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by KUAN-YUN CHEN

English is recently used as a lingua franca (ELF) in global communication, involving
people from different socio-lingualcultural backgrounds. However, the fact of using ELF
still has not been fully recognized in Taiwan, where English is mainly considered as a
second, foreign, or international language. Many institutions in non-Anglophone countries
nowadays have started to use English as a medium of instruction (EMI) and launched new
language policies. In Taiwan, for example, the language policies in higher education are
graduation benchmark and EMI. Besides, language teachers’ attitudes and perceptions
towards English also have great influence on students’ attitudes. Researchers have
explored the issue of EMI and language policies from various perspectives, but mainly
from students’ perspectives rather than from language teachers’. Given this gap, this
research explores Taiwanese university English language teachers’ perceptions of English,
by considering the aforementioned language policies and teaching practices from their
viewpoints. Thus, one of the aims in this research is to discover teachers’ language
ideologies guiding their own and students’ perceptions of English, as well as their attitudes

towards ELF.

Using a qualitative method research design, this research employed two sets of data
collection tool: semi-structured interview and focus group. The research was conducted
with Taiwanese university English language teachers from different universities/colleges in
three regions of Taiwan. To analyse qualitative data, a mixture of qualitative content

analysis, discourse analysis, and positioning theory were applied.

Participants’ language ideologies were emerged from several factors, for example, the

previous education experiences. The results show that overall, participants do not hold



standard language ideology but still believe English as a native language (ENL) norm is
necessary in language education. Most of participants also hold negative attitude towards
the current language policies in Taiwan. Furthermore, many participants have limited

knowledge of ELF but approve the theory and perspective.

The research has ideological and practical implications for English language policy and
practice in Taiwanese higher education. The results propose that education authorities and
policymakers should reconsider the English role in Taiwan as well as in the world and
revise the current English language policy in order to make them more in-line with the

current sociolinguistic reality of English use.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

1.1 Research Background

English is currently widely used around the world and functions as the most recognized
mutual language among individuals of different nationalities, cultures, and linguistics
backgrounds for the purposes of communications, business, travel, academics, etc. While
there are many languages in Asia, such as Chinese, Korean, Japanese, Malay, etc., they are
mainly used in a specific area but not on a pan-Asian scale in the same way as English.
Moreover, as McArthur (2003a) notes, these language speakers also to a greater or lesser
extent learn and use English for international communication alongside their mother
tongues. Both Kachru (1985a) and McArthur observe that the scale of English use is

immense in Asia and the number is hard to estimate.

In order to better understand how English functions in the world, different types of theories
of English according to the users and settings have been developed. One of the most well-
known theories is Kachru’s (1992) three concentric circles model of World Englishes
(henceforth WE): the Inner Circle, the Outer Circle, and the Expanding Circle. The
countries, such as the USA, UK, Canada, and Australia, in the Inner Circle are where
English is spoken as a native language (ENL). The Outer Circle includes Singapore, India,
Philippines, and Malaysia where English is the official language and used as a second
language (ESL). Countries such as China, Japan, Korea, and Taiwan are categorised into
the Expanding Circle where English is considered as a foreign language (EFL). Kachru
proposes the term WE, which refers to different varieties of English that are spoken as a
second or foreign language, and people, do not necessarily speak Standard English. From
Kachru’s WE model, we can see there are many varieties of English and different countries
and regions have developed their own varieties of English in order to meet their own
needs. In addition, Kachru believes that English within the Inner Circle is the norm
providing for the Outer Circle countries where English is usually an institutionalized
additional language and for the second language learners of English. Countries such as

China, Japan, and Taiwan are norm dependent as English is a foreign language.

On the other hand, one the most recent research fields in applied linguistics is English as a
lingua franca (henceforth ELF) and has been widely discussed by many scholars. ELF thus

is defined as a “vehicular language” (Mauranen, 2003) and is being “used in contexts in



which speakers with different first languages (mostly, but not exclusively, from the
Expanding Circle) need it as their means to communicate with each other” (Jenkins, 2009).
In other words, ELF interactions frequently occur not only between non-native English
speakers (NNEs), but also between native English speakers (NEs) and NNEs, where
English is used for the purpose of economic, politic, academic, or travel. It can be said that
the number of ELF speakers is the biggest in the world. As a result, there is a rising trend
of publications in researching ELF in recent years. Jenkins (2015a) recently reviews the
ELF research over the past 15 years. She finds the focus has shifted from researching
linguistic forms and accommodation (e.g. Jenkins, 2000, 2002) to variability (e.g.
Seidlhofer, 2007, 2009), and proposes a further shift to multilingual nature of ELF

communication.

However, with the growing number of publications of ELF research in the world, ELF
research in Taiwan develops quite slowly. I heard about ELF for the first time when I was
in college in Taiwan taking a module called Sociolinguistics but there was no much further
explanation and discussion about ELF. The research project I did when working as a
research assistant at one of the top universities in Taiwan was probably the first research

on ELF in Taiwan.

1.2 English Language Use and Education in Taiwan

Kachru’s circles of English place Taiwan in the Expanding Circle in which English is not a
native language but is used in education and as a lingua franca in international
communications. Taiwan is a multilingual country where Mandarin Chinese is the official
language, and Southern Min (Taiyu), Hakka, and Austro-Polynesian aboriginal languages
are the languages used daily by most local people. While there is no official second
language, English is acting as the “de facto” second language. In addition, due to the
challenge of internationalisation and globalisation, the proficiency in English seems to
become a must for modern people and thus also seems to be the passport for islander, the
Taiwanese people, to connect the outsider, the world. Hence, English has gain a prestigious
status in every aspect of Taiwan and the Taiwanese government has put lots of effort in
English language education for decades and requires English instruction at all level of
education. English has been a subject taught at the elementary level (Year 3-6), secondary
level (Year 7-12), and tertiary level (freshmen). Students are expected to acquire
fundamental English proficiency in communication as well as to raise their awareness of

culture differences after at least 9 years English training. In order to achieve this goal, Su



(2006) indicates “teachers should provide a variety of opportunities to have students work
together as well as communicate with peers or adults, both orally and in writing,
confidently and without fear” (p.267). Students are offered a wide range of English courses
with different aims at tertiary level to help students in pursuing higher education or seeking

good job after graduation.

According to the Aim for the Top University Project (henceforth ATU) which Ministry of
Education (henceforth MOE) launched in 2006, two main English language polices in
Taiwan are graduation benchmark and English as a medium of instruction course
(henceforth EMI). The purposes are aiming to improve students’ English proficiency and
develop universities to be international. Before graduate from college, students from
general universities are expected to achieve B1 level of CEFR (Common European
Framework of Reference for Languages) and A2 level of CEFR for technical and
vocational education students. There are many English language proficiency tests for
students to take as the graduation benchmark, such as the Test of English as a Foreign
Language (TOEFL), the International English Language Testing System (IELTS), the Test
of English for International Communication (TOEIC), and the General English Proficiency
Test (GEPT). As a result, English pedagogical practice in many universities usually would
aim at preparing students in passing graduation benchmark or achieve a particular

certificate of English proficiency (Pang, 2009) rather than enhancing their language skills.

1.3 Rationale and Research Questions

When I was a master student in University of Southampton in academic year 2008/09, 1
became aware of the issue of WE and was impressed by Professor Jennifer Jenkins’
research on ELF. It was also the first time I had been surrounded by so many people from
non-English speaking countries with diverse linguacultural backgrounds, including Spain,
Thailand, Japan, Poland, Saudi Arabia, UK, etc, and tried my best to communicate well
with them. I realized the English learnt in the English classes in Taiwan was very different
from what people actually spoke to me. Sometimes I did not know how to respond and
continue the conversation because I did not learn the skill in class. I told with my
Taiwanese friends about this issue and they also had the same problem with me. Therefore,
I asked myself: is the English learnt in Taiwan really enable students to communicate
successfully? With the questions in mind, I took the English as a World Language module

and had learnt a lot from that course.



While working as research assistant after finisfing my master in two different universities
in Taiwan, I had a better understanding of the language policy and had opportunities to talk
with students and teachers about their perspectives on current English education in Taiwan.
One of my research projects was to investigate the EMI teachers’ English practices in their
classes where students were from different countries. I found some teachers’ English were
not perfect or so-called Standard English, students still could understand what they were
talking about. Besides, when observing the group discussions in the EMI classes,
Taiwanese students usually did not speak too much. I asked the Taiwanese students
privately after the classes, and they said they were not confident with their English. One of
the students told me he thought his English was not standard enough so he was not
confident in speaking English fluently with foreigners. Even though Taiwanese students
started to learn English in a very early age and had English training over 9 years, they still
did not confident with their English and were afraid to speak, especially when facing a
native speaker of English. I then realized they might have standard language ideology in
mind. I discussed about this issue with one of my colleagues in English department, she
said she also noticed that but admitted that it was difficult to change students’ perspectives
unless teachers had changed first. Moreover, I found that there was a big difference
between teachers’ expectation and students’ learning outcome. As Lu (2011) points out,
most students in Taiwan learn English mostly for meeting the educational requirements or
pursuing better socio-economic status, rather than seeking personal improvement or
internationalisation. One of the main reasons was the language policy, which is believed to
be one of the most influential factors in the conceptual gap between ENL in ELT and ELF
(Jenkins, 2014). Shohamy (2006:77) also states that language policy “determines criteria
for language correctness, obliges people to adopt certain ways of speaking and writing,
creates definitions about language and especially determines the priority of certain
languages in society and how these languages should be used, taught, and learnt”. As a
result, students were worried about not having good results in any English language
proficiency test so that they could not graduate, which would also affect their future study
and work. On the contrary, teachers expected students to learn skills of using English

properly in actual communication, not just learning English for test.

Hence, during my time as a research assistant, I also took some time to explore researches
about language ideology and language policy in Taiwan, especially in higher education.
However, as Lu (2011:154) points out, there is little research on investigating Taiwanese
university English teachers’ ideologies towards English education and policy. Researches

on ELF were also limited in Taiwan. Moreover, when I started my PhD in 2013 and as a

A



member of CGE (Centre of Global Englishes) in Unviersity of Southampton, I noticed that
there were 2 previous PhD researches related to Taiwanese context. One of the research
conducted was investigating Taiwanese university students’ perspectives in respond to
Global Englishes (Lee, 2012), and the other investigated both Taiwanese university
teachers’ and students’ perceptions of in- and outside-classroom English, i.e. the real-world
English (Yu, 2015). Both researches focused mainly on students’ attitudes and perspectives
toward English use and the lingua franca role of English. However, teachers’ roles and
perspectives are also important as they are the people influence students most. Even
thought Yu (2015) also has investigated Taiwanese university English teachers, she
focused on their teaching theories and concepts in order to adopt classroom English to the
real-world English. Moreover, none of them were investigating the language policy in
Taiwanese higher education. Therefore, in order to fill the gap, my research interest is to
investigate Taiwanese university English teachers’ perspectives and if the current language

policy has influence on the way they teach.
I therefore developed the following research questions:

1. What kinds of language ideologies do Taiwanese university teachers of English have?

2. To what extent do their ideologies appear to be influenced by English language policy
in Taiwan?

3. Is there any indication that ELF has a role in English language teaching in Taiwan?

4. Is the knowledge about ELF changing teachers’ ideologies?

By providing answers to these three questions, my research aims to contribute a better
understanding of how far and in what way that ELF concept related to teachers’ uses of
English in their teaching practices. My research also hopes to narrow the gap between
government/educational authorities (i.e. the policy maker) and the teachers (i.e. the
implementation), and help to improve English language education in Taiwan, especially in

tertiary level.

1.4 Thesis Structure

This thesis consists of 7 chapters. Chapter 2 and 3 review the literatures relevant to this
research. Chapter 2 deals with the theories and practice of language ideology. After an
introduction of the concept of ideology, it explores theories and approaches concerning
language ideology and standard language ideology. This is followed by discussion of

language ideology in language education, which shows language ideology can be promoted



and developed through education and redefines people’s views of the world. Finally, some

relevant researches in Asia on language ideology are presented.

Chapter 3 discusses the theories of language policy with two scholars’ frameworks:
Spolsky and Shohamy. Spolsky (2004) states that language policy needs three components
to complete: language management, language practice, and language beliefs. Shohamy
(2006) proposes six mechanisms which are used covertly or overtly as the devices in
transforming language ideology into practice. It is argued that language mechanisms, such
as textbooks and tests, are used to implement language policy and have great influence on
language practice, reinforce standard language ideology either explicitly or implicitly.
Finally, two main language policies in Taiwanese higher education, graduation benchmark

and EMI, are discussed respectively.

Chapter 4 gives a detailed discussion of selected research methods in this thesis. Firstly,
the chapter suggests the present study is a qualitative research by using two qualitative
research methods: interview and focus group. An explanation of and justification of each
research method is then provided. Besides, the processes are presented transparently,
including introduction of research context, selection of participants, and instruments.
Finally, issues of reflexivity, validity, ethics and risks, and the limitations of research are

also discussed.

Chapter 5 and 6 present data analyses. Chapter 5 deals with the interview data and Chapter
6 with the focus group data. Broadly speaking, both chapters have the same structure. Both
begin with an introduction of the analytical frameworks. Chapter 5 presents qualitative
content analysis and discourse analysis as the analytical framework for my interview data.
Chapter 6, except the two analysis tools for interview data, positioning theory is also added
to build my analytical framework for focus group data. The application of qualitative
content analysis in both chapters is to minimise the data and avoid redundancy. Each of the
two chapters continues explaining what was done by applying the analytical framework
and the process of coding. After that, each chapter presents the findings and result. In the
end of chapter 6, a discussion of the findings from both interviews and focus groups is

presented.

Chapter 7 is a summary and conclusion. It begins with a brief summary of my theoretical
framework, research methodology, and analytical framework, and continues to address the
limitation of the present study. The chapter then reintroduces and provides answers to each

research question. Some implications, mainly concerning to the ELF awareness in



Taiwanese English language education and teacher education, are also offered. Finally,
suggestions are made about the contributions the present study might make and possible

future researches that can derive from.






