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Abstract
This study investigates individual factors and workplace practices associated with self-
perceived communication competence in the workplace (SPCCW) at a university in
Norway. Via an online survey, 313 international academic staff members reported their
SPCCW in Norwegian as a second language (L2). Although 92% of the permanent staff
who responded reported having taken formal training in L2 Norwegian, only 54% of these
felt that they knew enough Norwegian to perform their work effectively. Findings showed
that, in addition to length of residence in Norway, having a Germanic first language (other
than English) was a significant predictor of SPCCW. Qualitative comments indicated that
activities in Norwegian outside of work and having patient interaction partners to practise
with were perceived as beneficial for L2 confidence in the workplace. The findings are
discussed from a second language acquisition perspective and add to our understanding of
how the language competencies needed for work in higher education can be developed.

Keywords: English; informal language learning; language confidence; language in higher education;
language in the workplace; language policy; Norwegian; second language acquisition

1. Introduction
The language situation of higher education institutions (HEIs) in non-English
speaking countries is often complex, with local languages co-existing with English as
an academic lingua franca, sometimes in an uneasy relationship (e.g. Soler &
Rozenvalde 2024). In Norway, language policies and practices are characterized by a
tension between the societal need for higher education in Norwegian, the impor-
tance of Norwegian for HEIs as societal actors, and the desire for language
maintenance on the one hand, and ambitions for internationalization and high
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international mobility necessitating a central role for English on the other (Gujord
et al. 2022b). International staff at Norwegian HEIs find themselves at the centre of
this tension. While there is a requirement that teaching be given in Norwegian (or
Sámi) unless academically justified (Universities and University Colleges Act 2024)
and language guidelines at Norwegian HEIs emphasize appropriate language choice
depending on task and situation (Universities Norway n.d.), lack of Norwegian
proficiency is not disqualifying in the hiring process; rather, provisions are in place
that Norwegian must be acquired upon being hired in a permanent position
(Universitets- og høyskoleforskriften 2024). This leads to a situation where a
substantial group of employees in Norwegian HEIs at any given time do not yet have
the Norwegian proficiency to have a realistic choice to use Norwegian for work
tasks, making the intended parallel language use difficult (see Gregersen et al. 2018).

The issue of language usage and proficiency has a number of implications. On the
one hand, there are concerns that if English is chosen in contexts where an employee
with low Norwegian proficiency is present, it could lead to a reduction in the use of
Norwegian in academic contexts (Gujord et al. 2022b). On the other hand,
maintaining Norwegian as the working language of HEIs means a sizeable group of
employees may not be fully able to participate or contribute at the workplace. This
may negatively impact job satisfaction and career prospects for the employees in
question (Bordia & Bordia 2015) but may also have repercussions for the overall
performance of Norwegian HEIs (Li et al. 2019). As naturally international and
multilingual spaces, where language proficiency may be a limiting factor for con-
tributions and completion of tasks (Holmes & Salö 2025), HEIs must strive for an
environment where all employees attain the language proficiency required to carry
out their duties and fully participate in the workplace. As outlined in Gregersen et al.
(2018), linguistically inclusive environments are paramount in order for HEIs to be
able to fulfil their democratic duty of scientific knowledge production and dis-
semination. An important component to achieve such an environment is each
employee’s own experienced proficiency and confidence in their language com-
petence. In the current study, we focus on individual and external factors that may
impact international employees’ confidence in using Norwegian for work.
Analysing the reported experiences of international staff within the framework of
second language acquisition theories highlighting how language learning is at once a
cognitive and a social endeavour, our aim is to contribute to a knowledge-based
discussion of how best to support the necessary functional bi-/multilingualism of
this specific group.

2. Background
2.1 The linguistic context of Norwegian HEIs

Academia in the Nordic countries is characterized by ongoing negotiations in policies
and practices regarding language use, specifically centred around English and local
languages (see e.g. contributions in Kuteeva et al. 2020, Salö 2022, Solin & Pienimäki
2024). The context for this study is Norway, where the majority language is
Norwegian – a North Germanic language closely related to Danish and Swedish.
Norwegian has two written standards (Bokmål and Nynorsk) and there is no official
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spoken standard. Use of regional dialects is widespread and regarded as prestigious
(Vikør 1989, Heide 2017). Additionally, HEIs are obligated to consider language
competence in the other mainland Scandinavian languages (Danish and Swedish) as
equivalent to Norwegian (Universitets- og høyskoleforskriften 2024:§3–9). The
diversity in language use means that learners of Norwegian are exposed to significant
language variation, which could impact the learning process (Trudgill 2002, Heide
2017, Røyneland & Lanza 2023). Additionally, the Norwegian linguistic situation is
characterized by the presence of English. English is taught as a second language (L2)
in Norwegian schools from first grade, following its own curriculum separate from
(other) foreign languages (The Norwegian Directorate for Education and Training
2025, Rindal 2025), and English exposure is massive in most Norwegians’ everyday
lives via various media (Language Council of Norway 2017, 2021). Consequently,
Norwegians are generally reported to be among the most proficient L2 English
speakers worldwide (Education First 2025) and non-Norwegian speakers can gen-
erally manage everyday life in Norway by relying on English.

Since 2024, international staff employed in permanent positions in Norwegian
HEIs are required to learn Norwegian to CEFR level B2 within three years
(Universitets- og høyskoleforskriften 2024). HEIs support international staff by
offering language courses, and language training at the institution investigated in
this study consists of three courses each worth 15 ECTS credits, requiring regular
attendance during work hours (normally 6 hours per week), the completion of
homework assignments, and assessment of receptive and productive competence.
B2 level represents a relatively high level of proficiency, including understanding
‘main ideas of complex text on both concrete and abstract topics, including technical
discussions in his/her field of specialisation’ and interacting ‘with a degree of fluency
and spontaneity that makes regular interaction with native speakers quite possible
without strain for either party’ (Council of Europe 2001: Table 1). Although this is a
high expectation, it does not necessarily represent the full proficiency needed for an
academic job. For example, expressing complex ideas in research and teaching
requires going beyond ‘main ideas’ (Gregersen et al. 2018). The requirement of B2
sets a high goal to reach within three years but is nevertheless unlikely to be
sufficient for international academics to be able to carry out all aspects of their work
in Norwegian (Gujord et al. 2022b).

The Norwegian context represents a specific set of beneficial factors and chal-
lenges for achieving the necessary proficiency. On the one hand, insofar as all
international staff have already mastered functional English, the new target language
is relatively similar to one they already know, given that both languages are
Germanic and share features both in grammar and lexis. Yet, English and
Norwegian are not mutually intelligible, and differ significantly in both morpho-
syntax and vocabulary as well as in phonology. Importantly, the facts of the
Norwegian linguistic context necessitate complex proficiency, especially in terms of
comprehension, as one needs to be able to understand two written varieties and a
multitude of spoken dialects as well as Swedish and Danish. Such issues are not
necessarily extensively covered in teaching materials and formal language training
(Heide 2017), and this problem is not unique to the HEI context (see e.g.
Gujord 2017).
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Furthermore, the generally high level of L2 English in Norway may mean that it is
easy to get by in English, with corresponding limited opportunities for practising
Norwegian. In particular, there may be a certain division of labour between
Norwegian and English in Norwegian HEIs that can to some extent be described as a
parallel monolingual context. Language choices may vary by both work task and
individual (and their setting) among academic staff in Norwegian HEIs (Greek &
Jonsmoen 2021), and although practices were found to vary between departments,
Busby et al. (2026) found tasks like higher-level meetings more often taking place in
Norwegian and research-related activities being more commonly performed in
English. This means that many recent arrivals in this particular context may
participate mostly in activities that take place entirely in English, while monolingual
Norwegian activities remain out of reach beyond the required B2 level of proficiency
(Busby et al. 2026; see also Kuteeva 2014, Holmes 2020). The specific tasks that
academic staff are expected to perform require different language skills, not only in
terms of a choice between Norwegian or English, but also because administrative
tasks require different language skills and vocabulary from teaching or supervision
tasks, for example. Academic staff need multifaceted and complex language pro-
ficiency in order to fully carry out their jobs (Gujord et al. 2022b).

