children, as was evident in the 
Icelandic teachers’ attitudes, the opportunities these offer have to be highlighted and practised in 
Poland and in Iceland. Effective instruction in language and literacy can be achieved when learners are 
engaged and when the topic is relevant and interesting to them (Gadd and Parr 2017, Lawrence et al. 
2016). In school activities, students learn language, they learn through language, and they learn about 
the language (Pearson 2019, Snow 2019). Productive language skills, the ability to use the language of 
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school, in discussions and in writing, are the ultimate language skills, and these should be practised with 
the use of the internet, rather than instead of it, and with active participation of each and every child. 
An important responsibility of educational systems is to provide equitable learning opportunities for all, 
so that everyone will master language proficiency that allows for the fulfilment of their needs and 
ambitions in life: educational, personal, social, and professional (OECD 2019). Rich discussions and 
writing activities have proven to be effective in diminishing the educational gap between children, 
particularly with emphasis on academic words, so that academic words are not only understood, but 
most importantly also used by learners in oral and written discourse (Lawrence et al. 2016).

These findings have contributed to the professional development of the authors, as they give an 
indication of how the education of student teachers can be improved and developed in Poland and 
Iceland.

Limitations
This study is based on interviews with two teachers in Poland and two teachers in Iceland, and it does 
not include classroom observations. Thus findings represent rather the interviewed teachers‘ beliefs, 
attitudes, and what they maintain they do in class with their nine-year old pupils. The aim of the study is 
therefore not to give reliable information about teaching practices in both countries, on the contrary it 
is the wish of the authors that findings can be used to reflect on teaching and learning practices and 
with reference to research findings that have demonstrated what kind of speaking and writing activities 
can be most effective. Furthermore, the interviews were conducted some years before the publication 
of this article, therefore it would be feasible to extend this study with a survey answered by a large 
number of teachers in both countries. This would give the opportunity to make significant comparisons 
between and within each of the two countries.

References
Arnbjörnsdóttir, B. (2018). The policies and contexts that frame English education and use in Iceland. In 

B. A. H. Ingvarsdóttir (Ed.), Language Development across the Life Span: The impact of English on 
Education and Work in Iceland (pp. 19-34). Springer.

Arnbjörnsdóttir, B. & Ingvarsdóttir, H. (2018). Language development across the life span. English in 
Iceland: From input to output. In B. A. H. Ingvarsdóttir (Eds.), Language Development across the Life 
Span: The impact of English on Education and Work in Iceland (pp. 1-18). Springer.

Bayat, S. (2016). The effectiveness of the creative writing instruction program based on speaking 
activitites (CWIPSA). International Electronic Journal of Elementary Education, 8(4): 617-628.

Beck, I.L., McKeown, M.G., & Kucan, L. (2013). Bringing words to life: Robust vocabulary instruction (2nd 
ed.). Guilford. 

Black, P. & Wiliam, D. (2001). Inside the black box. Phi Delta Kappan, 80(2): 139-148.
Brown, V., Clarke, V., & Terry, G. (2017). Thematic Analysis. In Cara Willig and Wendy Staindy Rogers 

(Eds.), The Sage Handbook of Qualitative Research in Psychology, 2nd edition. London: SAGE 
Publications Limited. 

Chall, J. S. & Jacobs, V. A. (2003). Poor children's fourth-grade slump. American Educator, 27(1): 14-15
Cummins, J. & Man, E. Y.-F. (2007). Academic language: What is it and how do we acquire it? In J. 

Cummins & C. Davison (Eds.), International handbook of English language teaching (Vol. 2, pp. 797-
810). New York: Springer. Retrieved from http://link.springer.com/chapter/10.1007%2F978-0-387-
46301-8_53#page-1 

Czerniewska, P. (1992). Learning about Writing. Oxford: Blackwell. 
De Smedt, F. & Van Keer, H. (2018). Fostering writing in upper primary grades: a study into the distinct 

and combined impact of explicit instruction and peer assistance. Reading and Writing, 31(2): 325-354.