Chapter 2: Language Ideology

2.1 Introduction

It is common to hear the word “ideology” in conversation, especially when related to social
issues, such as politics or religion. As Tollefson (1991:11) points out, “ideology
contributes to the manufacture of consent because it leads to (ideological) assumptions
about right and wrong, acceptable and unacceptable behaviour. That is, ideology shapes
behaviour.” The behaviour that this chapter deals with is the language and people’s
language practices. In this sense, language ideology is “a mediating link between social
forms and forms of talk” (Woolard, 1998:3). This chapter starts with an explanation of the
concept of ideology and then language ideology. Standard language ideology and ideology

in language education will also be discussed. Finally, some relevant studies are reviewed.

2.2 The Concept of Ideology

Broadly speaking, ideology is the knowledge or study of ideas and there are numbers of
researches and definitions regarding the concept of ideology and what it consists of. The
concept of ideology is most commonly understood as “ideational or conceptual, referring
to mental phenomena; ideology has to do with consciousness, subjective representations,
beliefs, ideas” (Woolard, 1998:5). Modiano (2001:163) considers ideology as “a system or
systems of ideas and practices that interpret and negotiate an individual’s position in social
relations, with these ideologies operating within a culture in both overt and subliminal
ways.” Many disciplines such as anthropology, philosophy, and sociology have their own
interpretations about ideology. As Thompson (1984:4) notes, “to study ideology is to study
the ways in which meaning (or signification) serves to sustain relations of domination.”
Since ideology is the core concept of this research, I will discuss it first and then its

relationship with language in the linguistic discipline.

The concept of ideology was originally form Marxism, a movement in the social sciences.
For Marxists, ideology was the social knowledge which is natural, necessary, and
inevitable, and was associated with the notion of power and dominance by the ruling class
over other members of the society (van Dijk, 1998; Tollefson, 2011). A French Marxist
philosopher, Louis Althusser, states ideology is not a matter of consciousness or

representations but the relation to the society. Eagleton (1991) describes this sense of



ideology as ““a particular organization of signifying practices which goes to constitute
human beings as social subjects, and which produces the lived relations by which such
subjects are connected to the dominant relations of production in a society” (p.18). With
privilege power, the ruling class controls most domains of the society, including
(re)production of ideas such as politics, mass media, literature, and education. Ideology
may be held as the tool, property, or practices by the dominant social groups in order to
maintain powers. Thompson (1984) thinks ideology is “essentially linked to the process of
sustaining asymmetrical relations of power — to maintain domination... by disguising,
legitimating, or distorting those relations” (p.4). Llamas et al. (2007) thus imply that
ideology for Marxist is an assumption that conceal authoritarian and hierarchical forces
and even consider this assumption is natural. Eagleton (1991) calls this assumption as
“false consciousness” due to the influence of dominance of the ruling class. However, van
Dijk (2006) argues ideology is not negative as a “false consciousness’ and not necessary

dominant, but could be resistance and opposition, and a shared belief.

Thus, from the perspective of multidisciplinarity, van Dijk (1998) defines ideology as “the
basis of the social representations shared by members of a group.” From his point of view,
ideology is not a personal belief, but a belief system exists among a group of people or a
society that support and indicate their identities with different groups of people. Armstrong
and Mackenzie (2013:1) also state ideology is “a set of shared beliefs that, while partial,
presents these as objective ways of looking at things, or at least as ‘received wisdom’
where ‘received’ has the usual sense of ‘generally accepted.”” In addition, they claim
ideology is normative as it represents people’s aspects of the world. Van Dijk (1998)
further explains ideology is a kind of ideas system which psychologists refer to cognition,
and undoubtedly social associated to group members’ interests, conflicts or struggle. In
other words, ideology exists in all aspects of societies and builds people’s beliefs,
assumptions, thoughts, and behaviours that are seen as natural, normal, and inevitable.
Hence, van Dijk (1998) views ideology from the social-cognitive approach and could be
used to “legitimate or oppose power and dominance, or symbolize social problems and
contradictions.” Tollefson (2011:802) further explains that socio-cognitive approach on
ideology “attempts to discover and make explicit stereotypes and other social
representations, the processes by which groups share this ‘knowledge,” and the ways that it

is used as a basis for interpreting the meaning of individual experience.”

However, how is this socio-cognitive approach of ideology, the social representations,

shared or communicated? It is the discourse, including language use, talk, text, and
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communication, which is the most crucial ones of ideologies in social and cognitive.
Thompson (1984:5) points out that “ideology operates through language and that language
is a medium of social action, we must also acknowledge that ideology is partially
constitutive of what, in our societies, ‘is real’.” Discourses are the tools people acquire,
communicate, and reproduce social representations. Such discourses include mess media,
classroom interaction, and peer conversation. One of the most powerful discourses is the
educational discourse where educators not only teach a subject but convey more or less
their ideologies. People learn and acquire a language, as well as convey their ideologies to
others, conceal or defend themselves from others, or identify themselves among a group of
people. People share their beliefs through language as it is a part of social life. Thus, it is
important to explore the relationship between language and ideology, which is also the
core issue of this study, especially those associated to English language and education in

this globalisation world.

23 Defining Language Ideology

Language ideology, generally speaking, is what we think and believe about language.
Language is not necessarily ideology but ideology is conveyed through language; they are
intimately connected. As Errington (2001:110) defines, language ideology “refers to the
situated, partial, and interested character of conceptions and uses of language.” Woolard
(1998:3) defines language ideology as “representation, whether explicit or implicit, that
construe the intersection of language and human beings in the social world” and is a
“mediating link between social forms and forms of folk.” Kroskrity (2004:496) argues that
“although interdisciplinary scholarship on language ideologies has been extremely
productive in recent decades... there is no particular unity in this immense body of
research, no single core literature, and a range of definitions.” Therefore, with a range of
definitions, studies in language ideology differ from one to another and each scholar has

different emphasis about it.

One of the most cited definitions of ideology is by Silverstein (1979:133), who puts more
emphasis on the individual’s linguistic awareness, and defines language ideology as the
“sets of beliefs about language articulated by users as a rationalization or justification of
perceived language structure and use.” He suggests that an individual first has a motivation
to construct his or her own ideology and then explain narratively the linguistic phenomena
he/she has observed with the ideology. On the other hand, Irvine, who focuses much more

on the functions of ideology in different social groups, considers language ideology as “the
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cultural system of ideas about social and linguistic relationships, together with their
loading of moral and political interests” (1989:255). In other words, Irvine is more
interested in exploring the intersection between cultural and conceptions of language and
the social world which are constructed by the political and some other interests. For Heath
(1989:53), with more social emphasis, language ideology is “self-evident ideas and
objectives a group holds concerning roles of language in the social experiences of
members as they contribute to the expression of the group.” In addition, Rumsey, based on
Silverstein (1979), gives a much broader definition of language ideology: “shared bodies
of commonsense notions about the nature of language in the world”, which accentuates
language ideology is shareable and not independent from language structure (1990:346-
347) and certain kinds of ideology developing are related to certain kinds of language

structure (p.355).

Despite of the various definitions, most of them agree that language ideology reflects
people’s experiences as members of various social groups (Kroskrity, 2000; Woolard,
1992; Woolard & Schieffelin, 1994). Thus, language ideology is not simply about
language, but also includes social and cultural conceptions. However, people are different
as they choose different dimensions to define language ideology. Besides, individuals’
roles in social groups will affect how they conceptualize language, and different social
experiences and divisions will lead to various language ideologies in a given society. For
instance, Woolard (1992), considers ideology to be conceptual/ideational, power-laden,
rationalization about language, and the idealization of language has to do with
consciousness, beliefs, notions, or ideas (p.237). For Silverstein, language ideologies are
beliefs, which are related to people’s consciousness of linguistic awareness, while Irvine
describes them as ideas and does not concern much on the mediating role of consciousness
but more on its social and cultural role (1989). Heath (1989), on the other hand,
accentuates that language ideologies are held by a particular group of people. Thus,
according to the various people, the diversity of language ideologies can be assumed.
However, Rumsey (1979) thinks language ideologies are much more universal as he states

that they are shareable and “notions about the nature of language in the world.”

Two basic divisions of approaches in language studies are proposed by Woolard (1998):
neutral and critical approaches. In neutral approaches to language ideology, speakers’ ideas
or beliefs about language are shaped by the cultural system which they are embedded; that
is, the representative of a speech community. The critical approaches to language ideology

are “some aspects of representation and social cognition, with particular social origins or



functional or formal characteristics” (Woolard & Schieffelin, 1994:57). Such approaches
focus on the roles of certain issues of language and language use play in social cognition
and the influences on the studies of language politics and of language and social class.
Based on Woolard’s (1998) two approaches, Rumsey’s definition is considered to be
neutral because he thinks language ideology is a “shared bodies of commonsense”;
whereas Silverstein’s definition is critical because he thinks it is the beliefs formed by
language users. In addition, Woolard (1994:57) argues that Silverstein’s idea may cause
distortion due to “inherent limitations on awareness of semiotic process and from the fact
that speech is formulated by its users as purposive activity in the sphere of interested

human social action.”

Kristiansen (2010) proposes two levels of language ideology: overt and covert language
ideology. The former refers to conceptualizations of language values in public discourse,
and the latter is the rationalizations of language. Besides, Wortham (2001) also identifies
language ideology at two levels: macro and micro-level. The former refers to the shared
belief system in a community, and the latter is the “implicit construal that speakers make of
particular instances of discourse (p.257).” The macro-level of language ideology focuses
on standardisation, language revitalization, language and nationalism, diglossia and
bilingualism (Blommaert, 1999). On the other hand, Woolard (1998) argues that language
ideology is implicitly created by speakers in a certain discourse, that is, the micro-level and

is usually found in interactions.

To sum up, language ideology is essentially regarded as an umbrella term that
encompasses all the shared beliefs, ideas, and concepts about language, and has strong
connection with actual language practices in the society. In other words, language ideology
can be seen as a set of beliefs held by language users and affect their point of views about
the language varieties they observe. However, although language ideology is about
language, it cannot be about language alone as “they [language ideologies] envision and
enact ties of language to identity, to aesthetics, to morality and to epistemology” (Woolard,
1998:3). It also has something to do with the work on language structure, language politics,
and linguistic and social theory (Woolard, 1992). In the following sections, I will discuss
other terms that are usually discussed along with language ideology and three types of
language ideologies: standard language ideology, World Englishes (WE), and English as a
lingua franca (ELF).
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2.3.1 Language Ideology and Other Terms

Language ideology, as discussed in previous section, is viewed as a cluster of concepts,
rather than a single notion. However, there is no a unified definition of language ideology,
and ideology is usually discussed along with other terms such as perceptions, attitudes, and
beliefs. These notions blur the borderline among these terms. This section will present the

comparisons and discussions of the two most discussed terms: attitudes and beliefs.

Some researchers have defined what attitude is, for example, Henerson, Morris, and Fitz-
Gibbon (1987:13) state that “in this book, the word ‘“attitude’ will be used quite broadly to
describe all the objects we want to measure that have to do with affect, feelings, values and
beliefs.” Oppenheim (1982) claims one’s behaviours may try to infer other people’s

attitudes. For him, attitude is:

a construct, an abstraction which cannot be directly apprehened. It is an inner
component of mental life which express itself, directly or indirectly, through
such more obvious process as stereotypes, beliefs, verbal statements or
reactions, ideas and opinions, selective recall, anger or satisfaction or some

other emotion and in various other aspects of behaviour. (Oppenheim, 1982:39)

Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) propose a conceptual framework of attitude which consists four
categories: cognition, affect, conation, and behaviour. In this framework, attitudes are
considered to affect behaviours. According to Garrett, Coupland, and Williams (2003),
there are three components in analyzing language attitudes. The cognitive aspect of
attitudes refers to fostered associations between people’s judgements and objects in the
social world. The affective aspect of attitudes refers to the emotions and feelings evoked by
the objects. The behavioural component of attitudes refers to how people act in ways that
correspond to cognitive and affective components. However, Dyers and Abongdia (2010)
argue that most researchers of attitudes emphasise the affective component of attitudes.
Besides, the validity of the three-component model in accounting language attitudes is
usually challenged because it is difficult to investigate the interrelationship among the
three components. The model assumes affect, cognition, and behaviour as three separate
and distinctive components of attitudes, but it has been criticized for prejudging the

relationship between attitude and behaviour (Zanna & Rempel, 1988).

Myers-Scotton (2006) describes attitudes as “more unconscious assessments” while
ideologies are “more constructed assessments.” According to Myers-Scotton, attitdues are

rooted subconsciously in individual’s thoughts and emotions, whereas ideologies are
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“constructed over time as particular societies respond to socio-historical forces” (Dyers
and Abongdia, 2010). Thus, language ideologies are held by social groups, while attitudes
are mostly held by individuals. Wolfram and Schilling-Estes (2006) define language
ideology as “ingrained, unquestioned beliefs about the way the world is, the way it has to
be with respect to language.” Therefore, language ideology can be reflected in actual
language practices, i.e., how people talk, people’s language choices, and people’s
sociopolitical positioning with regards to particular languages. In other words, attitudes can
not be observed directly, while ideologies are clearly reflected in particular behaviours or
language policies. In language education, ideologies play a central role in language policies
and have strong effect on language learning and motivation. The most striking contrast of
the two concepts is that language ideology shapes language attitude, i.e., language ideology

procedes language attitudes (Dyers and Abongdia, 2010).

The term belief has been defined as a very broad concept and many researchers have

various definitions. According to Pajares (1992:309),

Defiing beliefs is at best a game of player’s choice. They travel in disguise
and often under alias — attitudes, values, judgments, axioms, opinions,
ideology, perceptions, conceptions, conceptual systems, preconceptions,
dispositions, implicit theories, explicit theories, personal theories, internal
mental processes, action strategies, rules of practice, practical principles,
perspectives, repertories of understanding, and social strategy, to name but a

few that can be found in the literature.