2.2 Academic migration and language learning

While the empirical evidence demonstrates that learning a new language as an adult
typically results in lower levels of ultimate proficiency compared to childhood
acquisition (Wei 2012, DeKeyser 2013a, Christianson & Deshaies 2019), possibly
partly because of maturational constraints (Hyltenstam & Abrahamsson 2003),
successful acquisition as an adult is certainly possible. However, such success
depends on contextual factors and, crucially, language input and interaction may be
limited for adults learning a new language. Depending on learning context, L2 input
may be limited to a few hours per week spent in the language classroom, with a focus
on standardized and formal language and a predominance of written language
input, while the linguistic situation outside the classroom may be much more
diverse; this may result in underdeveloped real-life communicative competence
(Montrul 2019). Even in an immigration context, immersion in the target language
may be limited, with reduced opportunities for informal language learning, which
may be important for learners’ ability to communicate in the new language
(Dressman & Sadler 2020). While target language exposure is often framed as one of
first language (L1) vs. target language use (see e.g. DeKeyser 2013b), the presence of
another L2 with lingua franca status, specifically English, may also play a role in
contexts like Norway. There is indeed evidence that such informal learning
opportunities are limited in Norwegian HEI settings (Gujord et al. 2022b).

Language environments in immigration settings vary (Arum 2024b) depending
on, for example, the language(s) used with partners and children, language(s) used
at work, and the degree to which one engages in social networks in the target
language outside of the workplace. Such factors contribute to the individual dif-
ferences in learning outcomes that typically characterize adult language acquisition,
along with other individual factors such as cognitive factors (often described as
language learning aptitude), personality traits, motivation, prior language learning
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experience, and learning strategies (see e.g. Dewaele 2009). Importantly, adult
learners are cognitively mature and have responsibilities beyond language learning,
contributing to what an adult learner of Norwegian in Gujord (2017:13) describes as
having their mind ‘completely full of lots of things’ (our translation).

The issue of other responsibilities is certainly relevant for newly arrived inter-
national academics, who need to learn the new language while also setting up a new
life, learning a new job with new (formal and informal) rules, and as they are
committed to their academic career. Given the global role of English as an academic
lingua franca (Alastrué 2015), they typically already have high competence in
English, either as a first or second language. It may be an advantage when the local
language is similar to English, as in the case of Norwegian, as L2 acquisition may be
influenced by prior language knowledge and L1 background due to opportunities
for facilitative transfer and ease of processing (Odlin 1989, Hirosh & Degani 2018).
Gujord (2023) found that for adult immigrants with diverse backgrounds, having a
Germanic language background and knowing English was associated with better
outcomes for a Norwegian language test, in addition to length of residency and
education level.

On the other hand, academic mobility entails that academics may move between
several different countries in their careers and may not always be planning to stay
permanently in their current country of residence. Furthermore, given the ubiq-
uitousness of English, a large part of academics’ careers may not take place in the
new language. If they feel that English is in fact sufficient for workplace and/or social
contexts, it may impact their investment in learning the local language (Gearing &
Roger 2018, Soler & Rozenvalde 2024). Previous studies have shown that socio-
cultural integration is one of the best predictors of language acquisition among
people moving to a new environment (Hammer & Dewaele 2015, Hammer 2017).

Another issue is the specific L2 proficiency needed in order to fully carry out the
responsibilities of an academic position. As pointed out by Gregersen et al.
(2018:34), such proficiency must be multifaceted, encompassing colloquial language
for interaction with students and colleagues, the administrative language used both
internally at the HEI and by national agencies, and the subject-specific language of
their field. Given these complexities, defining the language proficiency needed for an
academic position is not straightforward. McCroskey & McCroskey (1988:110)
point out that ‘many of the most important decisions people make concerning
communication are made on the basis of self-perceived competence rather than
actual competence’ and introduce the term self-perceived communication com-
petence (SPCC). McCroskey & McCroskey (1988) developed an SPCC scale to
measure perceptions of communication competence among university students in
the US. The measurement has been extensively used in research in the field of
communication since 1995, although it has recently received some criticism con-
cerning the validity in cross-cultural settings (Croucher et al. 2020). SPCC is
strongly linked to other traits of communication competence such as communi-
cation apprehension and willingness to communicate (Croucher et al. 2024).

Drawing on central ideas from the concept of SPCC (but not the SPCC scale) (see
also Croucher et al. 2020), this study focuses on participants’ Self-Perceived
Communication Competence for the Workplace (SPCCW) so that it is adapted to
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specifically investigate the communication competence of international academic
staff, and thereby their possibilities for using Norwegian in the workplace.

2.3 Current study

The current study investigates individual and contextual factors that may influence
international employees’ SPCCW in order to gain a better understanding of the
circumstances which may predict the degree to which an international academic
employee is able to carry out their work in the local language. This is operationalized
as participants’ responses to the question ‘Do you feel that you know enough
Norwegian to be able to do your job well?’. Many factors are likely to contribute to
SPCCW, including aspects of actual language proficiency and confidence in using
the language, as well as characteristics of the workplace and the language skills
required for work tasks required in a given role. Given the complexity of this
construct, we base our investigation on participants’ responses to the above question
rather than an objective proficiency test. Our rationale is that it is not necessarily
clear what aspects of linguistic competence are most crucial for carrying out the full
range of academic work and therefore how relevant proficiency should be measured
(see Gregersen et al. 2018).

Consequently, this study is concerned with individual and contextual factors that
contribute to the lived language needs of our participants, who all live and work in
Norway. As such, the study contributes to understanding predictors of language
confidence in workplace settings, and aims to address the following research questions:

1. To what extent do international academic staff report having sufficient SPCCW?
2. How do self-perceived L2 proficiency, length of residence, and L1 relate

to SPCCW?
3. What activities or practices (inside or outside the workplace) do participants

report as contributing to SPCCW?

3. Method
This study used an online questionnaire to collect qualitative and quantitative data
from international employees at a Norwegian university. Our questions focused on
the one hand on those factors in learner backgrounds that we expected to vary in
important ways in our participant group of highly educated academics, in particular
L1 background, length of residence in Norway, and the activities inside and outside
the workplace which they themselves felt had contributed to their learning, and on
the other hand on the participants’ experiences and perceptions of language
practices at work. The questionnaire consisted of multiple-choice questions and
open-ended questions where participants could provide comments. The ques-
tionnaire was adaptive, where the appearance of certain questions depended on
answers to previous questions. The study was registered with SIKT (the Norwegian
Agency for Shared Services in Education and Research). This study is part of a larger
project investigating experiences of international staff in Norwegian academia (see
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Busby et al. 2024), although only data relevant to the abovementioned research
questions are presented here.

3.1 Participants

Data were collected from 363 international staff working in Norway’s largest uni-
versity, which has campuses in one of Norway’s major cities and two smaller cities. It
has a main profile in science and technology and a strong professional profile, in
addition to being highly academically diverse. Based on the best available statistics
from the institution, the number of respondents can be expected to correspond to
roughly 10% of its international staff. At this institution, a B2 requirement for
permanent positions was practised for more than a decade before the 2024 regulation.
Data were gathered in the autumn of 2023 using an online survey. The survey was
distributed via a message on the university’s intranet to all employees inviting
international staff (defined as ‘those who did not grow up in Norway’ and ‘did not
grow up speaking Norwegian at home when [they] were a child’) to participate. This
study presents results from 313 employees (146 female) in academic positions with a
non-mainland-Scandinavian language as their L1, given that Swedish and Danish
have the same status as Norwegian in Norwegian HEIs. Of these, 114 (43 female)
reported they had a permanent role at the university (meaning they are likely to be
involved in teaching, research, and administrative and leadership tasks) and 199 (103
female) participants reported they had a temporary role (mostly PhD candidates or
postdocs, whose jobs mainly focus on research). Both categories of employees were
included given that they may have different work tasks and expectations of language
learning yet form parts of the same working environments. Participants came from all
faculties at the university, thus representing fields ranging from natural sciences and
technology to the humanities and social sciences. The number of participants from
each faculty varied, which may reflect both the size of the faculty and the proportion
of international staff, but there were no fewer than ten participants from any faculty.
The participants in the study were between 23 and 70 years old and had lived in
Norway for different amounts of time, from less than a year to more than 20 years.
Table 1 shows the mean age and median length of residence (LoR) in Norway for
permanent and temporary employees.