ERL Journal - Volume 2022-2(8)  - LINGUISTIC CONTEXTS AND DIVERSITY IN EDUCATION



55

Dix, S. (2015). Teaching writing: a multilayered participatory scaffolding practice. Teaching writing: a 
multilayered participatory scaffolding practice. Literacy, 50(1), 23-31.

Dobbs, C. L. & Kearns, D. (2016). Using new vocabulary in writing: Exploring how word and learner 
characteristics relate to the likelihood that writers use newly taught vocabulary. Reading and Writing, 
29(9), 1817-1843.

Edwards, G. & Jones, J. (2017). Boys as writers: perspectives on the learning and teaching of writing in 
three primary schools. Literacy, 52(1): 3-10. https://doi.org/10.1111/lit.12122

Eurostat (2017). Foreign language learning statistics. Retrieved from 
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statisticsexplained/index.php/Foreign_language_learning_statistics

Figueroa, J., Meneses, A., & Chandia, E. (2018). Academic language and the quality of written arguments 
and explanations of Chilean 8th graders. Reading and Writing, 31(3): 703-723.

Gadd, M. & Parr, J. M. (2017). Practices of effective writing teachers. Reading and Writing, 30(7): 1551-
1574.

Goddard, Y. L., Goddard, R. D., & Tschannen-Moran, M. (2007). A theoretical and empirical investigation 
of teacher collaboration for school improvement and student achievement in public elementary 
schools. Teachers College Record, 109(4): 877-896.

Graham S. & Rijlaarsdam, G. (2016). Writing education around the globe: introduction and call for a new 
global analysis. Reading and Writing, 29(5): 781-792. Retreived from 
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s11145-016-9640-1 

Graves, D. (1983). WRITING: Teachers & Children at Work. London: Heinemann.
Grøver, V., Uccelli, P., Rowe, M. L., and Lieven. (2019). E. Learning through language. In V. Grøver, P. 

Uccelli, M. L. Rowe & E. Lieven (Eds.), Learning through language: Towards an educationally informed 
theory of language learning (pp. 1-13). Cambridge University Press

Hoover, W. A. & Gough, P. B. (1990). The simple view of reading. Reading and Writing, 2: 127-169. 
Hough, T., Hixson, M., Decker, D., & Bradley-Johnson, S. (2012). The Effectiveness of an Explicit 

Instruction Writing Program for Second Graders. Journal of Behavioral Education, 21(2): 163-174.
How widely spoken. (2023). https://howwidelyspoken.com/how-widely-spoken-english-poland/).
Holmarsdottir, H.B. (2001). Icelandic: A lesser-used language in the global community. International 

Review of Education, 47(3/4): 374-394. https ://doi.org/10.1023/A:10179 18213388
Jang, S. J. (2006). Research on the effects of team teaching upon two secondary school teachers. 

Educational Research, 48(2): 177-194.
Jóhannsdóttir, Á. (2018). English exposure and vocabulary proficiency at the onset of English instruction. 

In B. A. a. H. Ingvarsdóttir (Ed.), Language Development across the Life Span: The Impact of English on 
Education and Work in Iceland (pp. 57-78). Switzerland: Springer.

Kemp, S. (2016). Digital in 2016: Global Digital Overview. DATAREPORTAL. 
https://datareportal.com/reports/digital-2016-global-digital-overview

Larsen-Freeman, D. & Cameron, L. (2012). Complex systems and applied linguistics. Oxford: Oxford 
University Press.

Lawrence, J. F., Capotosto, L., Branum-Martin, L., White, C., & Snow, C. E. (2011). Language proficiency, 
home-language status, and English vocabulary development: A longitudinal follow-up of the Word 
Generation program. Bilingualism: Language and Cognition, 15(3): 437-451. 
https://doi:10.1017/S1366728911000393

Lawrence, J. F., Francis, D., Paré-Blagoev, J., & Snow, C. E. (2016). The poor get richer: Heterogeneity in 
the efficacy of school-level intervention for academic language. Journal of Cognitive Neuroscience 
(September), 10(4): 767-793. https://doi.org/10.1080/19345747.2016.1237596

Leana, C. & Pil, F. (2006). Social capital and organizational performance: Evidence from urban public 
schools. Organization Science, 17(3), 1-14.