Pajares may equate attitudes with beliefs, but some researchers disagree. For example,
Richardson (1996) states that attitudes refer to “learned predispositions to respond to an
object in a favorable or unfavorable way,” whereas beliefs refer to “a way to describe a
relationship between a task, an action, an event, or another person and an attitude of a
person toward it” (p.103). Others have narrow the definition of beliefs, for example, is
Calderhead’s (1996) that beliefs generally refer to “suppositions, commitments, and
ideologies” (p.715). Sahin, Bullock, and Stables (2002:373) suggest belief may refer to
“perceptions, assumptions, implicit and explicit theories, judgments, opinions, and more.”
Borg (2003:186) states that “beliefs dispose or guide people’s thinking and action.”
Fishbein and Ajzen (1975:131) also define beliefs as “the subjective probability of a

relationship between the object of the belief and some other object, value, concept, or

attribute.” Therefore, beliefs are considered as a multifaceted construct, which can be
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described as one’s subjective “understandings, premises, or propositions about the world”

(Philipp, 2007:259).

Beliefs, according to Pajares (1992), are “created through a process of enculturation and
social construction” and may “become values, which house the evaluative, comparative,
and judgmental functions of beliefs and replace predisposition with an imperative to
action. Beliefs, attitudes, and values form an individual’s belief system.” Beliefs can help
individuals make sense of the world, influence how new information is perceived, and
whether it is accepted or nor. Besides, people’s judgements and understandings of events
are also influenced and guided by beliefs. Thus, unlike knowledge which is based on
objective fact, beliefs “do not require a truth condition” (Richardson, 1996:104) and is not
based on judgements and evaluation (Pajares, 1992). A belief may be held consciously or
unconsciously but it is always accepted as true by an individual, and is therefore “imbued

with emotive commitment” (Borg, 2001:186).

Therefore, teachers’ beliefs, as Borg (2003) stresses, influence teachers’ pedagogical
planning and practices, and would also affect students’ learning outcome. Mohamed
(2006:21) indicates that “a teacher’s beliefs represent a complex, inter-related system of
often tacitly held theories, values and assumptions that the teacher deems to be true, and
which serve as cognitive filters that interpret new experiences and guide the teachers’
thoughts and behavior.” In addition, teacher beliefs are usually resistant to change when
facing the approaches and methods that run counter to those beliefs (Hall, 2005; Staub and
Stern, 2002). Rimm-Kaufman, Storm, Sawyer, Pianta, and La Paro (2006:143) also state
that teachers’ beliefs are “based on judgment, evaluation, and values and do not require

evidence to back them up.” Teachers’ beliefs appear to be by no means uniform or simple.

Belifs have strong influence on one’s perceptions and behaviours, as Pajars (1992:325)
claiming that “the filtering effect of belief structures ultimately screens, redefines, distorts,
or reshapes subsequent thinking and information processing.” There are some factors that
would affect teacher beliefs, such as teachers’ educational background, teachers’
personality traits, teachers” own teaching and learning experiences, learners’ attitudes,

teachers’ expectations to students, parents’ and school expectations to teachers.

Although Silverstein (1979) has defined language ideology as “sets of beliefs about
language” and the nature of ideology and beliefs seems interchangeable, these two
concepts are still different. In contrast to beliefs, language ideology is deeply rooted in the

social practices of people’s social positions involving socioeconomic divisions; that is,
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language ideology is shared by groups of people (Cameron, 2003; Kroskrity, 2000, 2010;
Woolard & Schieffelin, 1994) and “gradually acquired and (sometimes) changed through
life or a life period, and hence need to be relatively stable” (van Dijk, 2006). Gal (1998)
states that ideologies are not only ideas, constructs, notions, or representations, but also the
practices through which those notions are enacted. Van Dijk (2006) also claims that
“ideologies are not any kind of socially shared beliefs, such as sociocultural knowledge or
social attitudes, but more fundamental or axiomatic. They control and organize other
socially shared beliefs” (p.116; italic in original). When an individual engages in language
practice, he/she is also displaying simultaneously his/her beliefs about the nature and
function of the language. Moreover, ideology is a rationalization about language, the
extreme cases of which involve distortions. Van Dijk (2006) stresses that “ideologies are
not personal beliefs of individual people; they are not necessarily ‘negative’; they are not
some kind of ‘false consciousness’; they are not nexessarily dominant, but may also define
resistance and opposition” (p.117). However, beliefs can be either true or false. Therefore,
belief systems, similar to language attitudes, are mental constructs whereas ideologies “are

fundational social beliefs of a rather general and abstract nature” (van Dijk, 2006).

Instead of explore how Taiwanese university English teachers’ beliefs affect their real
teaching practices, the present study aims to investigate teachers’ beliefs, or ideology,

toward the present English language use in Taiwan and the world.

2.3.2 Standard Language Ideology and Standard English

One of the research lines on language ideology is the study of standardisation that Woolard
(1998) describes language ideology as the belief systems shared by group members.
Standard language is probably the most often mentioned concept which relates to people’s
belief about language. As Armstrong and Mackenzie (2013:23) state, standard language is
“the expression of an ideology, and in view of the centrality to our purposes of the latter
concept, this merits exploration.” Standard language may be promoted by mass media,
such as radio, film and television, and raise people’s consciousness of the standard
language. This belief that standard language exists is referred to the ‘standard language
ideology’ and has been the central idea of many sociolinguists (e.g. Crowley, 2003; Lippi-
Green, 2011; Milroy and Milroy, 2012). However, although standard language ideology
exists in people’s mind, which means they believe there is a right way of using a language,
they do not necessarily use the correct form in their own speech. Milroy and Milroy (2012)

indicate that standardisation is an ideology and a standard language is an idea existing in
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mind, not in reality, and is “a set of abstract norms to which actual usage may conform to a

greater or lesser extent” (p.19).

The main characteristic of standard ideology is the belief that there is only one correct
spoken form of the language which is modelled on a single correct written form (Milroy,
L. 1999). Lippi-Green explains the process of how standard language ideology is “a bias
toward an abstract, idealized homogeneous language, which is imposed and maintained by
dominant institution and which has as its model the written language, but which is drawn
primarily from the spoken language of the upper middle class” (2012). She demonstrates
her idea by examining 24 Disney films with 371 characters in the US and found the main
characters who were usually the princes, princesses, or kings were speaking standard
American or British English while others were usually with AAVE (African American
Vernacular English) or southern American accent. Lippi-Green argues that standard
language ideologies might have implanted subconsciously in American children’s mind
while watching these films. However, this should not be seen as the absolute effect on
children’s language ideology since there are still many other factors that will influence
their language ideologies, for example, their parents’ language practices, peers at schools,
and other mass medias. Regarding to the result, it can be said that the process of
standardisation is usually associated to the upper or upper middle class people who have
the power and prestige to determine the prestigious dialect. It is also how standard
language is determined, codified and stabilised (Trudgill, 1992), therefore it is argued that
standardisation only exists in the written form of language since the written form is much
easier to standardise than spoken; no spoken language can be completely standardised
since every individual had his own language practice and variety (Milroy, J., 1999:27). In
addition, L. Milroy (1999:173) describes standard language ideology as:

a particular set of beliefs about language... [which] are typically held by
populations of economically developed nations where processes of
standardisation have operated over a considerable time to produce an abstract
set of norms — lexical, grammatical, and... phonological — popularly described

as constituting a standard language.

As a result, uniformity, or invariance, is considered as an important characteristic of a
standard language, and linguistic change and variability are not allowed in standardisation

(Milroy, J., 1999).



Many languages, such as English, French, Spanish and Chinese, which possess written
forms, are believed by their speakers to have standardised or correct forms, and this belief
affects the way that speakers think about their languages and how they use them (J. Milroy,
2001). Standard language is usually considered as the norm which carries most prestige
among the variety of a language, and is ideal for educational purposes. Seidlhofer
(2011:42-43) states “that a national standard language should be valid not only within a
particular country but globally” and as a variety with “a special and privileged status”. It
can be said that these speakers live in standard language cultures which refers to a
community where there is a general consciousness of standard and, most importantly,

monolingualism (Milroy, 2001).

Crowley (2003:84) describes standard language as “a form of language in any particular
national geographic territory which lies beyond all the variability of usage in offering unity
and coherence to what otherwise appears diverse and disunited.” Standard English
therefore refers to the minority variety of English language with a set of grammatical and
lexical forms which is accepted as a national norm, in an English-speaking country or the
inner-circle countries (Trudgill 1984; Crystal 1995); in other words, the native English
speakers (NES). However, the native speakers, as Brumfit (2001) argues, “are in a
minority for [English] language use, and thus in practice for language change, for language
maintenance, and for the ideologies and beliefs associated with the language” (p.116).
Nevertheless, people have frequently viewed NES as the distribution of Standard English
which is from the inner circle. In other words, the role of English in international

communication is often referring to standard ENL in global use.

Therefore, Trudgill and Hannah (2008) indicate that Standard English is the language
which is mainly taught as a foreign or second language in a formal institution and only
related to grammar and vocabulary (dialect) but not to pronunciation (accent). Hence,
standard language is mainly focusing on the written form, rather than spoken form, and is a
variety of language that based on a “school-based” system (Illich, 1979; Wright, 1980).
Thus, school is the place where language learning actually takes place and can be
considered as the key for the process of standardisation. Assessments of language or most

language proficiency tests are also designed as tests of standard language.

Beside the educational system, there are three other main fields that can be recognized as
the proponents of standard language ideology: the news media, the entertainment industry,
and what is referred to as corporate America (Lippi-Green, 1994:167). McArthur
(2003:442) then concludes that Standard English has three identifying characteristics: 1) it
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is easy to recognize in print since the written conventions are similar worldwide; 2) it is
usually used by news presenters, and 3) its usage relates to the speakers’ social status and

education.

Yet, it is still hard to define the standard form of English. As Trudgill (1999) argues, what
Standard English is and how to define it is still a controversial issue and there seems to be

some confusion. Later in a review article, Coupland also concludes that:

”Standard English” still seems to me to be a “confused and confusing” territory
for sociolinguistics, and probably much more so than we should be comfortable
with. “Standardness” and “non-standardness” are too deeply ingrained into
sociolinguistic theory and methods for us to dispense with received

perspectives and begin again, conceptually. (2000:632)

For Trudgill, Standard English is a social dialect but with higher prestige and degree of
power, but without associated accent and not forming part of a geographical continuum
(1999:124). Jenkins (2014) also argues that Standard English ideology is rooted and
developed by Woolard’s (2008) ideology of authenticity and anonymity. As Woolard states
(2008:304), the ideology of authenticity “locates the value of a language in its relationship
to a particular community.” The ideology of anonymity, on the other hand, refers to
“hegemonic languages in modern society often rest their authority on a conception of
anonymity” (ibid: 306). Hence, the authority of NES comes from their perceived neutrality
and universality as individual’s belongings, rather than a particular identity. However,
Woolard (2008) notices that the ideology of anonymity is surrounded by the concept of
misrecognition (méconnaissance) (Bourdieu, 1991). That is to say, people fail to recognise
the social and historical development of authority of dominant language use but tend to
recognise authority as inherent in language use. Such ideology along with misrecognition,
as Woolard (2008) argues, allows dominant to become hegemony and may be towards the
ideology of Standard English. Jenkins (2014:78) also indicates that “while the ideology of
authenticity identifies certain local (native) varieties of English as the only genuine and
valued ones, the ideology of anonymity presents these same local (native) varieties as

unmarked and universal.”

Notwithstanding the argument, Standard English is still the language taught and learnt as a
foreign or second language in many countries. As Seidlhofer (2011:46) observes “that the
identification of any variety as ‘the standard’ will be a matter of institutional expediency”

but not the matter of linguistic quality. She might think that the English language use for
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institutional and educational purpose is different from the use for intercultural
communication in global context. Kachru (1985b) also states the “institutionalized second-
language varieties” are used widely in outer and expanding circle countries for educational
and administrative purposes. In this sense, Standard English from the inner circle is the
variety frequently used as the gatekeeper for correctness in educational settings; that is, in
Seidlhofer’s (2012) word, “pre-emptive obedience towards Anglo-American norms”
(p.404). Therefore, it seems that Standard English ideology is internalised through
education and gatekeeping tests, and has influenced people at a subconscious level

(Jenkins, 2007; Seidlhofer, 2011).

233 World Englishes and Native/Non-native Dichotomy

Regardless the existence of Standard English, either in education settings or for
examination purposes, the fact now is there are different varieties of English in the global
context and communication. The paradigm of World Englishes with the plural English can
be seen firstly in Kachru’s (1985b) work where he addresses “institutionalized second-
language varieties” in the outer circle, and later includes English in the inner circle and
expanding circle. Kachru (1992) later defines World English as “non-native models of
English [that] are linguistically identifiable, geographically definable.” Mesthrie and Bhatt
(2008:3) also point out that “to stress the diversity to be found in the language today, and
to stress that English no longer has one single base of authority, prestige and normativity.”
Thus, until now, the term World Englihes “has been widely used to refer to localised forms
of English found throughout the world, particularly in the Caribbean, parts of Africa, and
many societies in Asia (Bolton, 2013:227), and the researches on World Englishes “focus
on the differences between and the local identities of the various regional/national varieties

of English” (Wolf & Polzenhagen, 2009:3).

The most known description of World Englishes is Kachru’s (1992) three-circle model
which is built from the geo-historical perspective. In this model, a community of World
Englishes is usually associated with a postcolonial nation in the outer circle but the inner
circle as well. World Englishes are considered to be educational, institutionalised, ‘non-
native’, indigenised, and having its own linguistic features (Ishikawa, 2016). The

institutionalisation normally includes not only education but also administrative level.

The concept of World Englishes has impacted and challenged the concept of native and
non-native English speakers. In the aforementioned discussion, native English speakers, or
Standard English, are usually acting as the gatekeeper and yardstick in educational settings.
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However, several scholars have raised their questions on the term ‘native’ (e.g. Galloway
& Rose, 2015; Jenkins, 2015b; Seidlhofer, 2011). Some scholars have argued that there is
no one standardised version of English among native English speakers, and the definitions
of ‘native’ and ‘non-native’ are not clear (Galloway & Rose, 2015; Seidlhofer, 2011). As
Seidlhofer (2011) points out, the problem of ‘native speaker’ term is “the connotations that
they (native speakers) have come to carry, and with the considerable ideological baggage
they have accumulated over a long time” (p.5). The term ‘native English speaker’, like
Standard English or inner circle, suggests a unidirectional power a language norm
perceived, and other groups of language users have to follow the norm (Brutt-Griffler,
2002). The label of ‘non-native’ is then attached and sometimes has implication of deficit

(Galloway & Rose, 2015).