The participants had a variety of language backgrounds: 27% reported having
English as an L1 (and 12 of these reported another L1 in addition), 27% reported
another Germanic language (German, Dutch, or Icelandic), 28% reported another
European language, and 14% reported a non-European language as their L1. The
remaining 4% did not report their L1.

A total of 92% of respondents in permanent positions and 69% of those in
temporary positions reported having undertaken formal training in Norwegian as a
second language. The highest reported level of training, corresponding to the CEFR
levels, can be seen in Figure 1 for permanent and temporary staff. As permanent staff
had lived in Norway longer, on average, than temporary staff, it is not surprising that
the percentage of permanent staff reporting having taken advanced courses (B2/C1
and C1/C2 level) was higher than for temporary staff. Moreover, only permanent staff
have contractual requirements to complete Norwegian training (up to B2 level).
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Participants’ language proficiency could be higher than reported, as it may have
improved since their last formal assessment or language course.

3.2 Analysis

The study combined quantitative and qualitative data from survey responses to
examine factors associated with participants’ SPCCW as measured by the response to
the question ‘Do you feel that you know enough Norwegian to do your job well?’
Linear regression analyses (using lm() in R (R Core Team 2026)) were used to
investigate the relationship between SPCCW and self-perceived Norwegian profi-
ciency, L1, and length of residence. The same software was used for data visualization.

Qualitative content analysis, modelled on Mayring (2000), was applied to the
qualitative data collected from open questions, allowing the identification of
common themes and insights into participants’ experiences. Using an inductive
analysis and open coding approach, the initial codes of one author were subse-
quently checked by multiple authors with both Norwegian and international

Table 1. Mean age and median number of years in Norway (LoR) for permanent and temporary
employees

Age (mean) Years in Norway (median)a

Permanent 44.5 7

Temporary 32.1 2

Total 36.6 3

aMedian rather than mean is shown because some participants reported LoRs of less than one or more than 20 years.

Figure 1. Reported highest level of Norwegian courses completed, mapped onto the CEFR levels which
were the described goals for the courses. Participants who reported having completed training without
specifying the level are categorized as ‘no level specified’.
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backgrounds to ensure validity. In second and third cycles of the iterative coding
process, codes were organized in their emerging themes by the same author, which
were again checked by multiple authors to ensure agreement. The higher-order
categories and themes were guided by the research questions, and categories and
themes of special relevance to the research questions were included. For our
qualitative data, illustrative quotes are provided; they are given as they appeared in
the responses. Spelling errors have been corrected, and clarifications added in
brackets where necessary. Participant IDs are given in the quotes.

4. Results
4.1 SPCCW among international academic staff

Participants’ responses to the question ‘Do you feel that you know enough
Norwegian to be able to do your job well?’ were given via five possible response
options, as seen in Table 2: a scale from ‘yes, definitely’ to ‘not at all’ or reporting
that they did not feel that they needed to use Norwegian in their work. Responses
from permanent and temporary staff are shown in Table 2. Among staff in per-
manent positions, 54% reported they knew enough Norwegian, 35% reported they
did not, and 11% reported they did not need Norwegian for work. For temporary
staff, there was a higher percentage reporting they did not need Norwegian (34%), a
lower percentage that say they knew enough Norwegian (36%), and a comparable
percentage that say they did not (31%).

Some reported in the open-ended comments that they worked in environments
where English was the main or only language used, but even in these cases, some
reported feeling like they lacked necessary skills; for example, one participant wrote
that ‘I feel incompetent in Norwegian in my workplace daily [even though] my job
requires working in English’ (ID105). Among those who reported that they did not
feel that they needed Norwegian in their job, most nevertheless reported engaging in
intentional language learning activities such as taking courses or finding oppor-
tunities to practise.

4.2 Language proficiency and SPCCW

Figure 2 shows the highest reported language-training level (using the CEFR scale)
in relation to SPCCW. Although the proportion of participants who felt confident

Table 2. Responses to the question ‘Do you feel that you know enough Norwegian to be able to do your
job well?’

Permanent % (n) Temporary % (n)

Yes, definitely 18% (20) 10% (20)

Yes, generally 36% (41) 26% (51)

Not really 27% (31) 21% (41)

Not at all 8% (9) 10% (19)

I don’t feel that I need to use Norwegian in my job 11% (12) 34% (68)

What impacts language learning and L2 confidence in a workplace setting? 9

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0332586526100766 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0332586526100766


about their Norwegian was higher among those who had completed more
Norwegian courses, there were nevertheless some who had completed courses
equivalent to B2 or even C2 level who still did not feel that they knew enough
Norwegian to do their job well.

Of participants who perceived Norwegian to be relevant for their work
(n = 232), only 55.5% (n = 61) of permanent staff and 35.7% (n = 71) of tem-
porary staff reported feeling that they ‘generally’ or ‘definitely’ knew enough
Norwegian to do their jobs well. Of these, 67.2% (n = 41) of permanent staff
reported that developing sufficient SPCCW had taken three years or more and
29.6% (n = 21) of temporary staff said it had taken three years or more (which
probably reflects this group’s shorter average time in Norway; see Table 1).

When asked to comment on the type of work tasks they found difficult to do in
Norwegian, respondents mentioned factors relating to all four language skills, but
listening and speaking were reported most often. Understanding native speakers in
meetings was often reported as difficult, especially when they had unfamiliar
dialects, and when several challenging factors coincided, for example ‘long meetings
with a larger group of people that use dialects and strong accents as well as other
Scandinavian languages in the meetings’ (ID208). Expressing ideas in meetings was
reported as challenging because of fear of being judged (e.g. ‘I am afraid of speaking
poor Norwegian in a large group’ (ID150)). Many respondents mentioned teaching
in Norwegian as a task they found difficult, for example because the students ‘have
different dialects and I am worried I don’t understand their questions’ (ID004).
Another challenge mentioned was understanding and expressing nuance and
politeness (e.g. ‘Politeness is communicated differently than in English, and I still
struggle with how to do that without sounding overly submissive’ (ID207)),

Figure 2. Stacked bar plot with bars representing the highest level of Norwegian training reported (CEFR
scale) and colours representing responses to the question ‘do you feel that you know enough Norwegian
to do your job well?’ for permanent and temporary staff. Participants who reported having completed
training without specifying the level are categorized as ‘unspecified’.
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particularly in cases where these were important like ‘discussions around salary’
(ID144) or expressing disagreement.

Figure 3 shows responses given when temporary and permanent staff were asked
to report how comfortable they felt in reading, writing, listening, and speaking in L2
Norwegian on a 5-point scale (‘Not at all’ – ‘Completely’). As seen in Figure 3,
participants reported that they were most comfortable with receptive Norwegian
skills (reading then listening) followed by productive skills (speaking then writing).
In general, permanent staff reported being more comfortable than temporary staff
in all four language skills, which may reflect the longer time that this group had
spent in Norway.

Linear regression analysis was performed to investigate the extent to which
SPCCW1 (responses to the question ‘do you feel that you have enough Norwegian to
do your job well?’, as visualized in Figure 2) related to self-reported comfort in
listening, reading, speaking, and writing in Norwegian (as visualized in Figure 3).
The predictor variable ‘self-reported receptive’ Norwegian proficiency was calcu-
lated from the mean score of participants’ reported comfort with listening and
reading, and ‘self-reported productive’ was calculated from the mean score of
speaking and writing. Since average age and LoR differed for the temporary and
permanent staff (see Table 1), and work tasks, and thus also language requirements,
likely differ by contract type (as evidenced in Figure 3, and also in Table 2 where
fewer temporary staff reported perceiving Norwegian to be necessary for their job),
we conducted separate multiple regression models for the two groups.