ERL Journal - Volume 2022-2(8)  - LINGUISTIC CONTEXTS AND DIVERSITY IN EDUCATION

http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statisticsexplained/index.php/Foreign_language_learning_statistics


56

Lomos, C., Hofman, R. H. & Bosker, R. J. (2011). Professional communities and student achievement – A 
meta-analysis. School Effectiveness and School Improvement, 22(2): 121-148.

Macrotrends (2023). Poland 2023. https://www.macrotrends.net/countries/POL/poland/population).
META (n.d.). META: A network of excellence forging the multilingual Europe technology alliance. 

http://www.meta-net.eu/whitepapers/volumes/polish-executive-summary-en
Ministry of Education, Science and Culture. (2014). The Icelandic national curriculum guide for 

compulsory schools - with Subjects Areas. 
https://www.stjornarradid.is/verkefni/menntamal/namskrar/

Ministry of Education. (2014). The core curriculum for general education. https://men.gov.pl/wp-
content/uploads/2014/08/zalacznik_2.pdf

Multilingual (2022). Preserving linguistic diversity in the digital world. 
https://multilingual.com/articles/preserving-linguistic-diversity-in-the-digital-world/

OECD (2016a). Education at a Glance 2016: OECD Indicators. Paris: OECD Publishing.
OECD (2016b). PISA 2015: Results in focus.
OECD (2017a). Education at a Glance 2017: OECD Indicators. Paris: OECD Publishing.
OECD (2017b). Educational opportunity for all: Overcoming inequality through the life course. Paris: 

OECD Publishing.
OECD (2018). PISA 2018 Results. https://www.oecd.org/pisa/publications/pisa-2018-results.htm
OECD (2019). PISA 2018 Assessment and analytical framework. Paris: PISA, OECD Publishing. 

https://doi.org/10.1787/b25efab8-en
OECD (2021). 21st century readers: Developing literacy skills in digital world. OECD Publishing. 

https://www.oecd.org/publications/21st-century-readers-a83d84cb-en.htm
Oller, D. K., Pearson, B. Z., & Cobo-Lewis, A. B. (2007). Profile effects in early bilingual language and 

literacy. Applied Psycholinguistics, 28(2): 191-230.
Ólafsdóttir, S. (2015). The development of vocabulary and reading comprehension among Icelandic 

second language learners. Háskóli Íslands, Reykjavík.
Ólafsdóttir, S. (2016). Þróun endurgjafar sem leið til að styðja háskólanemendur í að bæta ritnarfærni 

sína. Tímarit Kennslumiðstöðvar Háskóla Íslands, 20-22.
Ólafsdóttir, S., Laster, B. & Stefánsson, K. K. (2020). Adolescent Learning of Academic Vocabulary in 

Iceland. Journal of Adolescent and Adult Literacy, 64(1): 79-87. https://doi.org/10.1002/jaal.1055
Ólafsdóttir, S., Birgisdóttir, F., Ragnarsdóttir, H. & Skúlason, S. (2016). Íslenskur orðaforði og lesskilningur 

hjá börnum með íslensku sem annað mál: Áhrif aldurs við komuna til Íslands [E. Icelandic vocabulary 
and reading comprehension among Icelandic second language learners: Influence of age on arrival]. 
Netla’s special issue on Literacy – Online Journal on Pedagogy and Education. School of Education, 
University of Iceland. http://netla.hi.is/serrit/2016/um_laesi/03_16_laesi.pdf

Pearson, P. D. (2019). Time, complexity, and enduring importance of words: Key themes in language 
learning in the middle years. In V. Grøver, P. Uccelli, M. L. Rowe og E. Lieven (Eds.), Learning through 
language: Towards an educationally informed theory of language learning (pp. 19-30). Cambridge 
University Press.