On the other hand, some scholars argue it is inappropriate to evaluate one group’s standard
of English by using one group’s norm, especially when two groups are not the same. Since
English nowadays used mostly by so-called ‘non-native English speakers’ in global
communications, non-native English speakers also have the right to own, change, and
adapt the language in their own way (Jenkins, 2015b). The Englishes people use will
therefore be different and irrelevant to native English (Galloway & Rose, 2015).

The World Englishes paradigm also received some criticism. Jenkins (2015b:15-16) lists
the main points raised by several researchers, for example, the model is based on
geography and history rather than how speakers currently identify with and use English, a
grey area between the Inner and Outer circles, an increasing grey area between Outer and
Expanding circles, and many speakers grow up bilingual or multilingual. Furthermore,
Pennycook (2007) points out, in terms of the plural form ‘Englishes’, World Englishes is
essentially monolingual-oriented rather than multilingual-oriented. In addition, English in
the expanding circle countries is usually considered as a foreign language and depending
on the norm in the inner circle. It seems that World Englishes paradigm is developed to
resist and challenge Standard English ideology, but, from the expanding circle English

users’ perspectives, it builds new ‘standard English’ within national community.

Therefore, many scholars have attempted to redefine or seek a better way to define native
English speakers (e.g. Jenkins, 2015b; Rampton, 1990; Seidlhofer, 2011). Rampton (1990),
for example, uses “expertise” and “non-expertise” to address English speaker; Seidlhofer
(2011) simply defines native English speakers (NESs) as people whose L1 is English
whereas non-native English speakers (NNESs) are those who have other languages as their

L1. Instead of using the terms NESs and NNESs, Jenkins (2015b:98) proposes 3 terms: 1)
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monolingual English speaker (MES) referring to “speakers of English who speak no other
language”; 2) bilingual English speaker (BES) referring to “proficient speakers of English
and at least one other language, regardless of the order in which they learned the language;
and 3) non-bilingual English speaker (NBES) are “those who are not bilingual in English
but are nevertheless able to speak it at a level of reasonable competence. However, Jenkins
(2015b) decides to abandon NBES due to “the arbitrary nature of the distinction.”
Nevertheless, the concepts Jenkins suggests not only remove the possible negative
connotations of ‘non-’groups but clearly show the greater linguistic competences of

bilingual English speakers than monolingual English speakers.

However, the paradigm of World Englishes “places nationalism at its core” (Pennycook,
2007) and usually label the Englishes with names of the countries, such as Indian English
or Malaysian English. Thus, it does not transcend the national boundaries in order to
comfort well to the global English use. Saraceni (2015) also points out the functions and
role of English as a lingua franca in the Expanding Circle are comparatively rarely featured
in the World Englishes researches. Hence, the next section will discuss the concept of

English as a lingua franca, and the comparison of WE and ELF.

234 English as a Lingua Franca

The main concept of English for this discussion, which embraces both the plural Englishes
and the language use in the local and global contexts, is English as a lingua franca (ELF).
ELF views NNESs’ language use, whether from outer or expanding circles, not from the
perspective of deficit but from difference (Jenkins, 2000; Seidlhofer, 2009). ELF
researches in early 2000s tended to employ a more transparent term ‘English as an
International Language (EIL)’ that was synonymous with ELF, but ELF has become a
preferred term for researchers for the past decade. The early stage of ELF researches, or
“ELF 17 (Jenkins, 2015a), focused mainly on forms, particularly in pronunciation and
lexicogrammar, as well as the accommodative processes (e.g. Jenkins, 2000). With the
focus on accommodation at the phonological level, Jenkins proposed a pronunciation
research project for a ‘Lingua Franca Core (LFC)’ in 2000 in order to identify features that
contribute to mutual intelligibility. Later, two larger corpora, VOICE (the Vienna-Oxford
International Corpus of English) set up by Barbara Seidlhofer in 2001 and ELFA (the
corpus of English as a Lingua Franca in Academic Settings) by Anna Mauranen in 2003,
were available with interests in the diversity, fluidity, and variability in spoken English.

From the corpora, some features were found to be used regularly and systematically among
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English speakers with wide range of L1s without causing communication problems. The
features included uncountable nouns to countable, dropping 3™ person singular —s, merging
of who and which, using all-purpose question tag, using greater explicitness, and new
morphemes. Moreover, accommodation skills in intercultural communication were also
seens as crucial for interlocuters to achieve intelligibility. At this stage, ELF researchers

believed it would be possible to describe and codify ELF varieties.

However, Seidlhofer later pointed out the problem with the focus on ELF features. She
argued that despite the “observed regularities” found in ELF data, there is also “inherent
fluidity... in the ad hoc, situated negotiation of meaning”, and ELF users are “making use
of their multi-faceted multilingual repertoires in a fashion motivated by the communicative
purpose and the interpersonal dynamics of the interaction” (Seidlhofer, 2009:242). She
therefore suggested ELF researches should focus on the processes underlying ELF
speakers’ variable use of forms and Wenger’s (1998) concept of Communities of Practice
would be a more appropriate way of approaching ELF. Thus, the research on ELF’s
variability became central, and variability soon was seen as a defining characteristic of
ELF communication. This is stage of ELF research is called “ELF phase two” or “ELF 2”
(Jenkins, 2015a). At this stage, ELF was reconceptualised and there was little change
ideologically. ELF researchers still agreed World English sholars that, for instance, it is a
“fallacy” to say “that in the Outer and Expanding Circles, English is essentially learned to
interact with native speakers”, that non-native Englishes are “interlanguages”, and that “the
diversity and variation in English is... an indicator of linguistic decay” (Kachru, 1992).
Jenkins (2007) believes that ‘international English’ is used widely in order to spread native
speaker Englishes, not the varieties of world Englishes. Lingua franca languages are
traditionally related to communication between people who don’t share the same first
language being used to communicate. So, Jenkins (2009) suggests ELF as the English
“used as a contact language among speakers from different first language.” While this may
be seen in many contexts of English use by vast number of ESL and EFL speakers, it still
should be notice that NES also engage in global communication through English.
Therefore, Seidlhofer (2011) defines ELF as “any use of English among speakers of
different first languages for whom English is the communicative medium of choice and
often the only option.” It should be noted that none of these definitions had suggested that
NESs are excluded from the definitions. In other words, ELF involves the communications
in English between interlocutors/participants who have different language and culture
backgrounds (Jenkins, 2006), including both NESs and NNESs. In addition, from ELF
perspective, the concept of ‘norm’ may not be necessarily referred to native English, but
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has removed it from monolingual communication norms of ENL regions and accepted a

various form.

The phenomenon of English being used as a lingua franca has been observed and studied
since second half of 20™ century. Cogo and Dewey (2012:18) propose four features of ELF

as following:

1. ELF is a naturally occurring and contemporary linguistic phenomenon;

2. ELF is a communication medium for speakers from different linguacultural
backgrounds which can take place in an extensive range of domains and functions;

3. ELF involves linguistic resources which one may have used for communications in
order to suit a particular communicative need, resulting in innovative uses of
lexicogrammatical, pragmatic, and sociocultural forms;

4. ELF entails the process of interaction, such as identity signalling, accommodation,

codeswitching, and language variation.

However, it seems that for some scholars these four points do not disambiguate their
confusion about ELF researches and have some criticism (e.g. O’Regan, 2014). It should
be noted that ELF is not trying to seeking an alternative model in differentiate monolithic
variety and varieties of English in different regions, but a concept showing dynamic and
pluralistic linguistic resources in an international setting where all English users are

involved, both monolingual NES and others.

Regarding to the aforementioned four features in Cogo and Dewey’s research (2012), there
are some differences between WE paradigm and ELF. First of all, ELF research explores
real-world interactions in and across all the three Kachruvian circles whereas WE
paradigm focuses on national or regional English varieties. As Seidlhofer (2009) stresses,
ELF theories do not link legitimacy to geography; that is, ELF theories go beyond the
geographical boundaries. Second, ELF researches do not aim to codify the regularities in
any linguistic form in order to identify the variety of English (Seidlhofer, 2009). Form ELF
perspective, linguistic form and function are not the priority to consider but the
interdependently emerged and operated acts in communications (Cogo & Dewey, 2012;

Seidlhofer, 2009).

Third, the WE paradigm seems to regard the unique and distinct linguistic feature of each
English variety as an alternative to monolithic correctness to standard language ideology,
whereas ELF theory does not include correctness in ELF communications. As Jenkins

(2014) argues, correctness should be considered as an accommodation for participants
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from different socio-lingualcultural backgrounds. ELF researches in the past decade also
have identified several accommodation strategies in order to achieve mutual understanding
and therefore to successful communication. Finally, one’s identity may be able to be seen
from his world English variety, but accommodations in ELF communication enable
participants to project their own socil-lingualcultural identity. Jenkins (2000) finds that a
‘non-native’ accent or linguistic form does not the obstacle for intelligibility as long as
speakers have developed accommodation skills. In addition, Jenkins (2000) also observes

the one’s social identity is deeply embedded in those ‘non-native’ phonological features.

Leung and Lewkowicz (2006) state that ELF “is a use- and context-driven phenomenon
notprimarily tied to any particular ethnic or racial group, nation, or geographic” (p.229).
Therefore, the phenomenon of ELF occurs throughout Kachru’s three circles, including
monolingual NES. ELF studies do not seek to identify the differences or unique linguistic
regularities in any variety of English or to legitimatising regional varieties. Instead, ELF
theories focus more on the importance of intercultural communication and
accommodation, not only for fulfilling real-world communication purposes but also for

reflecting people’s socio-lingualcultural identity. As Widdowson (2015:363) points out,

Whereas WE clearly follows the sociolinguistic tradition of variety description
with a primary concern for the relationship between language and community,
the study of ELF is essentially an enquiry into the relationship between
language and communication, how linguistic resources are variably used to

achieve meaning.

Despite the critique, it is true that the plurilinguistic and hybrid features of a lingua franca
resulting in the linguistic resources in ELF are not limited to English (Jenkins, 2015a).
Hence, Jenkins (2015a) had suggested and proposed there is a need to reconcptualise and
retheorise ELF (ELF 3). The nature of ELF interaction reflects “repertoires in flux”
(Jenkins, 2015a: 76, 79) in a multilingual setting, and “ELF is within a framework of
multilingualism” (Jenkins, 2015a:77). Therefore, from Jenkins’s (2015a) point of view,
multilingualism is highly important in ELF, and suggest an alternative term English as a
Multilingua Franca (EMF) which is defined as “multilingual communication in which

English is available as a contact language of choice, but is not necessarily chosen” (p.73).

However, for the convenience of potential readers who may be familiar with the term ELF,
and also for the convenience of writing where I used and explained the term to my

participants, ELF will be the term used in the present research.
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To sum up, ELF researches focus on the “process of variation” (Widdowson, 2015), that is,
how the variable use of linguistic features achieve the communication goals in different
contexts. Baker (2011) also argues that English users do not need the skills of NES or
conformity to their norms, but “the skills of multilingual communicators” who can “make
use of linguistic and other communicative resources in the negotiating of meaning, roles,
and relationships in the diverse sociocultural settings of intercultural communication
through English” (p.63). In addition, unlike standard language ideology and WE paradigm,
ELF studies do not consider the English use by those from the expanding circle, including

many Asian people, to be dependent on the ‘standard” ENL norm or a deficit language.

24 Language Ideology in Language Education

Learning a language is not just learning its grammar, lexical, and pronunciation system, but
to take the language as a vehicle to convey ideologies which one can define his identity,
express his experiences of the world and society. The social and cultural ideologies can be
developed, maintained, and promoted by language. Therefore, through language learning,
people not only subjected to the beliefs and ideologies of the foreign language, but also
(re)define themselves and the world. As one of the research subject of this study, the

language ideology in language teaching, especially in English, will also be discussed.

Tollefson (2011) has explored the ideology in language education from cognitive
approach. As discussed in 2.2, it is discourse that social representation are acquired,
communicated, and reproduced. The discourse can be mass media, classroom interaction,
peer conversation, or parent-child communication. Tollefson (2011) also claims that
ideology is always experienced in institutional forms including education, communication
systems, and mass media. Therefore, in language education, the socio-cognitive approach
to ideology focuses on how such discourse represents students and teachers, and their

interactions in educational practices.

In English language teaching (henceforth ELT), there also has been an increasingly
scholars exploring the implicit ideology such as target language, native/non-native speaker,
Standard English, accent and error (Tollefson, 2007) and two questions are mainly
discussed. The first question is which variety of English that teachers and students should
use in teaching and learning. This question focuses on the use of target language (English)
versus bilingual education that permits students to use their native language. The second is

which variety of English should be the target language in ELT classes. Both questions are
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related to an issue: which variety (or varieties) is the best to meet students’ needs? Most
teachers would assume the target language is one of the major varieties of English, or
standardised varieties which usually refers to American or British English, and most
textbooks and teachers’ guides are designed and written in either variety. In other words, if
Standard English is believed the best and most effective way for students in improving
their English proficiency, then Standard English is justified and teachers are expected to
speak and use Standard English in classes. It is considered that Standard English is more
precise, more scientific and more expressive than other varieties. In addition, dictionaries,
grammar books, and most ELT textbooks are considered to be the instrument of standard
language ideology; variation is usually absent from these materials. They present an

illusion that standard language as a uniformity and is the norm (Milroy & Milroy, 2012).

Another key issue reflects ideology is ELT is the obsession with error and error correction.
It is claimed that students’ failure in learning language is producing non-standard form.
However, some argue that most adult learners produce non-standard form of language, or
interlanguage, even after years of instruction (Selinker, 1991). In other words, standard
language ideology is manifest that the realistic target for English language learners is the
standard form so that Standard English has pedagogical implications for English language
education. Thus, teachers’ job is to minimise students’ errors so that they can be much
closer to the ideal standard form of English. For those who regards NES as the model of
English, the goal for learning English is to achieve a native-like competence and believe
English has the greatest prestige (McKay, 2002). Therefore, if the output students produce
is different from the standard, it is considered as an error and teachers who can accept the

errors are considered as bad teaching (Tollefson, 2007).