Figure 3. Responses to the question ‘To what extent do you feel comfortable doing the following
activities in Norwegian?’ for temporary and permanent staff.
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As shown in Table 3, the regression model for permanent staff (n = 95) with
self-reported receptive competence and productive competence as the predictor
variables and SPCCW as the outcome variable was statistically significant,
F(2, 97) = 54.36, p < .001. The R2 for the model for permanent staff was 0.51,
indicating that self-reported proficiency explained 51% of the variance in SPCCW
for the permanent staff. Both receptive and productive (self-reported) skills were
significant predictors, but the productive skills were a stronger predictor.

As shown in Table 4, the regression model for temporary staff (n = 131) with
self-reported receptive and productive competence as the predictor variables and
SPCCW as the outcome variable was statistically significant, F(2, 128) = 29.51,
p < .001. The R2 for the model for temporary staff was 0.30, indicating that self-
reported proficiency explained 30% of the variance in SPCCW for the temporary
staff. In this model, only self-reported receptive skills contributed significantly to the
model (p < .001).

Overall, it appears that self-reported language proficiency was a significant
predictor of SPCCW for both groups, but still only explained 51% and 30% of the
variance for permanent and temporary staff respectively, indicating that perceptions
of language skills do not completely align with perceptions of SPCCW (i.e. what is
actually needed for the workplace). Self-reported receptive skills were a better
predictor of SPCCW for temporary staff and self-reported productive skills were a
better predictor for permanent staff. This likely reflects the different expectations of
work tasks, where permanent staff are expected to take an active role in using
Norwegian for writing documents and speaking in meetings and teaching contexts,
compared to temporary staff whose main interactions with Norwegian may involve
mostly receiving information.

Table 3. Multiple linear regression model of permanent staff (n = 95: participants who reported that
they did not need Norwegian for work were excluded) with self-reported receptive and productive
Norwegian language skills as the predictor variables and SPCCW as the outcome variable

Permanent staff Estimate Std error t-value p-value

(Intercept) 0.22 0.18 1.23 .218

Self-reported receptive 0.26 0.99 2.65 .009

Self-reported productive 0.36 0.09 3.93 < .001

Table 4. Multiple linear regression model of temporary staff (n = 131: participants who reported that
they didn’t need Norwegian for work were excluded) with self-reported receptive and productive
Norwegian language skills as the predictor variables and SPCCW as the outcome variable

Temporary staff Estimate Std error t-value p-value

(Intercept) 0.58 0.15 3.94 < .001

Self-reported receptive 0.33 0.14 3.94 < .001

Self-reported productive 0.14 0.12 1.22 .223
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4.3 SPCCW in relation to length of residence and L1

We investigated the extent to which length of residence (LoR) in Norway and L1
relate to SPCCW. The variable ‘L1’ was based on responses to an open-ended
question asking participants to report on their native language(s). We grouped L1s
according to general similarity with Norwegian: English (same language family but
with marked differences compared to other Germanic languages), non-English
Germanic (assumed to be more similar), or Other (assumed to be more different).
This grouping also ensured more comparable group sizes. The relationship is
visualized for permanent staff in Figure 4 and temporary staff in Figure 5.

Figure 4. Swarm plot showing relationship between permanent staff members’ LoR in Norway, L1, and
responses to the question ‘Do you feel that you know enough Norwegian to be able to do your job well?’
(SPCCW).

Figure 5. Swarm plot showing relationship between temporary staff members’ LoR in Norway, L1, and
responses to the question ‘Do you feel that you know enough Norwegian to be able to do your job well?’
(SPCCW).
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A multiple linear regression analysis was conducted to investigate the rela-
tionship between the outcome variable SPCCW2 and predictor variables LoR and L1
(analysed as a categorical variable with the levels English, non-English Germanic, or
Other). Since English can be argued to represent the middle ground regarding
potentially facilitative similarity to Norwegian, as it is Germanic but shows notable
differences from the other Germanic languages in grammar and vocabulary, L1
English was set as the reference variable for the categorical variable (see Winter
2019). Participants who did not report their L1 and those who reported that they did
not need Norwegian for work were excluded from the analysis.

As shown in Table 5, the regression model investigating L1 language group and
LoR as predictors for SPCCW was statistically significant, F(3, 219) = 16.48, p <

.001. The R2 was 0.17, indicating that this model explained 17% of the variance.
There was significant main effect of LoR, and of having a Germanic L1 other than
English (p < .001). There was no significant effect of having a non-Germanic L1
compared to having L1 English (p = .969). A likelihood ratio test comparing this
model to a reduced model with only LoR as a predictor variable showed that adding
L1 significantly improved the model fit, χ2(2), p< .001. The regression estimates are
visualized in Figure 6.

4.4 Activities and practices perceived as contributing to SPCCW

Participants were asked to comment on activities that helped or would help them
with learning Norwegian. Through a qualitative analysis of the responses across the
two groups, several themes and new codes emerged in every coding phase, and these
were eventually grouped into two main themes, both of which are discussed below.
Initial codes and themes, like ‘doing sports’, ‘reading novels’, and ‘listening to
podcasts’ contributed to the overall theme Input and opportunities for practice, while
codes like ‘people speaking slowly’, ‘people being patient’ and their negative
counterparts like ‘lack of patience’ contributed to the theme Patience and accom-
modation from others.

4.4.1 Input and opportunities for practice
Participants who had confidence in their Norwegian skills for work (high SPCCW)
tended to report activities that allowed for informal receptive language input, for
example watching television and films, reading (e.g. news, novels, comics), as well as
listening to the radio and to podcasts. Activities requiring productive skills were also

Table 5. Multiple linear regression model of all participants (n = 223) with SPCCW as the dependent
variable and L1 category and LoR as the independent variables

Estimate Std error t-value p-value

(Intercept) 2.15 0.13 17.00 < .001

Germanic L1 0.54 0.14 3.77 < .001

Other L1 0.01 0.14 0.04 .969

Length of residence (LoR) 0.05 0.01 5.09 < .001
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mentioned, particularly engaging in conversation and practising speaking in
everyday contexts like shopping, in organized contexts like language cafés, in leisure
activities, in work settings, and in settings involving friends and family. Some
respondents reported that getting involved in community-based activities through
having children in the school system was beneficial for language learning.
Interestingly, the vast majority of those who highlighted social activities (e.g. sports,
choir, etc.) as valuable for learning were L1 speakers of Dutch and German.

Intentional language learning strategies were mentioned by some with high
SPCCW as being valuable to their Norwegian learning process, with formal courses
being only one of these approaches, and other tools (e.g. language apps) and methods
(e.g. using subtitles when watching TV) were frequently mentioned. Two respondents
referred to using a mixture of Norwegian and English in interactions, one in relation
to doing fieldwork in rural Norway and one in a teaching context where there was ‘a
soft transition from where [students] asked in Norwegian and I answered in English
the first year to all the conversations being in Norwegian [which] was super helpful
and a blast that everyone was open to this approach’ (ID221).

Participants with high SPCCW tended to report that they had opportunities to
practise using Norwegian in the workplace, both in casual (e.g. lunchroom con-
versations) and more structured (e.g. teaching in Norwegian, using Norwegian at
university meetings and with external partners) settings. Many of those with lower
SPCCW reported that they wished for more opportunities to practise Norwegian in
the workplace. Some mentioned that very few of their colleagues spoke Norwegian,
leaving few opportunities to practise. The fear of pressure or judgement when using
Norwegian in the workplace was also mentioned by several, with one person
reporting a desire for ‘opportunities to try to speak Norwegian without pressure
from the workplace and native speakers speaking fast in various dialects’ (ID275).

Figure 6. Predicted values of SPCCW by LoR and L1 group.
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There was a contrast between what participants with high or low SPCCW
reported as helpful learning activities. People with low SPCCW often had a greater
focus on formal language training as a potential support for learning, particularly in
the form of targeted Norwegian courses (e.g. ‘language courses designed for our
purposes: work-related speaking and listening, academic vocabulary, with appro-
priate workloads : : : [and] focus on listening abilities, particularly the diverse
dialects that our colleagues speak’ (ID044)) or study materials (e.g. ‘already prepared
study guides for different domains like medicine, oil and gas, geology’ (ID003)).
Participants in this group mentioned fewer informal activities than the participants
with high SPCCW, but many reported experiencing insufficient time for language
learning, with many expressing a wish for a reduced workload to compensate for
time spent taking classes and more time for language learning at work.