Rannsóknir og greining. (2016). Ungt fólk 2016: Lýðheilsa ungs fólks í Reykjavík. Reykjavík.
Roessingh, H. (2016). Academic language in K–12: What is it, how is it learned, and how can we measure 

it? BC TEAL Journal, 1(1): 67-81. https://ojs-o.library.ubc.ca/index.php/BCTJ/article/view/235
Roessingh, H., Elgie, S., & Kover, P. (2013). Using lexical profiling tools to investigate children´s written 

vocabulary in grade 3: An exploratory study. Language Assessment Quarterly, 12(1): 67-86.
Rögnvaldsson, E., Johannsdottir, K. M., Helgadottir, S., & Steingrimsson, S. (2012). The Icelandic 

language in digital age. META–NET. White Paper Series. Springer. http://www.meta-
net.eu/whitepapers/e-book/icelandic.pdf

ERL Journal - Volume 2022-2(8)  - LINGUISTIC CONTEXTS AND DIVERSITY IN EDUCATION

http://www.meta-net.eu/whitepapers/volumes/polish-executive-summary-en
https://ojs-o.library.ubc.ca/index.php/BCTJ/article/view/235
https://ojs-o.library.ubc.ca/index.php/BCTJ/article/view/235


57

Rutherford-Quash, S. & Hakuta, K. (2019). Bilingualism as action. In V. Grøver, P. Uccelli, M. L. Rowe og 
E. Lieven (Eds.), Learning through language: Towards an educationally informed theory of language 
learning (pp. 247-253). Cambridge University Press.

Schleicher, A. (2018). World Class: How to build a 21st-century school system: Strong performers and 
successful reformers in education, bls.13–30. OECD Publishing. http://dx.org/10.1787/4789264300002-
en

Sigurðardóttir, A. K. (2007). Þróun einstaklingsmiðaðs náms í grunnskólum Reykjavíkur [E. Developing 
indivudual learning in Reykjavík Primary schools]. Netla–Veftímarit um uppeldi og menntun.

Snow, C. E. (2019). Afterword: So much progress, so much left to do. In V. Grøver, P. Uccelli, M. L. Rowe 
og E. Lieven (Eds.), Learning through language: Towards an educationally informed theory of language 
learning (pp. 257-261). Cambridge University Press.

Snow, C. E. & Lawrence, J. F. (2011). Word generation in Boston Public Schools: Natural history of a 
literacy intervention. The Council of the Great City Schools. 
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED518090.pdf

Stanovich, K. E. (1986). Matthew effects in reading: Some consequences of individual differences in the 
acquisition of literacy. Reading Research Quarterly, 21, 360-406.

Statistica (2023). Immigration to Poland from 2000-2021. 
https://www.statista.com/statistics/957100/poland-immigration/

Statistica (n.d.). Forecast of internet user numbers in Poland from 2016-2026. 
https://www.statista.com/statistics/567000/predicted-number-of-internet-users-in-poland/

Statistics Iceland (n.d.). Informed society: Inhabitants. https://statice.is/
Thordardottir, E. (2021). Adolescent language outcomes in a complex trilingual context: When typical 

does not mean unproblematic. Journal of Communication Disorders, 89, 106060. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcomdis.2020.106060

Uccelli, P. (2019). Learning the language for school literacy: Research insights and a vision for a cross-
linguistic research program. In V. Grøver, P. Uccelli, M. L. Rowe og E. Lieven (Eds.), Learning through 
language: Towards an educationally informed theory of language learning (pp. 95-109). Cambridge 
University Press.

Vygotsky, L. S. (1978). Mind in society. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press 

ERL Journal - Volume 2022-2(8)  - LINGUISTIC CONTEXTS AND DIVERSITY IN EDUCATION