Language education and tests, as Shohamy (2006) argues, play a major role in
disseminating standard language ideology with correctness of the “standard” language.
This argument is resonant with Milory’s (2001) observation that the word ‘standard’
implies its function as a benchmark, and thus non-standard form is considered to be neither
educated nor legitimate. In other words, the English language tests can be considered in
promoting Standard English ideology or Englishing. This conventional monolithic
approach to English language testing, however, is “inconsistent with the diversity of
Englishes [...] and this undermines the inclusion of accuracy criteria in English language
tests” (Hall, 2014). Furthermore, Jenkins (2016) points out that the accommodation, one of
the key factors in successful intercultural communication, seems to be ignored in current

English language tests. The focus, as Jenkins (ibid.) argues, is still on testing how close to
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NESs that NNESs can be rather than what NNESs can do with English in real-world

intercultural communications (Hall, 2014).

Nowadays, most people speak and use English as an international English which is
considered more suitable in cross-cultural communication. As a result, English needs to be
codified, legitimized, and standardized. However, Modiano (2001) argues either the
preference of standard form of English, that is American English or British English, is a
promotion of that specific culture and speech variety. In addition, any nonstandard uses of
English by NNESs are considered as “error” and will be penalized in English language
classrooms and tests (Jenkins, 2016). The nonstandard use may be considered acceptable
or become “standard” only when NESs have approved it; in other words, NESs have the

right to regularise English.

There is one more issue should be noticed in English language testing: the variability of
ELF, which is one of the defining features of ELF. As Seidlhofer (2009) indicates, ELF has
“inherent fluidity ... in the ad hoc, situated negotiation of meaning” so that intercultural
communication skills are important and crucial. In other words, language use should be
adjusted according to the linguistic context, rather than simply conforming to a particular
variety of correctness (Jenkins, 2016). Furthermore, except intercultural communication
skills, some more features are also identified from the findings of ELF researches, for
instance, the priority of communication effectiveness over correctness or standard native
norm, the innovation and employment of preferred English forms, and taking the
advantage of being multilinguals by code-switching into each other’s L1s and their own.
Most importantly, not only NNESs, but also NESs who engage in ELF communications
have to learn the intercultural communication skills. However, Jenkins (2016) argues none
of the ELF feature has been taken into consideration in current English language tests in
which the EFL theory, an outdated view, is still the focus and mimicking standard native
English as closely as possible is the goal. Moreover, Jenkins and Leung (2014) argue the
standard oriented English tests have negative washback on English language education, as

following argument:

The washback effect is that testing promotes an outdated view of communication
in English as relatively fixed and native-normative, whereas a major result of the
globalization of English is that the language in its global contexts [of which
international higher education is a major example] has become relatively fluid,
flexible, contingent, and often non-native-influenced. Testing is therefore
preventing learners from exploiting the potential of the English language and
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their own resources as multilingual English speakers, and thus holding up

English language change.

Therefore, the outcome of the tests “makes us less able to respond to... the fact that
communication in the globalized workplace takes place using English as a lingua franca”

(McNamara, 2011:1).

One of the main challenge for English language testers and test takers is to get rid of the
focus on native-like norm and correctness. Modiano (2001) thus suggests the lingua franca
communicative model should applied in ELT as it “allows people to interact with others
without aligning themselves to ideological positioning indicative of a specific mother-
tongue speech community” (p.170). The lingua franca mode is much more culturally,
politically, and socially neutral and better for English speakers communicating in diverse
cultural environments. Jenkins and Cheung (2014) also suggest English language tests
authorities need to reconsider and take into account of the global sociolinguistic reality, i.e.
ELF, and to seek proper and effective ways of testing test takers’ receptive and productive
skills in real world communications. In addition, McKay (2002:126) also suggests that
“English belongs to its users, there is no reason why some speakers should provide
standards for others.” For those who treat English from the World Englishes approach, the
goal of English education should be learners’ abilities in cross-cultural communication.
Besides, English nowadays is used by fluid and diverse ELF communities, especially in
higher education setting. Everyone, including both NES and NNES, should learn
intercultural communication skills (or the accommodation strategies), and everyone needs
to be tested on the skills (Jenkins, 2016). In other words, language education should put
more consideration and efforts on the skills in intercultural communication in English
rather than native-like norms. Thus, the traditional English education, especially in higher

education, needs to be reconsidered.

2.5 Researches on Language Ideology in East Asia

Due to limited researches on language ideology in Taiwanese context, especially the
researches regarding English language teachers in higher education, this section will
discuss and refer to the studies by Park (2009), Kubota (1998), and Seargeant (2009) which
examine English language ideologies in South Korea and Japan in a broader way. South
Korea and Japan, as well as Taiwan, are categorised in the Expanding Circle where English

is considered as a foreign langague and the Inner Circle English is the norm. In addition,
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historically, Japn and South Korea also had influenced by Chinese culture as well as

Taiwan, so that there are some similarities in these three countries’ educations.

Park (2009) explores Korean’s beliefs and presupposition about English by researching the
discourses in official English debates, humour (or yumro in Korean), scripted TV
entertainment shows, and face-to-face interactions in a language school. After having
investigated these different discourses, Park concludes three types of ideologies of English
in Korea. The first ideology is Necessitation, which makes English as a necessity in Korea
society. It reflects Koreans’ general beliefs about social and language, which means
“Koreans need to know English and not knowing English has negative consequence”
(p75). Park also argues that under globalisation, the ideology of necessitation is embedded
in Korean people’s mind which make them believe English is the most needed language in

the world in despite of the monolingual society they are living in.

The ideology of Externalisation is the second one which refers to the belief that English is
another language. In the previous discussion, Park points out that the ideology of
Necessitation exists in Korean people’s mind who support English education or even
attempt to make English as the official language in Korea; while the Externalisation
ideology considers English is something against ‘Koreanness’. Bak (2001, cited in Park)
indicates that Korean language represents a Korean identity and is the essence of Korea
which cannot be replaced. Another strong criticism of those supportive for English being
the official language is the ‘toadyism’ or the blind worship of U.S. power and culture, and
is seen as ‘treacherous’ to the idea of Koreanness (p78). Some examples are given in
Park’s book which shows that the ideology of Externalisation not only demonstrates the
Otherness of English, which is simply a foreign language, but also is an act of betrayal for

Koreanness.

The third ideology is Self-depreciation, which views Koreans as ‘bad speakers of English’
despite how great effort they invest in learning English. Through this ideology, as Park
points out, the variation of English that exists among Koreans is erased and the effort of
English learning that the majority of Koreans put is considered being ineffective. Koreans
are even been seen incapable of mastering English (p80). Park further argues this ideology
is built as an ‘illegitimizing ideology’ due to the lack of legitimate competence in English
and therefore being subordinate to the native speakers with more powerful linguistic
capital. He also claims the ideology of Self-depreciation has strong connection with
Necessity ideology as it points out the incompetence in English and cause anxiety about
‘falling standards’ in language use. Although it seems that Koreans people are not
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completely aware of this situation, self-depreciation can be seen as an ideological process
by highlighting the problem of Korean people’s incompetence in English and failure in

mastering it, and thus become a subject to manage.

Kubota (1998) indicates two types of ideologies of English in Japanese discourses:
nihonjinron and kokusaika. The former refers to a stereotypical image of Japanese
language or the ‘uniqueness of the Japanese’” which attempt to demonstrate the distinct
Japanese cultural and linguistic identity comparing to English, and the latter refers to an
ideology promoting English language teaching and learning (especially the American
English) which become the central idea of the education reform in Japan. Although these
two discourses of ideologies are essentially different, they both encourage to strengthen

Japanese identity and to learn the communication style of English.

Seargeant (2009) conducted a research about the language ideology of English mainly in
the field of education, media and popular culture in Japan. He starts with a postulate that
language should not only be a medium but also a concept, and how we use a language is
affected by the thought we have about the language. By investigating the language both in
linguistic and social terms, Seargean identifies two key motifs or nodes of English in

Japan: authenticity and aspiration.

Authenticity, according to Seargeant (2009), is “a concept which cuts deep through
contemporary debates about the perception and state of social existence” (p89). To discuss
how Japanese pursue the authenticity of English, Seargeant gives the example of a place
called “British Hills” in Japan where is designed with the buildings and environment in the
British middle age style. In British Hills, the staffs are native English speakers and English
is the language used among visitors and staffs, even English language courses and British
culture lessons are provided. It aims at providing an ‘English immersion’ environment, so
Japanese people can have the experience of the authentic British culture and the language.
In addition, Seargeant also points out that it is common to pursue the authentic English in
language business by the example of NOVA, one of the main English language schools in
Japan. The NOVA group claims they provide the course just like studying abroad but in
front of the main transportation hubs or shopping centres. Both places like British Hills and
NOVE schools represent a social practice built around language and appeal for the
authenticity of English which also develop a very particular idea of English, which is very
different from the mainstream of language education in the world. Seargeant argues that

this phenomenon is not only a “product of domestic cultural, commercial and political” but

inlal



also provides a wider and various conceptual perspectives of why English learning

becomes a global issue and phenomenon.

In the previous discussions, Seargeant examines the motifs of globalisation and
authenticity which “position English within the world and regulate the shape of the
language that is taught and used” (p106). The final motif that he points out is aspiration,
which refers to the one that can show how people actually behave with the language.
Seargeant explains if one is attracted by a language, the reason will relate to the belief one
has about the purpose of the language and will turn as a motivation to learn that language.
Thus, English is seen as a key attribute for the upward mobility in this globalised business
market. Seargeant demonstrates that there are lots of words promoting the value of English
in the universities advertisements, English language schools, and the study abroad
magazines, which also being agreed by some of his interviewees who have the similar
perceptions and expect English can bring them more chances. However, Seargeant also
raises an important point that different individual hold different points of view about
‘English’. For instance, the ‘English’ for one who wants to get a position in an
international company is different from the one whom just wishes to pass the exam. In
other words, how people conceptualise English and communication mainly depends on the
purpose they use English and their experiences, and conversely, how people conceptualise
English and communication will also affect their language practices. Thus, Seargeant
concludes that to understanding people’s language practice required not only by
investigating the real language performances and the function, but also by exploring the

ideas and ideologies of language.

As these studies were mainly focus on the social context rather than education, and there is
limited literature discussing the language ideology of English in Taiwan. Therefore, the
language ideology of English language teacher in the higher education context is one of the

questions that I want to explore.

2.6 Summary

As the main theme of this study, the concept of ideology, language ideology, and standard
language ideology are discussed, as well as World English paradigm and English as a
lingua franca theory. Ideology can be conveyed through language, especially through
language education. Yet, ideology is considered as unconscious but powerful. According to

Tollefson (1991:10), “ideology is connecting to power.... In modern societies, language
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policy is used to sustain existing power relationships, i.e., it is ideological.” In other words,
a nation’s language policy reflects its ideology of language. In addition, many researchers
have viewed language ideologies as the core of language policies (Ricento, 2006) as well
as a powerful influence on language practices (Schiefflin, Woolard, & Kroskrity, 1998;
Shohamy, 2006; Silverstein, 1979). Language policy involves not only the “explicit,
written, overt, de jure, official and ‘top-down’ decision-making about language”, but also
the “implicit, unwritten, covert, de facto, grass-roots and unofficial ideas and assumptions”
about language (Schiffman, 2006:112). The latter could refer to language beliet/ideology
that affects language use in most aspects (McGroarty, 2010), especially the education.
There are two reasons that language beliefs and education is strongly connected. First,
language policy is often implemented through education, and second, education is
performed and conducted by language. Therefore, in the next chapter, language policy will

be discussed as well as the language practices, especially in Taiwanese context.



Chapter 3: Language Policy and Practice

3.1 Introduction

Nowadays, English is regarded as the most widely used and taught language in the world,
especially in the non-English speaking countries. Therefore, English language policy is
important and has great influence on ELT. The government policies often reflect two
contrasting types of language ideologies: ideologies that believe language as a resource,
problem or right (Ruiz, 1984) and the ideologies that believe language as pluralistic
phenomena (Woolard, 1998). As a result, the language-related policy is set to reflect the
compromise of these two types of ideologies. Besides, the ideology can be derived from
and influence practices; i.e., it can be the basis for a policy, or a policy is intended to
confirm or modify the ideology (Spolsky & Shohamy, 2000). Based on the subject of this
research, Spolsky’s (2004) language policy framework will be adopted and discussed in
this chapter. Then, based on Spolsky’s theory, Shohamy proposes several mechanisms
which will affect the language policy. Following the discussion, two main language

policies and practices in Taiwanese higher education will be presented.

3.2 Key Terms and Concepts of Language Policy, Planning, and

Practice

Many scholars have defined what language policy is. In this section, I will present several
definitions that are mostly discussed. First of all, Tollefson (1991:16) considers language
policy is “one mechanism for locating language within social structure so that language
determines who has access to political power and economic resources.” He views language
policy as a powerful mechanism which privilege dominant groups to “establish hegemony
in language use” (ibid). However, Schiffman (1996, 2006) argues that language policy
should consist of different levels or layers, not just the official or governmental law. He
considers language policy as “a cultural construct” and is connected closely to linguistic
culture, which includes not only explicit policies that are juridical, judicial, administrative,
or constitutional, but also implicit language beliefs, attitudes, prejudices, and ideologies
within a speech community. Kaplan and Baldauf (1997) also claim language policy is “a
body of ideas, laws, regulations, rules and practices intended to achieve the planned
language change in societies, group or system” (p.xi). Similarly, McGroarty (1997)

includes what people think, behave and believe into language policy and states “language
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policy can be defined as the combination of official decisions and prevailing public
practices related to language education and use” (p.1) Thus, language policy is not just a
top-down force, but also a bottom-up movement. Kaplan and Baldauf’s view of language
policy is similar with McCarty’s that she characterizes as “a complex sociocultural process
and as modes of human interaction, negotiation, and production mediated by relation of
power” (2011:8). McCarty et al. (2011) further describe language policy not only regulate
how language is used but are evident in “everyday ideologically saturated language-
regulating mechanisms that construct social hierarchies” (p.339). It can be said that

McCarty’s definition about language policy also power asymmetries.