4.4.2 Patience and accommodation from others
The benefits of accommodation and patience from others was a common theme,
especially among people with high SPCCW. Many respondents commented on the
importance of having patient friends or colleagues who were willing to speak
Norwegian with them even when English might have been the more efficient or
comfortable option for both parties. Several mentioned that they had to be quite
insistent on keeping the conversation going in Norwegian: ‘I was stubborn and
switched to Norwegian again and again if they answered in English’ (ID231).
However, it appeared crucial that the language learner themselves initiated the use
of Norwegian in interactions, as many participants reported negative experiences
and reduced motivation when colleagues imposed the use of the language: ‘It can be
frustrating for me when people know I struggle but insist on talking Norwegian at
me when I clearly don’t understand’ (ID159).

Many respondents with low SPCCW expressed frustration about what they
perceived as lack of patience and of exclusionary practices in interactions with col-
leagues. The majority of these comments named use of dialects as the biggest obstacle
to being able to use Norwegian as workplace language. Participants commented on
the ‘asymmetry of rights’ (ID249) when it comes to language use, for example: ‘little
effort is made to accommodate a non-Norwegian speaker : : : by speaking more
clearly or with less slang. Yet, I am always simplifying my words and speak more
slowly to Norwegians to make it easier to communicate’ (ID181). One explained that
there are two options for interaction: ‘talking in English, or if they talk Norwegian
their dialect or language level is difficult and high as much as conversion between me
and them cannot happen’ (ID119). Many wished for a middle-ground experience
where Norwegian colleagues could be ‘more willing to practice speaking Norwegian
with you and speaking more clearly and slowly’ (ID053).

Some comments reflected experiencing that their native Norwegian-speaking
colleagues did not seem to demonstrate an understanding of the challenges they
were facing or how they could help. For example: ‘My general observation is that
native Norwegian speakers expect our English speaking colleagues to learn the
language “over night”, so switching to English is a common occurrence if somebody
is still learning the language, so there is little help and places where people can
improve their language skills’ (ID174). Although many expressed a desire to use
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Norwegian with colleagues in the workplace, they explained that ‘few have the
patience to talk to you’ (ID203) and that some made ‘comments like “I have to do
real/proper work now” after practicing Norwegian’ (ID109). Comments from
participants with high SPCCW mentioned the benefit of having helpful and patient
friends or colleagues to practise with (e.g. ‘friends [who] were willing to patiently
put up with me using bad Norwegian, despite their English being impecca-
ble’ (ID207)).

5. Discussion
This study aimed to explore individual and contextual factors and practices that are
associated with self-perceived communication competence for the workplace
(SPCCW) in a HEI context. We found that SPCCW is connected both to aspects of
language proficiency and workplace practices. The vast majority of our participants
reported having undergone Norwegian language training, including temporary staff
for whom there is no mandatory language training requirement. Among permanent
staff, for whom certification of B2 proficiency level is required within three years,
participation in formal training was almost universal, with most reporting com-
pletion of courses at B2 level or higher. It is therefore interesting in itself that 36% of
permanent and 31% of temporary staff responded that they did not know enough
Norwegian to do their jobs effectively. Furthermore, 25% of those who had com-
pleted courses at B2 level or higher still did not feel that they knew enough
Norwegian for their work context. This likely reflects the fact that a B2 level of
proficiency is not sufficient for the language demands of a HEI environment, where
both academic discourse and involvement in administrative and leadership
responsibilities require a high level of fluency (see e.g. Gujord et al. 2022b).
Language proficiency, both actual and perceived, has been shown to be a limiting
factor in contributions to meetings, competence perception, and completion of tasks
(Li et al. 2019, Holmes & Salö 2025), and is important for career development and
inclusion (Busby et al. 2026). Ensuring that all members of a team feel able to
contribute in a work environment is essential for the success of the workplace
overall (Li et al. 2019), and understanding factors that contribute to promoting the
use of Norwegian in academic settings is important for meeting the goals of lan-
guage policies (e.g. Ministry of Education and Research & Ministry of Culture and
Equality 2023). Therefore, we will discuss factors that emerged from our data as
important for reported SPCCW.

5.1 Relationship between SPCCW and language proficiency

The concept of ‘knowing enough’ of an L2 for a particular purpose is complicated
but important. As illustrated in Figure 2, there seems to be a relationship between
reported formal language training and SPCCW, yet we also saw that some
respondents reported having high confidence despite little training and some having
low confidence after even C1/C2 level training. Although there was a significant
relationship between specific self-reported skills in L2 Norwegian and overall
SPCCW, the regression model showed that it only explained around half of the
variance for permanent and only 30% for temporary staff, which indicates that
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feeling linguistically competent for work cannot be explained by language profi-
ciency alone. Previous research has also found a complex relationship between
language proficiency and confidence (Ghafar 2023). Some participants reported
feeling high SPCCW despite limited formal training, which may reflect the demands
of their specific workplace since some reported that few of their colleagues spoke
Norwegian. It could also reflect an adaptation of their professional responsibilities to
align with their language skills; it is possible that without language barriers, they
may have chosen or been asked to take on different or more linguistically
demanding tasks (see discussion in Busby et al. 2026, and Holmes & Salö 2025).

Furthermore, the analysis for permanent staff indicated that self-reported pro-
ductive skills were a significant predictor of feeling one’s Norwegian skills were
sufficient. For temporary staff, self-reported receptive skills emerged as a significant
predictor for whether participants felt they had sufficient Norwegian skills to do
their jobs well. A likely explanation for these findings is that there is a difference in
language needs between the two groups. English tends to be an option for everyday
academic practice, such as research, teaching, and supervision, while Norwegian is
the default for higher-level meetings and institutional business of an administrative
nature (Gujord et al. 2022a, Jeong & Lindemann 2024, Busby et al. 2026).
Temporary staff are likely to need Norwegian for attending staff meetings or reading
written information and so get by well with receptive skills. This is also reflected by
the fact that as many as 34% of temporary staff report that they do not feel they need
Norwegian for their job. Permanent staff, on the other hand, are usually expected to
use Norwegian to actively participate in meetings, conduct teaching-related
activities, and write emails, reports, and applications. Furthermore, it is not unlikely
that productive skills are more connected to language anxiety (Christianson &
Deshaies 2019), particularly for academic staff for whom success is connected to
clear, precise, and eloquent language, and where perceived demand for proficiency
is high. For instance, Arum (2024a) explains that one of her interviewees’ avoidance
of writing in Norwegian stemmed from a fear of losing professional prestige.
Comments about a desire for opportunities to practise without pressure and
judgement in our data indicate that language anxiety may hinder the development
of productive skills in particular.

5.2 The impact of language background and opportunities for practice

This study found that having a (non-English) Germanic first language (Dutch,
German, or Icelandic) was a significant predictor of feeling professionally com-
petent in Norwegian, whereas having English or a non-Germanic language as L1
was not. Only one Germanic L1 speaker selected the lowest SPCCW option (‘not at
all’), which likely reflects the facilitative effect of the similarity between these
languages (Odlin 1989, Hirosh & Degani 2018). While English is structurally quite
similar to Norwegian, differences in grammar and in its highly Latinized vocabulary
may limit positive transfer. However, it is likely that language learning experiences
also play a role. Firstly, L1 English speakers often have less prior L2 learning
experience compared to others who have learned, at least, English, which may affect
both their confidence and communicative strategies (e.g. Cenoz 2013). This limited
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previous L2 experience may also mean that L1 English speakers are less used to
having to express themselves in a language which they have not completely mas-
tered compared to those who are already used to doing this in L2 English, which
may lead to lower confidence in L2 Norwegian for L1 English speakers regardless of
objective proficiency levels. Additionally, in most interactions, L1 English speakers
can choose between using their native language or a language they may struggle
with, whereas L2 English speakers must choose between two L2s and are not
necessarily more comfortable in English than in Norwegian. Thus, L1 English
speakers’ interactions may more often take place in English, consequently limiting
opportunities for practising Norwegian.