3.2.1 Spolsky’s and Shohamy’s Frameworks of Language Policy

Spolsky (2004) claims language policy is developed with three interrelated but
independently components: language practices, beliefs, and management, and is usually
the decision of a community or government. First of all, language practices are people’s
behaviours and choices that are observable, including the choices of linguistic features and
the variety of languages to use. Spolsky points out language practices are the real policy
but there is often a mismatch between language policy and language practices (also see
Schiffman, 1996; Shohamy, 2006; Wright, 2004). In other words, the top-down policy
about language is usually not fully implemented as Spolsky points out “there are

comparatively few cases where language management has produced its intended results”

(2004:223).

Second, Language beliefs, also refers to language ideology which has been discussed in
previous section, are the values or status of a language and Spolsky defines it as “language
policy with the manager left out, what people think should be done” (2004:14). It is
suggested that people’s ideas and views about language do affect their real language uses

as well as language policy and planning.

The third component in Spolsky’s framework is language management, which is “the
formulation and proclamation of an explicit plan or policy, usually but not necessarily
written in a formal document, about language use” (2004:11). Spolsky prefers the term
language management rather than language planning as he considers management as an
intervention to manipulate the language situation and the “efforts by some members of a
speech community who have or believe they have authority over other members to modify
their language practices, such as by forcing or encouraging them to use a different variety
or even a different variant” (2012:5). Nevertheless, in this research, language planning will
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also be applied and discussed in the next section since it refers to a much broader view on
how people deal with language and the related issues, while language management tends to
refer to the administrative affairs or authorities, such as national legislature, government,

or law court.

Spolsky’s idea about language policy which is built up by the beliefs and ideologies within
a speech community is similar with Schiffman’s that language policy has close relationship
with language culture. The difference between them is that Spolsky considers language
ideologies and beliefs as language policy while Schiffman does not think such ideologies

and beliefs form language policy.

Based on Spolsky’s framework, Shohamy (2006) proposes an expanded view of language
policy. She (2006:45) defines language policy as “the primary mechanism for organizing,
managing and manipulating language behaviors as it consists of decisions made about
languages and their uses in society.” The mechanisms, she explains, are “overt and covert
devices that are used as the means for affecting, creating and perpetuating de facto
language policies” (Shohamy, 2006:54). The overt mechanisms she refers to are the public
policy documents and regulations, while the covert mechanisms implicitly dictate and
impose the de facto language practices. She reminds that “it is essential that these
mechanisms, or policy devices, given their direct effect and consequences on de facto
language policies and practice, must be included in the general picture for understanding

and interpreting LP” (2006:53).

Shohamy lists six mechanisms which are covert and people are not aware that will affect
de facto language policy: rules and regulations, language education, language tests,
language in public space, ideology and myths, and propaganda and coercion (p.58). These
mechanisms can be top-down or bottom-up in order to turn language ideology into practice
and create de facto policies (p.58). However, in reality, people in authority or higher social
status are usually have the power to use and manipulate the mechanisms. Consequently,

language policies are usually top-down.

To sum up, language policy can be the official regulation launched by the authority or
government, as well as the unofficial principles or cultural constructs existing in a speech
community. In order to understand the real language policy, it is essential not only to look
at the declared policies, but also the de facto language practices. The top-down and official
language policy cannot guarantee fully implementation since language users have their

own ideas about the policy and manipulate in their own ways which may not entirely in as
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the policy-makers intended. There are sometimes contradictions. In order to know the real
idea of Taiwanese university English teachers’ language ideologies, Spolsky’s
conceptualisation of language policy helps to provide a clear view in understanding the
relationship of the three components and fits the aim of this study. Based on Shohamy’s
expanded view of language policy, the regulations, English language education in Taiwan,
and English language tests can be considered as the de facto practices which affect
teachers’ language use in teaching. Therefore, the regulations, English language education
in Taiwan, and English language tests will also be discussed in the later section in this

chapter.

3.2.2 Language Policy vs. Language Planning

Language planning, on the other hand, is also frequently discussed and some scholars use
the term language planning and policy in literatures (e.g. Baldauf, Jr. 2003; Eggington,
2003). There are numbers of debates about which should lead to which, or whether they
should be distinguished from each other (Hornberger, 2006; Grin, 2003; Spolsky, 2004).
For instance, some scholars, such as Baldauf (1994), Schiffman (1996) and Kaplan and
Baldauf (2003), demonstrate that there is a different denotation between these two terms.
Language policy refers to decision-making process and goals setting, while language
planning is to complete these goals by plans. In addition, language policy concerns the
matter of a nation and society (Paulston, 1984), and is considered as “the general linguistic
aims identified by social institutions (including government)” (Walsh, 2006). Yet,
language planning is considered as a primary operator after decisions have been made by
administrators or governments, and some decisions might be influenced for the purpose of
political and social effects. As Robinson (1988) states, language planning is “official,
government-level activity concerning the selection and promotion of a unified
administrative language or languages... a coherent effort by individuals, groups, or

organizations to influence language use or development.”

Cooper, as the most frequently cited, defines language planning “refers to deliberate efforts
to influence the behaviour of others with respect to the acquisition, structure, or functional
allocation of their language codes” (1989:45). Therefore, in order to achieve and
accomplish a planned goal of language using or change linguistic system in a community,
language planning is an activity undertaking by government as it is “a body of ideas, laws
and regulations (language policy), change rules, beliefs, and practices” (Kaplan & Baldauf

Jr., 1997).
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Following the work of Kloss (1969), language planning has been divided into two major
types of activity: status planning and corpus planning. Status planning focuses on the
functions of language(s) in society, especially the allocation or reallocation languages’
official roles in different social communities, such as government and education (Cooper,
1989). It concerns the uses of language rather than the number of its speakers. Status
planning is thus usually performed by people with formal power and produced by public
documents such as regulations, laws, and constitutional provisions (Lo Bianco, 2010). For
instance, the Mandarin-only policy in Taiwan affected all the language activities in 1950s
to 1960s. Other local languages were forbidden but Mandarin Chinese. The KMT
(Kuomintang) government aimed to develop and protect the prestige of Mandarin over
other languages in order to maintain their ethical and political status. Thus, the Mandarin-
only policy was not only a language issue but the social and ethnicity issue. In short, status

planning concerns the relationship between the speakers, languages, and contexts.

On the other hand, corpus planning concerns language itself only and emphasizes the
internal, form, and code of language(s), whereby the decisions are made and undertaken by
language experts to engineer changing of language structures (Ferguson, 2006). The
purpose of corpus planning is to overcome communicative inefficiencies thus the work of
corpus planning often relates to expand vocabularies in order to introduce scientific or
technical terms, or to standardise the alphabet system, or to codify expressions to avoid
variation. Thus it can often be seen as dictionaries, grammar books, literacy manuals, and
pronunciation/writing guides, which may help the governments pursuing the goals of
national re-construction or reclamation for endangered languages (Lo Bianco, 2010).
Kaplan and Baldauf Jr. (1997) divide corpus planning into two aspects: codification and
elaboration. The former mainly focuses on the language standardisation while the latter

concerns the functional development of languages.

Beside these two types of language planning, Cooper also proposes a third sub-category of
language planning: acquisition planning, which is the “language policy-making involves
decisions concerning the teaching and use of language, and their careful formulation by
those empowered to do so, for the guidance of others” (Cooper, 1989:31). The goals of
acquisition planning include three overt planning goals: 1) acquisition of a language as a
second or foreign language; 2) language reacquisition as a language once was a vernacular
or for specific function; and 3) language maintenance as for preventing a language from
erosion or extinction (Cooper, 1989:159). It is considered as an extension of status

planning, and concerns what kinds of language should be taught and learned as foreign or
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second languages for people, i.e. language education planning. Nevertheless, Kaplan and
Baldauf Jr. (1997) argue that language-in-education policy is different from language
policy as the former only affects one of the society’s sectors, which is the education sector,
while the latter should include and penetrate many sectors of society, which is the
government’s duty. They further suggest five policies for examining language-in-education
implementation: curriculum policy, personnel policy, materials policy, community policy,
and evaluation policy. Curriculum policy mainly is the language choice and when to teach;
personnel policy concerns the teacher trainings; material policy concerns the materials
provided for students and how much need to teach; community policy relates to parental
attitudes, funding, and recruitment; evaluation policy is the evaluation of curriculum,
teacher and student success, cost effectiveness, societal change, and basic policy.
Therefore, it can be said that plans for language education (or language-in-education

policy) are part of acquisition planning, which will be discussed further in later section.

The process of language planning includes planning, implementation, and evaluation.
Planning also involves defining problems during the process and developing strategies to
solve them; this process is usually taken by the government. Implementation needs
resources such as laws, funds, teachers, and teaching materials to achieve the goal,
evaluation is then conducted to improve planning (Cooper, 1989). Language policy usually
develops as the social policy as it aims to influence not only people’s linguistic behaviours

but also non-linguistic behaviours (Cooper, 1989; Tollefson, 1991).

In summary, language policy not only includes the macro level of national language
planning, but also influences language choices in a community. It is the policy that
determines what language will be used and involved into specific contexts, such as
education institutions. These decisions are usually made by the authority and give a certain
language variety high prestige which is more official and standard. Thus, it can say that
language policy has power in influencing social and political consequences, for example,
in constructing national identity, directing language education, and promoting language
revitalization. The next section will discuss the language practices, what people actually

do.

3.23 Language Practice

As language policies are usually proclaimed explicitly in written forms such as national
documents and law as part of language management, it is necessary to examine the
language use in reality, that is, the de facto policy practices. It is argued that sometimes
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there are possibly two language policies in a speech community since the members may
follow their own policy which differs from the official and explicit one. Thus, Spolsky
argues that in order to identify the real language policy in a more effective way is to see the
language practices: “look at what people do and not what they think they should do or what
someone else wants them to do” (2004:218). It is the practices that manage and reveal the
policy. Thus, language practices are the varieties people use and their choices of linguistic
feature, for example, the sound, word, and grammatical choices; in short, language

practices are what people actually use of language in a speech community.

Since language policies are usually top-down forces and presented in documents, it is
necessary to examine the de facto language practices. In order to promote language
ideologies and to turn ideologies into practices, Shohamy (2006) then demonstrates several
devices, which she also refers to mechanisms, as the key factors that will affect de facto

language policies.

Mechanisms, as Shohamy defines, “represent overt and covert devices that are used as the
means for affecting, creating and perpetuating de facto language policies” (2006:54). She
proposes a model that mechanisms as the mediators which is capable of turning language
ideologies into practice. Mechanisms are usually used both for top-down implementation
and bottom-up resistance. However, due to power imbalance, the former is more powerful
by those who are in authority and to be the policy makers. All the mechanisms have a
significant impact on how languages are taught and learnt, and how people behave.
Shohamy (20006) lists the following examples of mechanisms that would affect and
produce de facto language policy: rules and regulations, language education, language test,
language in public space, and ideology, myths, propaganda, coercion. In this section, it will

discuss language education and language test which are relevant to my research.

3.2.3.1 Language education policy

Shohamy considers language education policy (LEP) as “a mechanism used to create de
facto language practices in educational institutions, especially in centralized educational
systems” (2006). In Shohamy’s opinion, LEP is also considered as a tool of language
policy in terms of turning ideology into formal education practice. It especially concerns
with the relationship between language policy decisions and classroom and curriculum
(Ingram, 1989). Language education policy should set goals and objectives for language
education systems to respond what individual and the society need, and also should satisfy

the proficiency level that each stage of education system require, such as the supplement of
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teachers and materials (Ingram, 1989). Zapp (1986) emphasizes that communication ability
and cultural understandings are the main reasons for language education; that is, the
language education policy should build the relationship between society and education,
especially the issue of social control (Simon and Willinsky, 1980). Therefore, language

teaching could be seen as an act of linguistic or cultural hegemony (Ingram, 1989).

Language policy concerns with the decisions about language and how people use in
society, while language education policy refers to such decisions related to determine
which language is considered home, foreign/second, or global language in a society,
especially in educational institutions. These decisions may include which language(s)
should be taught, when to teach or learn, who will be the teachers, and where to teach or
learn. In addition, LEP, as a powerful tool, it could force people to use languages in certain
ways, decide the criteria of language correctness, create definitions about language, and
decide what language(s) is priority or more prestigious in a society (Shohamy, 2006).
Ideally, language policy and language-in-education policy should respond the society and
its people’s needs; however, there are many factors that would affect the form and content
of language-in-education policy. For instance, the technological change, economic factors,
political factors, the education system itself, the language testing system, and what the
society needs (Ingram, 1989). Thus, language education policy should be connected to

political, social, and economic dimensions.

Shohamy calls teachers, principals and inspectors as agents, who are responsible for
carrying out language policy and thus spreading ideology and turning LEP into de facto
practices (Shohamy, 2006). Teachers are the key roles in implementing language policy by
“applying specific teaching methods, controlling the number of teaching hours, allocation
of resources, in-service training and especially through language test” (Shohamy,
2006:79). However, teachers are often not involved or trained in the process of making
language education policy, so they often internalize their ideologies (Shohamy, 2006:80).
The top-down language policy often overpowers teachers’ practices. As a result, there is

usually a gap between the policy and de facto language practices.

In short, education institution, schools and universities play important roles in
implementing language policy. Thus, language-in-education policy is considered as a tool
for promoting and perpetuating the political, ideological, social, and economical agendas

(Shohamy, 2006).
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3.2.3.2 Language tests

Although being considered as part of LEP, Shohamy separate language tests as one of the
powerful mechanisms. In her definition, language tests are “a set of mechanisms which are
used in subtle ways to manipulate language and create de facto language policies”
(Shohamy, 2006:93). Language tests play an important role in education and society as it is
the most widely used mechanism that ensures language policy is implemented. It is used to
determine the prestige and status of languages, standardise and perpetuate language
correctness, and suppress language diversities. Moreover, language tests not only affect
language education policy at both of determining the level of language skills needed by
society and evaluating the implementation of the policy, but also play as the mediators
between language ideologies and actual language uses in this complex language contexts.
Thus, it is believed that language tests would affect how teachers, students, and institutions
behave as well as the national educational policies. In other words, language tests, as
mechanisms, control language education policy and manipulate de facto language policy,
as well as change people’s behaviours in accordance with their language ideologies
(Shohamy, 2006). As the main mechanism to manipulate languages, three purposes of
language tests are concluded by Shohamy: 1) to determine the prestige and status of
languages; 2) to standardise and perpetuate language correctness; and 3) to suppress
language diversity (2006). For example, the English language proficiency tests such as
TOEFL and IELTS have a powerful impact in the global world today as these tests are
usually used as one of the important criteria for entering universities and companies. Most
tests have specific norms of correctness, that is, “the standardized answers in terms of

grammar and lexicon” (Shohamy, 2006:96).