The regression analysis also found that length of residence in Norway was a
significant predictor for SPCCW; participants with longer LoR were more likely to
report high SPCCW. This relationship is probably largely explained by having had
more opportunities for input and practice in L2 Norwegian, but comments from the
open questions also suggested that sociocultural integration (see Hammer 2017), for
example being involved in community-based activities like sports clubs or choirs,
and feeling a sense of stability and connection to the local community also played an
important role and helped with investment in the language (see Gearing & Roger
2018). Participation in social activities in Norwegian and having community or
family connections were often reported as having been important in contributing to
language acquisition among those who reported high SPCCW. This fits with
previous research showing that informal activities play an important role in lan-
guage acquisition (e.g. Dressman & Sadler 2020). However, it is interesting to note
that these comments came almost exclusively from L1 speakers of German or
Dutch. Given that these languages’ backgrounds were found in our analysis to be
beneficial for SPCCW (Table 5), it is possible that potential advantages in terms of
facilitative transfer and intercomprehension could lead to something like a Matthew
effect (Stanovich 1986) where higher proficiency leads to access to more oppor-
tunities for improving proficiency. Similarities in culture between Germanic lan-
guage speaking countries could also play a role in reducing culture shock and
helping with sociocultural integration (Hammer & Dewaele 2015). Conversely, the
opportunity to use Norwegian in social settings may be limited when language
barriers are greater, especially for newly arrived staff who do not yet have a
(Norwegian-speaking) social network (Arum 2024a).

Given the importance of interaction for the development of second-language
competence via specific processes such as negotiation for meaning, clarification
requests, feedback, and recasts (Lantolf 2013, Mackey et al. 2013), language switches
to English as a common strategy in the face of communication breakdown nec-
essarily limits opportunities for the development of proficiency in Norwegian.
Participants’ reports of having to insist on speaking Norwegian also reflect the
‘circular paradox’ (Gearing & Roger 2018:166) of acceptance into a language
community, whereby learners need opportunities to practise in order to learn, but
these opportunities only arise once a certain proficiency level is reached. As one
participant noted, ‘use of Norwegian is generally eschewed in favour of English for
expedience : : : [which] means many employees are not acquiring Norwegian as
they might in other workplaces’ (ID100). These findings are also in line with those
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of Gujord et al. (2022b), and reflect the same issues that have been discussed
regarding language practices in other Nordic countries (Kuteeva et al. 2020, Salö
2022, Solin & Pienimäki 2024).

Choosing to use a language with which one has limited proficiency or confi-
dence can be a difficult choice in a professional context, especially since the
primary objective of workplace interactions is typically task completion rather
than language learning (Firth 2009, Kurhila et al. 2023, Arum 2024a). The high
level of language precision required in academic settings could also impact lan-
guage choices, as participants reported a fear of being judged by colleagues or not
being able to fully express themselves, which is likely linked to a fear of losing
professional and social prestige and power (Arum 2024a). The potential for using
English, especially given its high status in HEI contexts, could limit opportunities
for informal language learning in the workplace, at least until proficiency is quite
high, meaning that opportunities to practise Norwegian may have to be found in
settings other than the workplace (Arum 2024a). Our findings thus call for HEIs to
systematically provide informal learning arenas in the workplace to supplement
formal language courses.

In addition to taking Norwegian language classes, most participants mentioned
working actively with language learning activities in their own time, indicating that
they feel that learning Norwegian is important to them, and that they understand the
importance of practice and informal language learning (Dressman & Sadler 2020).
This motivation is an interesting contrast to studies in other settings such as Estonia
(Soler & Rozenvalde 2024) and South Korea (Gearing & Roger 2018), where people
expressed being unmotivated or uninterested in learning the local language since they
believed (or had experienced) that English was sufficient for daily life. While adult
language learning often takes place largely in an instructed setting, learning to use the
language proficiently depends on using the language in everyday life situations (Arum
2024a). Those who reported lacking confidence in their language skills were more
likely to report that they would need more formal language training to gain the skills
they need for the workplace. In many cases, this likely reflects a (perceived) need to
learn the basics as a prerequisite for participation in other activities; the percentage of
participants with low SPCCW was, after all, higher among those with little formal
training compared to those with more formal training. This could imply that those
with lower Norwegian proficiency did not fully realize the importance and usefulness
of informal language learning. However, it could also reflect that those who had a
good foundation for Norwegian learning (e.g. from formal training or a similar L1)
were more able to take advantage of opportunities to develop language skills further
through activities that led to informal language learning.

5.3 Limitations and suggestions for future research

Although the goal of this study was to investigate individual and contextual factors
related to self-perceived L2 competence in an HEI setting, our understanding of this
topic could be deepened by future studies which investigate aspects of measured L2
proficiency or performance in the workplace for comparison. Our analysis is mainly
based on responses to a single question as a measure of SPCCWwhich, as illustrated
by our findings, is a complex topic which could be investigated in more detail by the
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use of a scale consisting of multiple items to tap into SPCCW for different workplace
tasks or situations. It should also be noted that our sample consisting mainly of
participants with a European language (and presumably cultural) background is not
necessarily representative of all international staff, either at this HEI or more
broadly, so the findings have limited generalizability in a broader context and
should be interpreted with appropriate caution. Given that all prior languages, and
language learning experiences, not only L1, are likely to influence acquisition, future
research should also include this as a factor.

6. Conclusion
Overall, our findings highlight how SPCCW in a Norwegian HEI context depends
partly on factors more or less outside of the individual learner’s control, including L1,
length of residence, the language required for work tasks, and accommodation from
colleagues. In line with previous research, we see that language learning takes time and
is affected by linguistic (and possibly cultural) background, and possibly also prior L2
learning experience. Social activities that led to opportunities for practice with patient
interlocutors were reported as beneficial. The fact that these activities were reported
most often by those with a linguistically and culturally similar background suggests
that familiarity with and sense of belonging in a place might play a role in the desire to
seek out these types of activities and/or acceptance from locals. In workplace settings,
many mentioned the willingness or ability of their colleagues to use and adapt to a
more learner-friendly communication style (even when English may have been more
efficient) as a key factor in feeling comfortable (or otherwise) with using Norwegian in
the workplace. Overall, our findings add to previous research suggesting that the
language skills needed for a workplace are most likely to be acquired when people feel
comfortable and connected to a community, which seems to be more strongly
associated with factors related to inclusion in community than with formal training
alone. Although a focus on formal language training is often raised in discussions
relating to ensuring the continued use of Norwegian as a language of HEIs, increasing
awareness of the importance of patience, accommodation, and individual differences
in language learning is likely to be more beneficial overall, both for language use and
sociocultural integration. This underlines how language learning in the workplace is a
responsibility not only of the learner, but of the entire community. As such, our
findings may inform the operationalization of language policies in HEIs, particularly
in the Nordic context.
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Notes
1 The outcome variable SPCCW consisted of four ordered categories but was treated as a continuous
variable for the purposes of the linear regression analysis (coded as 1–4).
2 As above, SPCCW was treated as a continuous variable for the purposes of the linear regression analysis.

What impacts language learning and L2 confidence in a workplace setting? 21

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0332586526100766 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0332586526100766


References
Alastrué, Ramón Plo. 2015. Debates and discourses on English as a scientific and research language. In

Ramón Plo Alastrué & Carmen Pérez-Llantada (eds.), English as a scientific and research language, vol. 2,
English in Europe. Berlin: De Gruyter Mouton.

Arum, Nuranindia Endah. 2024a. Adult migrants’Norwegian language learning investment strategies in the
workplace. AILA Review 37(2). 290–308.

Arum, Nuranindia Endah. 2024b. Language learning space and legitimation of adult second language
speakers in the workplace. International Journal of Multilingualism 22(4). 2086–2101.