However, the standardized answers and the focus on standard native form in language tests
have been argued by several schoars (e.g. Chopin, 2014; McNamara, 2011, 2012; Jenkins,
2016; Jenkins & Cheung, 2014) as English is played as a lingua franca in today’s global
and intercultural communication society. As McNamara (2012) argues, “what is required
in communication in English as a lingua franca, however, is not the ability to ‘convey finer
shades of meanings’ according to native English norms, but a sensitivity on the part of both

interactants to the need to co-operate in the negotiation of understanding” (p.201).

Regardless the criticism of standard-based language tests, as noted in previous section,
teachers play a crucial role in language education policy and it is their main job to

implement the policy. However, teachers are usually not involved in policy making but
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they are expected to carry out the policy in terms of “teaching for the tests” (Shohamy,
2006:104). As a result, teachers have to change their pedagogical strategies and materials
accordingly, especially for the national and state-wide tests. This is also one of the issues

that this research tries to find out.

3.24 Researches on Language Policy and Practice in Taiwan

As noted above, English is considered as the most important language in the world and
many countries have changed their language policies to adopt this trend, including Taiwan.
In order to understand the relationship between language policy and language teaching,

some relative studies will be discussed below.

In order to explore the impact of English as a global language on educational policies and
practices, Nunan (2003) conducted a multiple case survey in the Asia-Pacific Region
including Mainland China, Hong Kong, Japan, Korea, Malaysia, Taiwan, and Vietnam.
Data were collected by interviewing 68 teacher trainers, ministry officials, publishers, and
teachers of these seven countries, along with governmental documents, syllabuses and
curriculum documents. The finding of this research indicates that English has had a
significant impact on language policy. As a result, the age of learning English which is
considered as a compulsory subject has shifted down in recent years. In addition, Nunan
points out three main problems that affect English language teaching including inequity of
access to effective English language instruction, inadequacy of teachers’ proficiency and
teaching training (2003: 605-606). He also indicates that one of the most important factors

influence English language teaching is teachers’ needs or their language proficiency.

Firstly, Su’s research was about the EFL teachers’ perceptions of English language policy
at the elementary level in Taiwan (20006). It tried to investigate EFL teachers’ opinions
about teaching English as a compulsory course at elementary level and the advantages and
disadvantages when implementing the policy. 10 female English language teachers from
different public elementary schools were participated in the study through interviews,
classroom observations, and documents analysis. The result showed that all teachers
supported the policy for English as a compulsory subject at the elementary level and had
both positive and negative views about this top-down policy. The teachers thought it was a
positive effect that students could learn English earlier and also be useful for them to
enhance English language skills, as well as their cross-cultural understanding and
appreciation; however, some participants pointed out that English and English learning
were overemphasized in Taiwan. They worried about there might be a negative effect of
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learning the native language and dialect, i.e. Mandarin and Taiwanese, and might also
reduce students’ motivation in learning other foreign languages, such as Japanese, Spanish,

or French.

Oladejo (2006) conducted a survey on parents’ perspectives on English language education
policy in Taiwan. The results showed that most parents preferred English as the foreign
language for their children’s education other than other languages, and they also thought
the age of learning English should be as early as 4 or 5 years old. Moreover, the majority
of parents thought the government should recruit more native English speakers to teach
English. Similar to Oladejo’s research, Chen (2011) also investigated Taiwanese parents’
opinions through questionnaires on the primary English education policy. The result
demonstrated that there was a gap between people’s expectations on policy and the real
government’s language planning policy. On the other hand, the result of this study
suggested that the spread of English had caused some issues, such as Taiwanese parents’
overemphasis on children’s English learning, the myth of learning English earlier is better,
preference for native English teachers rather than local English teachers, and the stress on
English education rather than local language education. As a result, it might be an obstacle
for primary English language planning due to too much pressure and high expectation from
Taiwanese parents (Su, 2006); while Breen (2002) suggests that positive parental support
will be benefit for the successful of language planning. Therefore, parental attitudes also
play an important role not only on children’s English learning but also the language policy

implementation (Oladejo, 2006).

Wu (2011) applied language ecology and used Cooper’s language planning framework to
discuss the language planning and policy (LPP) in Taiwan, and proposed some suggestions
for the future LPP in Taiwan. She gave an overview of language planning and policy in the
Japanese colonial period, the Kuomingtang (KMT) period, and then to the contemporary
modern democratic period in Taiwan. After experiencing the Japanization movement in
Japanese colonial period and KMT’s Chinaization movement which can be said were the
monolingualism periods, the Ministry of Education (MOE) had announced the local
languages such as Holo (also called Minnanhua, taiyu, or Taiwanese), Hakka, and the
aboriginal languages could be offered at the elementary level, and more Taiwanese history

and culture were involved in school curricula.

Price (2014) examined language polices in Taiwan from the perspective of neoliberalism
and globalisation by an ethnographic research method, including interviewing school
principals and education managers, survey, and media. He also investigated the capital
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value of English in Taiwan alongside the language ideology regarding to “earlier-the-
better” argument for L2 acquisition and the idealisation of NES teachers. He found that, in
Taiwan, English proficiency was less a ‘choice’ for students and parents than a ‘necessity’
for successful education and employment. Thus, ‘English for all’ policies were imperatives
rather than a choice or an opportunity for individuals, schools, and regions when they were
forced to compete with each other, and English fundamentally functioned as a gatekeeper

in and to educational and employment markets.

As it can be seen from previous researches, most studies focused on the issues of language
policies, teachers’ perspectives and parents’ attitudes about the problems of English
language policies in Asian countries and Taiwan. Little attention was paid on Taiwan
university English language teachers’ perspectives about the current issue of English
language policy and actual language use. Thus, this study aims to discover Taiwan
university English language teachers’ opinions about the current trend of English and the
language policy in Taiwan, and how they are going to adjust their teaching, especially
under the policy of English language proficiency test as graduation threshold which will

discuss more in the following section.

3.3 English Language Policy and Practices in Taiwan

In Taiwan, English has been formally listed as a subject to taught in secondary school, the
obligatory education, in 1976 (Taga, 1976) and is considered as the main foreign language.
In secondary schools, English education was focused on reading and writing skills, and
focused on reading and listening skills in colleges (Su, 2006). Chen (1999) also points out
that English education in Taiwan was teacher-based and focused on grammar-translation.
However, in 1993 to 1994, the MOE launched a new English curriculum guideline for
secondary schools which shifted the focus from language skills to communicative
orientated instruction. This policy also influenced the textbooks. In 1999, the MOE revised
the guideline which is also called The Nine-Year Joint Curriculum Plan and emphasized
the goals of English education are improving oral and writing skills and raising cultural

awareness.

In 2004 and 2005, the MOE launched two projects and sponsored some Taiwanese
universities: Program for Promoting Teaching Excellence Universities and Aim for the
Top University Project. The main purposes of these two projects are to improve the

teaching quality and become world class universities. In order to achieve the goals, English
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language education becomes more and more important and two policies have been set for
higher education: English language proficiency test as graduation benchmark and English

as Medium of Instruction courses.

3.3.1 English Language Proficiency Test as Graduation Benchmark Policy in
Higher Education

In order to increase Taiwanese university students’ English language abilities and improve
the quality of English education, the MOE has launched the English graduation benchmark
policy in 2005 and encouraged Taiwanese higher education institutions, both 4-year
comprehensive universities and technical institutions, to adopt this policy (Pan, 2009).
Under the policy, all university students are required to take one of the recommended
standardised English language proficiency tests and pass a certain level in order to
graduate. In recent years, over 90% of Taiwanese higher education institutions have

implemented the policy.

The MOE in Taiwan launched the English benchmark policy according to CEFR and used
it as a standard to establish the target English level that students should achieve. The
Central Personnel Administration of Executive Yuan then announced a list of English
language proficiency tests available in Taiwan in 2005 for test takers choosing one test that
they think would be appropriate or necessary for their professional or personal needs. The
list of tests covers both international and locally language tests: TOEFL, IELTS, TOEIC,
and GEPT (the General English Proficiency Test). GEPT is one of the language
proficiency test held by the language training and testing center (LTTC) in Taiwan. The
Central Personnel Administration of Executive Yuan also provided a table demonstrating
the approximate score comparability with other standardised English language proficiency

tests under the CEFR framework.

The rate of passing the language proficiency tests is considered as one criterion in
university evaluation. Students who fail in reaching the required score cannot graduate
until they retake and pass. Therefore, in order to raise the pass rate, there are other
alternative way for students, for instance, ask students to take remedial courses provided
by their colleges or specific departments, and set self-learning centres and offer some
activities. However, which level should students achieve is always an issue. If the level is
too high, many students cannot achieve and the passing rate will be low; if too low, it
cannot reflect students’ actual English skills and will be meaningless to set this policy.

Therefore, the MOE suggests each university to set the level that is appropriate for their
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students, which means there is no single standard and level for all university students. As a
result, the researches about this policy are mostly focus on students’ or teachers’ attitudes

about the policy rather than its efficiency.

Researches about the implementation of English language test policy have been carried out
in recent years. For example, Cheng and Lee (2009) investigated university students’
attitudes toward the self-access programme offered by a university by questionnaires. They
concluded that although students were satisfied with the programme, some other learning-
related facilities should also be provided, such as consulting services and assistance from
teachers or staffs as well as the technology. Thus, it implied that students’ needs were

beyond what the programme can provide.

Pan and Newfields (2012) used questionnaires and interviews to explore the impact of the
language requirement on students’ learning motivation in English. They found the policy
did increase students’ learning motivation and they would spend more time on studying
English. However, they also found the policy did not lead to “study for the test”

phenomenon which often occurred in examination-oriented societies (Tsai & Tsou, 2009).

From these surveys, it seems that students have positive attitudes toward the policy and
think it is good for their English. However, some studies argue that the language
proficiency tests cannot reflect sufficiently what has been learnt and taught in language

classroom and would make the class more test-oriented (Nash, 2005; Tsai & Tsou, 2009).

Shih (2008) conducted a survey by interviewing college students to investigate their
attitudes toward GEPT and using GEPT as one of the requirements for graduation policy.
About 60% of interviewees endorsed the policy but they also suggested the test
environments and question types should be improved. Most importantly, students thought
the administration should make efforts to ensure the test and certificates to be
internationally accepted since the language proficiency test result is one of the criterion for
entering foreign institutions. In fact, the GEPT has claimed on their website that the test is
global-connected. The result/scores can be accepted by some prestigious institutions for
admission such as Canada, Hong Kong, Japan, UK, and US, as well as being a reference

for selecting the MOE overseas study scholarship candidates.

As a locally language proficiency test, the GEPT claims they also can help to improve
learners’ language communication skills. Here are some examples of the level descriptors

from the GEPT website (my italics):
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Advanced: Test-takers who pass this level have English language abilities which
enable them to communicate fluently with only occasional errors related to
language accuracy and appropriateness, and to handle academic or professional

requirements and situations.

Superior: Test-takers who pass this level have English language abilities almost
equivalent to the linguistic competence of a native speaker who has received
higher education. They can use English effectively and precisely under all kinds

of circumstances.

In addition, when entering the LTTC website, a slogan on the homepage shows:
“Language unfolds worlds. Testing sets standards.” It seems that nativeness, or standard
language ideology, existing in these test, and also in policy makers’ minds so that they
decide to take these tests as a criterion. Besides, the communication skills the GEPT aims
to help learners to improve seems only with native English speakers, rather other English
variety speakers, which may not meet interlocuters’ actual needs in ELF communications.
Nevertheless, it is hard to blame as Taiwan is not an English-speaking country, and what

learners and teachers can follow is the American or British English, the ENL norms.

However, what should be considered is that when students studying aboard or entering
workplaces, the real communication context, people they will communicate most are
mainly non-native English speakers. As McNamara (2011:500) argues, “standard-based
language learning, as currently formulated, makes us less able to respond to another result
of globalization, the fact that communication in the globalized workplace takes place using
English as a lingua franca.” He further points out that the character in ELF communication
involves “flexibility and accommodation, anticipation of communication difficulties and
strategies for resolving them on the part of both interlocutors, regardless of their native
speaker status” (2012:201). Hence, Chopin (2014) suggests language testing should change
the focus from form and norm to other aspects of performance, for instance, the aspect of
how test takers can communicate successfully with others. In short, although the
government and universities aim to improve students’ English ability by implementing the
language requirement policy, the actual learning experiences that students have and

teachers’ proficiency and opinions should also be considered.
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3.3.2 EMI in Taiwanese Higher Education

As the growing number of international students and to meet the internationalisation
criteria, higher education institutions in many Asia countries have offered many English
medium instruction (EMI) programmes, including Taiwan. EMI, also called academic
internationalisation (Coleman, 2006), is being launched by the MOE in 2001 in Taiwan
higher education institutions for enhancing Taiwanese students’ English ability, promoting
internationalisation in order to recruit foreign students, and, most importantly, raising the
international competitiveness of local universities. Thus, more and more foreign students
have been attracted to pursue degrees in Taiwan for undergraduate or postgraduate level.
According to MOE (2017), the number of foreign students studying in Taiwan, excluding
students from Mainland China, Hong Kong, and Macau where Madarin Chinese is mainly
used, was 56,004 in academic year 2015/16 and has increased to 60,478 in academic year
2016/17. Except attracting more international students, it is also believed EMI courses can
prepare domestic students for the global market, and enhance the institution profile in
comparison with other countries (Doiz et al., 2011; Wilkinson, 2013), but it is argued that
these benefits are form administration perspectives, not the students’ or teachers’ (Yeh,
2014). Besides, the number and achievement of EMI courses is one of the criteria of
evaluation and sources of funding. Consequently, the need for English medium instruction

programmes has increased in recent years.