Bordia, Sarbari & Prashant Bordia. 2015. Employees’ willingness to adopt a foreign functional language in
multilingual organizations: The role of linguistic identity. Journal of International Business Studies 46(4).
415–428.

Busby, Nicole, Anne Dahl, Kjersti Faldet Listhaug, Gro Nygård & Anja Angelsen. 2026. The role of language
in career development and inclusion in Norwegian academia. ASLA Studies in Applied Linguistics 32.
153–177.

Busby, Nicole Louise, Anja Katrine Angelsen, Gro Nygård, Anne Dahl & Kjersti Faldet Listhaug. 2024.
Experiences of Norwegian and English among international staff at NTNU. Norges teknisk-
naturvitenskapelige universitet. https://hdl.handle.net/11250/3126278

Cenoz, Jasone. 2013. The influence of bilingualism on third language acquisition: Focus on multilingualism.
Language Teaching 46(1). 71–86.

Christianson, Kiel & Sarah-Elizabeth Deshaies. 2019. Learning languages in informal environments: Some
cognitive considerations. In Mark Dressman & Randall William Sadler (eds.), The handbook of informal
language learning, 27–37. Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley.

Council of Europe. 2001. Common European framework of reference for languages: Learning, teaching,
assessment. https://www.coe.int/en/web/common-european-framework-reference-languages/table-1-cefr-
3.3-common-reference-levels-global-scale

Croucher, Stephen M., Stephanie Kelly, Thao Nguyen, Kenneth Rocker, Tommy Yotes & Joanna Cullinane.
2024. A longitudinal analysis of communication traits: Communication apprehension, willingness to
communicate, and self-perceived communication competence. Communication Quarterly 72(1). 99–119.

Croucher, Stephen M., Stephanie Kelly, Diyako Rahmani, Mark Burkey, Talgat Subanaliev, Flora Galy-
Badenas, Agnes Lucy Lando, Monica Chibita, Venantie Nyiransabimana & Elira Turdubaeva. 2020.
A multi-national validity analysis of the self-perceived communication competence scale. Journal of
International and Intercultural Communication 13(1). 1–12.

DeKeyser, Robert. 2013a. Age effects in second language learning. In Susan M. Gass & Alison Mackey (eds.),
The Routledge handbook of second language acquisition, 442–460. New York: Routledge.

DeKeyser, Robert M. 2013b. Age effects in second language learning: Stepping stones toward better
understanding. Language Learning 63. 52–67.

Dewaele, Jean-Marc. 2009. Individual differences in second language acquisition. In William Ritchie &
Tej Bhatia (eds.), The new handbook of second language acquisition, 623–646. Bingley, UK: Emerald Insight.

Dressman, Mark & Randall William Sadler. 2020. The handbook of informal language learning. Hoboken,
NJ: John Wiley.

Education First. 2025. Global ranking of countries and regions. https://www.ef.com/wwen/epi/
Firth, Alan. 2009. Doing not being a foreign language learner: English as a lingua franca in the workplace

and (some) implications for SLA. International Review of Applied Linguistics in Language Teaching 47(1).
127–156.

Gearing, Nigel & Peter Roger. 2018. ‘I’m never going to be part of it’: Identity, investment and learning
Korean. Journal of Multilingual and Multicultural Development 39(2). 155–168.

Ghafar, Zanyar Nathir. 2023. The influence of self-confidence on English language learning: A systematic
review. International Journal of Applied Educational Research (IJAER) 1(1). 55–68.

Greek, Marit & Kari Mari Jonsmoen. 2021. Transnational academic mobility in universities: The impact on a
departmental and an interpersonal level. Higher Education 81(3). 591–606.

Gregersen, Frans O., G. Josephson, J.-O. Kristoffersen, M. Londen Östman & Anne Holmen. 2018. More
parallel, please! Best practice of parallel language use at Nordic universities: 11 recommendations. Nordic
Council of Ministers. https://norden.diva-portal.org/smash/get/diva2:1203291/FULLTEXT01.pdf

22 Nicole Louise Busby et al.

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0332586526100766 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://hdl.handle.net/11250/3126278
https://www.coe.int/en/web/common-european-framework-reference-languages/table-1-cefr-3.3-common-reference-levels-global-scale
https://www.coe.int/en/web/common-european-framework-reference-languages/table-1-cefr-3.3-common-reference-levels-global-scale
https://www.ef.com/wwen/epi/
https://norden.diva-portal.org/smash/get/diva2:1203291/FULLTEXT01.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0332586526100766


Gujord, Ann-Kristin Helland. 2017. ‘Hos en voksen er tanken helt full av masse ting’. Personlege narrativar i
Norsk andrespråkskorpus (ASK): Ei kjelde til innsikt i læringsprosessen? [‘An adult’s mind is completely
full of lots of things’. Personal narratives in the Norwegian Second Language Corpus (ASK): A source of
insight into the learning process?]. Acta Didactica Norge 11(1). 1–22.

Gujord, Ann-Kristin Helland. 2023. Who succeeds and who fails? Exploring the role of background
variables in explaining the outcomes of L2 language tests. Language Testing 40(2). 227–248.

Gujord, Ann-Kristin Helland, Else Berit Molde, Anna-Marie Kjøde Olsen & Ilka Wunderlich. 2022a.
Individuelle valg og kollektive forestillinger om norsk språk i akademia: Dybdeintervjuer med inter-
nasjonalt ansatte forskere [Individual choices and collective conceptions about Norwegian language in
academia: In-depth interviews with internationally employed researchers]. Nordand 17(1). 1–15.

Gujord, Ann-Kristin Helland, Else Berit Molde, Anna-Marie Kjøde Olsen & Ilka Wunderlich. 2022b. Vilkår
for læring og bruk av andrespråk i akademia: Internasjonalt tilsette sine erfaringar med språk på norske
universitet og høgskular i lys av rådande språkpolitikk [Conditions for the learning and use of a second
language: International employees’ experiences with language in Norwegian universities and colleges in
light of current language policies]. Bergen Language and Linguistics Studies 12(1). 113–140.

Hammer, Kate. 2017. Sociocultural integration and second language proficiency following migration. In
Jean-Claude Beacco, Hans-Jürgen Krumm, David Little & Philia Thalgott (eds.), The linguistic integration
of adult migrants/L’intégration linguistique des migrants adultes: Some lessons from research/Les
enseignements de la recherche, 91–96. Berlin: De Gruyter Mouton.

Hammer, Kate & Jean-Marc Dewaele. 2015. Acculturation as the key to the ultimate attainment? The case of
Polish–English bilinguals in the UK. In Fanny Forsberg Lundell & Inge Bartning (eds.), Cultural migrants
and optimal language acquisition, 178–202. Bristol: Multilingual Matters.

Heide, Eldar. 2017. Det norske språkmangfaldet og opplæringa i norsk som andrespråk [Norwegian
linguistic diversity and teaching Norwegian as a second language]. Norsklæreren 3. 16–27.

Hirosh, Zoya & Tamar Degani. 2018. Direct and indirect effects of multilingualism on novel language
learning: An integrative review. Psychonomic Bulletin & Review 25(3). 892–916.

Holmes, Luke. 2020. Disrupting dual monolingualisms? Language ideological ordering in an inter-
nationalizing Swedish university. In Maria Kuteeva, Kathrin Kaufhold & Niina Hynninen (eds.),
Language perceptions and practices in multilingual universities, 269–292. Cham: Springer.

Holmes, Luke & Linus Salö. 2025. Echoes of linguistic internationalism: Voice, access and (ir)responsibility
in the internationalising Swedish humanities. Journal of Multilingual and Multicultural Development.
https://doi.org/10.1080/01434632.2025.2562097

Hyltenstam, Kenneth & Niclas Abrahamsson. 2003. Maturational constraints in SLA. In Catherine J.
Doughty & Michael H. Long (eds.), The handbook of second language acquisition, 538–588. Malden, MA:
Blackwell.

Jeong, Hyeseung & Stephanie Lindemann. 2024. Facilitating or compromising inclusion? Language policies
at Swedish higher education institutions as workplaces. Multilingua 43(3). 365–395.

Kurhila, Salla, Lari Kotilainen & Inkeri Lehtimaja. 2023. Orienting to the language learner role in multi-
lingual workplace meetings. Applied Linguistics Review 14(4). 697–721.

Kuteeva, Maria. 2014. The parallel language use of Swedish and English: The question of ‘nativeness’ in
university policies and practices. Journal of Multilingual and Multicultural Development 35(4). 332–344.

Kuteeva, Maria, Kathrin Kaufhold & Niina Hynninen. 2020. Language perceptions and practices in mul-
tilingual universities. Cham: Springer.

Language Council of Norway. 2017. Språkstatus 2017: Språkpolitisk tilstandsrapport frå Språkrådet
[Language status 2017: Language policy status report from the Language Council of Norway]. https://spra
kradet.no/wp-content/uploads/sprakstatus-2017-1.pdf

Language Council of Norway. 2021. Språkstatus 2021: Medium og kultur [Language status 2021: Medium
and culture]. https://sprakradet.no/wp-content/uploads/sprakstatus_medium-og-kultur_ny.pdf

Lantolf, James P. 2013. Sociocultural theory: A dialectical approach to L2 research. In Susan M. Gass &
Alison Mackey (eds.), The Routledge handbook of second language acquisition, 57–72. New York:
Routledge.

Li, Huisi (Jessica), Y. Connie Yuan, Natalya N. Bazarova & Bradford S. Bell. 2019. Talk and let talk: The
effects of language proficiency on speaking up and competence perceptions in multinational teams.
Group & Organization Management 44(5). 953–989.

What impacts language learning and L2 confidence in a workplace setting? 23

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0332586526100766 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1080/01434632.2025.2562097
https://sprakradet.no/wp-content/uploads/sprakstatus-2017-1.pdf
https://sprakradet.no/wp-content/uploads/sprakstatus-2017-1.pdf
https://sprakradet.no/wp-content/uploads/sprakstatus_medium-og-kultur_ny.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0332586526100766


Mackey, Alison, Rebekha Abbuhl & Susan M. Gass. 2013. Interactionist approach. In Susan M. Gass &
Alison Mackey (eds.), The Routledge handbook of second language acquisition, 7–23. New York:
Routledge.

Mayring, Philipp. 2000. Qualitative content analysis: A step-by-step guide. Forum Qualitative
Sozialforschung/Forum: Qualitative Social Research 1(2). https://doi.org/10.17169/fqs-1.2.1089

McCroskey, James C. & Linda L. McCroskey. 1988. Self-report as an approach to measuring communication
competence. Communication Research Reports 5(2). 108–113.

Ministry of Education and Research & Ministry of Culture and Equality. 2023. Frå ord til handling:
Handlingsplan for norsk fagspråk i akademia [From words to action: Action plan for Norwegian aca-
demic language in academia]. https://www.regjeringen.no/no/dokumenter/handlingsplan-for-norsk-
fagsprak-i-akademia/id2984345/

Montrul, Silvina. 2019. How learning context shapes heritage and second language acquisition. In Mark
Dressman & Randall William Sadler (eds.), The handbook of informal language learning, 57–74.
Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley.

The Norwegian Directorate for Education and Training. 2025. Curriculum in English (ENG01-05).
Established as regulations. The National curriculum for the Knowledge Promotion 2020. https://www.udi
r.no/lk20/eng01-05?lang= eng

Odlin, Terence. 1989. Language transfer: Cross-linguistic influence in language learning. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

R Core Team. 2026. R: A language and environment for statistical computing. https://www.R-project.org/
Rindal, Ulrikke. 2025. Norway, English in. In Kingsley Bolton (ed.), The Wiley Blackwell encyclopedia of

world Englishes. John Wiley.
Røyneland, Unn & Elizabeth Lanza. 2023. Dialect diversity and migration: Disturbances and dilemmas,

perspectives from Norway. In Stanley D. Brunn & Roland Kehrein (eds.), Language, society and the state
in a changing world, 337–355. Cham: Springer.

Salö, Linus. 2022. The spatial logic of linguistic practice: Bourdieusian inroads into language and inter-
nationalization in academe. Language in Society 51(1). 119–141.

Soler, Josep & Kerttu Rozenvalde. 2024. Linguistic domination or discrimination? Local and international
academic staff contest the (in)justice of English as the language of international academic mobility.
Journal of English-Medium Instruction 3(1). 11–29.

Solin, Anna & Hanna-Mari Pienimäki. 2024. Negotiating language choice in a multilingual university: The
interplay between formal policies and language policy as practice. In Florence Bonacina-Pugh (ed.),
Language policy as practice: Advancing the empirical turn in language policy research, 111–138. Cham:
Springer.

Stanovich, Keith E. 1986. Matthew effects in reading: Some consequences of individual differences in the
acquisition of literacy. Reading Research Quarterly 21(4). 360–407.

Trudgill, Peter. 2002. Sociolinguistic variation and change. Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press.
Universitets- og høyskoleforskriften. 2024. Forskrift til universitets- og høyskoleloven (FOR-2024-06-28-

1392) [Regulations pertaining to the University and University College Act (The University and
University College Regulations)]. Lovdata. https://lovdata.no/forskrift/2024-06-28-1392

Universities and University Colleges Act. 2024. Act relating to universities and university colleges
(LOV-2024-03-08-9). Lovdata. https://lovdata.no/NLE/lov/2024-03-08-9

Universities Norway. n.d. Språkpolitikk: Språkpolitiske retningslinjer ved institusjonene [Language policy:
Language policy guidelines at the institutions]. https://www.uhr.no/ressurser/sprakpolitikk/

Vikør, Lars S. 1989. The position of standardized vs. dialectal speech in Norway. International Journal of the
Sociology of Language 80. 41–59.

Wei, Li. 2012. Conceptual and methodological issues in bilingualism and multilingualism research. In Tej K.
Bhatia & William C. Ritchie (eds.), The handbook of bilingualism and multilingualism, 26–51. Wiley
Online Library. https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118332382.ch2

Winter, Bodo. 2019. Statistics for linguists: An introduction using R. New York: Routledge.

Cite this article: Busby NL, Dahl A, Angelsen AK, Nygård G, and Listhaug KF (2026). What impacts
language learning and L2 confidence in a workplace setting? Experiences of international staff at a
Norwegian university. Nordic Journal of Linguistics. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0332586526100766

24 Nicole Louise Busby et al.

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0332586526100766 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.17169/fqs-1.2.1089
https://www.regjeringen.no/no/dokumenter/handlingsplan-for-norsk-fagsprak-i-akademia/id2984345/
https://www.regjeringen.no/no/dokumenter/handlingsplan-for-norsk-fagsprak-i-akademia/id2984345/
https://www.udir.no/lk20/eng01-05?lang=eng
https://www.udir.no/lk20/eng01-05?lang=eng
https://www.udir.no/lk20/eng01-05?lang=eng
https://www.R-project.org/
https://lovdata.no/forskrift/2024-06-28-1392
https://lovdata.no/NLE/lov/2024-03-08-9
https://www.uhr.no/ressurser/sprakpolitikk/
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118332382.ch2
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0332586526100766
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0332586526100766

	What impacts language learning and L2 confidence in a workplace setting? Experiences of international staff at a Norwegian university
	1.. Introduction
	2.. Background
	2.1. The linguistic context of Norwegian HEIs
	2.2. Academic migration and language learning
	2.3. Current study

	3.. Method
	3.1. Participants
	3.2. Analysis

	4.. Results
	4.1. SPCCW among international academic staff
	4.2. Language proficiency and SPCCW
	4.3. SPCCW in relation to length of residence and L1
	4.4. Activities and practices perceived as contributing to SPCCW
	4.4.1. Input and opportunities for practice
	4.4.2. Patience and accommodation from others


	5.. Discussion
	5.1. Relationship between SPCCW and language proficiency
	5.2. The impact of language background and opportunities for practice
	5.3. Limitations and suggestions for future research

	6.. Conclusion
	Notes
	References