In recent years, the EMI practices have received attention and many researches have been
published. For example, Wu (2006) conducted a small-scale survey of 28 graduate students
by questionnaires in a private university in Taiwan to examine students’ learning in EMI
courses. Although most students reported that EMI was benefit to their English abilities
and was a good language policy, he found two major issues students had. First, the amount
of English students used in classes was limited. Second, students had difficulties in
comprehension of course content, expression of ideas and interaction with others in EMI
courses. Similarly, in Chang’s study (2010), she pointed out some difficulties that students
encountered in the EMI classes. For example, the degree of students’ overall
comprehension on the lectures was low. Students needed to read course materials and
textbooks before classes in order to enhance lecture comprehension. Besides, some
students complained about they had difficulties in reading English textbooks due to limited
vocabulary, so they would use dictionaries or even refer to the Chinese version textbooks.
Nevertheless, in Yeh’s study (2014) revealed that most students had positive attitude

toward and satisfaction with EMI courses and believed it can improve their English
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abilities, facilitate their employability and further studies, and enhance the competitive of
Taiwan. Therefore, although it is believed that EMI courses can help in improving
students’ English proficiency, students’ comprehension in their majors and content courses
is still a problem. Furthermore, Yeh (2014) points out students’ English proficiency are
uneven among universities as well as teachers’ abilities which could affect students’
motivation in attending and mastering the EMI courses. Thus, it should be carefully

evaluated before implementing EMI in individual institution.

Instead of researching on students’ learning outcome and effectiveness of EMI, Chen and
Kraklow (2015) investigated students’ motivation of attending EMI courses in the first
place in a private Taiwanese university and focused on motivation and engagement relating
to language learning. The result showed students in EMI courses had higher motivation in
participating activities and stronger interests in learning English than those who did not

attend EMI courses.

On the other hand, most researchers suggest EMI teachers’ language proficiency is also an
issue that needs to be investigated (Chang, 2010; Chen & Kraklow, 2015, Doiz et al.,
2011). Doiz et al. (2011) point out in their conclusion, “the internationalization process
requires an intermediate to advanced level of English that allows students to complete the
courses taught in English without their learning being hindered by linguistic hurdles”
(p-357). As more and more foreign students come to Taiwan for degrees, their English
language proficiencies is one of the criterion for admission as well as basic Chinese
language ability. Take one of the top universities in Southern Taiwan as an example, about
80% of departments offer EMI courses and ask international students from non-English
speaking countries to provide English proficiency test result when applying and a reference
for English proficiency test can be found from the university website. There is no specific
requirement for Chinese proficiency. It is common in the EMI classrooms that most
students are not native English speakers, including teachers. Thus, there are some issues
that should be considered: how to recruit teachers for EMI courses? Is there any training
programmes provided? And do teachers have high level of knowledge in both academic

and English?

As can be seen in previous discussion, most of the EMI researches in Taiwan mainly focus
on students’ English proficiency but did not address whether the policy achieve the goal set
by the MOE, which is if the policy enables to attract more foreign students. In addition, it
seems that Taiwanese government or university administration is not aware of the need to
learn English as a lingua franca. Thus, the EMI policy needs to be carefully evaluated.
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34 Summary

Language policy and language practice are discussed respectively, and the language
policies and practices in Taiwan are also presented in this chapter. There are several overt
or covert mechanisms that turn ideologies into practices. For example, the Standard
English ideology exits in many Expanding Circle countries and is the learning model as
well as the correctness standard for assessments. Standard English ideology is internalized
into English learning and is hard to discard in short time, especially for the learners like

Taiwanese.

As we now live in a globalizing world and English is considered as the main language in
international communication, it is crucial and necessary to develop a language policy to
adopt this trend, for example, to introduce the varieties of English to students. Ideally,
language policy is the ideological construct which reflect and reproduce power imbalance
within a society (McCarty, 2004). In order to response globalization and
internationalization, language policy makers have to adjust the quality of language
programmes for learners with different needs, i.e., not only for purposes like travel,
business or academy, but also for being a global citizen. Furthermore, English is learnt and
taught as a second or foreign language in most countries, but more and more people use
English as a lingua franca. Unlike traditional language education which target is to use the
language with native speaker or to be native-like, lingua franca is used between both native
and non-native speakers. This will cause a big shift from the ideology of standardization to
the situation that intelligibility is more important among speakers with different cultural
backgrounds. This shift also implies the changes of people’s attitudes toward languages.
The next chapter will discuss and present how such ideas and ideologies of language are

explored with careful designed research methodology.
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Chapter 4: Methodology

4.1 Introduction

This chapter will present an overview and justification for the selected research methods to
investigate Taiwanese university English teachers’ language ideologies. The research
approach applied in this study is qualitative and it is expected to provide substantial
insights and understandings in Taiwanese higher education context. This chapter will focus
on the methodology chosen for exploring and investigating the research questions. There
will be explanation of the context, participants, selected research instruments and data
collection procedure, together with the ethical considerations and researcher’s reflexivity.
Finally, matters of validity and methodological limitation are also considered and
explained. It is hoped that the interviews and focus groups will provide a comprehensive
understanding of language ideologies that Taiwanese university teachers hold and their

practices.

4.2 Research Questions

The general purpose of this study is to explore Taiwanese university English teachers’
language ideologies and if their ideologies being influenced by current language policy, as
well as the gap between the stakeholders’ expectations and actions. This resulted in the

formulation of three research questions, listed below.

1. What kinds of language ideologies do Taiwanese university teachers of English
have?

2. To what extent do their ideologies appear to be influenced by English language
policy in Taiwan?

3. Is there any indication that ELF has a role in English language teaching in Taiwan?

4. TIs the knowledge about ELF changing teachers’ ideologies?

The first question (RQ1) aims to explore participants’ language ideologies and the

influence this had on their language use and teaching. The second question (RQ2) aims to
investigate if the participants’ ideologies and practices are influenced by current language
policy in Taiwan. From the third and fourth questions (RQ3 and RQ4), the researcher tries

to understand what role the concept of ELF plays in Taiwan, especially in higher

rn



education. In order to answer these three questions, two research instruments, interviews

and focus groups, were employed and present in the following sections.

4.3 Qualitative Research Method and Triangulation Approach

Qualitative inquiry has been the methodological approach for the present study.
Quantitative research is related to a “positivist and objectivist stance” while qualitative
research is about interpretation and constructionist (Bryman, 2008:13); that is, qualitative
research can provide insights which is not available through quantitative research. A
broader definition of qualitative research given by Corbin and Strauss (2015) is “any type
of research that produces findings not arrived at by statistical procedures or other means of
quantification” (p.10). It is considered to be appropriate and better way to understand
people’s certain aspect of lived experiences (Richards, 2003) and also a “naturalistic,
interpretative approach concerned with understanding the meanings which people attach to
phenomena (actions, decisions, beliefs, values, etc.) within their social worlds” (Snape &
Spencer, 2003:3). In other words, researchers in qualitative research try to “capture
participant perspectives” (Hatch, 2002), and the data gained from qualitative research
reflects people’s own points of view, experiences or perspectives in their lives rather than
artificial settings. Most importantly, qualitative research requires interaction between
researcher and the participants, and allow flexibility and creativity (Snape & Spencer,

2003). Participants are able to express their perspectives and ideas in their own words.

Regarding to data, Punch (2014) points out that qualitative research approach studies
“spoken and written representations and records of human experience, using multiple
methods and multiple sources of data”, and the data usually is people’s words and actions.
Certain research approaches thus have been identified to be qualitative research such as in-
depth interviewing, focus groups, observation methods, narratives, and analysis of

document and texts (Snape & Spencer, 2003).

In the following sections, I will present the research instruments used for this study —
interview and focus group. As discussed in previous chapter, teachers are usually not
involved in the policy-making committee; i.e. their opinions are usually being neglected
but they are the person who actually implement the policies and know the pros and cons of
the policies. This study thus was designed to explore Taiwanese university English
teachers’ ideologies of language by using two different research methods, namely one-to-

one semi-structured interviews and focus groups. Besides, in order to reduce bias and



enhance validity and reliability, triangulation approach is adopted in this study. As Ritchie
(2003:43) notes, triangulation refers to “use of different methods and sources to check the
integrity of, or extend, inferences drawn from the data.” No research instrument is perfect
but each method can produce specific and significant type of data and reveal different

kinds of knowledge (Ritchie, 2003; Silverman, 2014).

Mackey and Gass (2005:181) identify three types of triangulation: a) theoretical
triangulation (using multiple perspectives to analyse the same set of data), b) investigator
triangulation (using more than one observers or interviewers to analyse data obtained), and
c) methodological triangulation (using different research methods to investigate a
particular issue). The most common type of triangulation applied in qualitative researches
is the methodological triangulation, whereby “the use of multiple, independent methods of
obtaining data in a single investigation in order to arrive at the same research findings”
(Mackey & Gass, 2005:181) and establish validity of the findings and conclusions (Denzin
& Lincoln, 2013; Silverman, 2014). As different research methods employed for the
present study, the ways participants explain and construct their perspectives in the
interviews or focus groups will be different. It is not necessary to identify which data is
more authentic since triangulation is “an alternative of validation” and can be considered
as “a strategy that add rigor, breadth, complexity, richness, and depth to any inquiry”
(Denzin & Lincoln, 2013:10).

To sum up, one-to-one interviews and focus groups were applied in this study to help the
researcher understand teachers’ underlying perceptions and how they interpret the status of
English nowadays in their own views. In the following sections, I will present the research
contexts, selected participants, the justification of research instruments used in this study

and the procedure.

4.4 Pilot Study

The main purpose of doing pilot study before the main study is to practice and test if the
research methods work. Also, the researcher can adapt the questions in the pilot study in

order to gain adequate data for the main research.

The pilot study took place in mid-August 2015 at a study room in the library at the
University of Southampton in UK. Three Taiwanese students who were studying master
course or summer pre-sessional course and had teaching experience of English were

recruited as the participants for this pilot study. The reason was their backgrounds were
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much similar with those in the main study. All of them were senior high school English
teachers. Although the main research focuses on university English teachers, it is
considered that they could provide opinions about Standard English and tests. For each
participant, semi-structured interviews were conducted and last about 30 to 40 minutes.
The main topics were their learning and teaching experiences of English, roles of English

language, and their views about Standard English and the standard-based English tests.

After the pilot study, I found several things that needed to be changed for the main study.
Firstly, one of the participants reminded me they did not have the freedom to choose
textbooks in high school. They needed to follow what the instruction of textbooks which
were mainly written in American or British English, the NES norm. Thus, high school
students did not have many chances to experience different varieties of English except
American or British English unless teachers introduced. However, high school teachers
usually did not do that due to limited time and strict syllabus. Thus, I decided to add the
question about choosing textbook in the main study as the policy for higher education is
not as strict as secondary and primary education in Taiwan. University teachers could
decide what to teach and choose the most appropriate textbooks and materials for students.
The textbooks and materials were not only from NES countries but NNES ones. Secondly,
when I used some linguistic terms in my pilot interviews, I noticed that they were not
familiar with the terms. I realized that I should explain or avoid using the terms in my main
study. When this happened in my main interviews and focus group discussions, I gave
examples instead of explained the technical terms. Thirdly, I found that sometimes the
conversations went to an unplanned direction. It did not mean the discussions was not
relevant but sometimes they raised some interesting questions that I did not think of.
Sometimes they responded to my questions only, so I to asked and encouraged them to
explain further. They seemed surprised because they assumed me to understand them as we
shared a similar background. In order to get more detailed explanations, I used many
following questions like “for example?” or “what do you mean by ...?” in my main
interviews. These kinds of questions cannot only help me to get much more rich data but

encourage my participants to clarify what their real ideas are.
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4.5 Main Study

4.5.1 Research Context

The context chosen for this study was Taiwan which is located in the Expanding Circle.
Historically, Taiwan had close relationship with America in economics and politics, so
English in Taiwan is affected by America, the NES norm. However, in this globalised
world today, people in Taiwan have more chances to communicate with others not only
from the US. This may change people’s perspective about English and I have concentrated
on university English language teachers. There were three reasons in choosing university
settings in particular as the research context. Firstly, universities are the places where
prepare students for their workplaces or further studies in the future. Secondly, both staff
and students in higher education institutions have more chance to communicate with other
countries’ people and institutions than primary and secondary education, since higher
education institutions are usually conceived of international (Jenkins, 2011). Lastly,
university participants can reconstruct their experiences and thoughts with local English
language education, use of English outside the classroom, and, most importantly, relate

their experiences to potential ELF interactions.

Although some of my participants were adjunct teachers which means they had lectures in
at least two different universities, the lectures they had more in which university was
considered as the main university they were from. Therefore, the participants were from
five different universities around Taiwan, including one government and top university in
Tainan (southern Taiwan), one private university in Taichung (central Taiwan), one
technological university in Taipei (northern Taiwan) and two technological universities in
Kaohsiung (southern Taiwan). Except one technological university in the south, all the
other four institutions have recruited international students. I conducted most of my
research in the government and top university in Tainan for three reasons. First, since it is a
government and one of the top universities in Taiwan, it has more educational recourses
than other universities which means it provides much more diverse and complete courses,
including EMI programme. Second, I had worked in the English department of the
university for 2.5 year, so I am familiar with most of the staff so I did not need to spend
much time to introduce myself during the interviews. Lastly, my hometown is in Tainan

which provides me easy access to the university to do my research.
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Since different institutions have different courses and learning goals for students, this
research attempts to get a representative sample of teachers teaching English at the
university and minimize bias. The English courses undertaken in most Taiwanese higher
education institutions focus on general English and especially for first year students which
called Freshmen English. The majority of instruction is provided by Taiwanese English

teachers with small number of courses taught by native English-speaking teachers.

Except EGP (English for general purposes) courses, and one of the research contexts also
offers EAP (English for academic purposes) and ESP (English for specific purposes)
courses as compulsory for freshmen and optional for second to fourth year students. Since
there were international students in all courses, EAP could be seen as the context where
English may be functioning as a lingua franca. Jenkins (2007) declares that in the
Expanding Circle EFL is the predominant form of English communication in academic
settings. However, it should be noticed that ELF does not refer to particular location or
context, whether in the Expanding Circle or academic settings, but rather a type of
communication between speakers with different mother tongues and can take place
anywhere. Nevertheless, it still can be expected ELF to be a feature in academic settings in

the Expanding Circle countries such as Taiwan.

4.5.2 Participants

Since English is a foreign language in Taiwan and English education is required in the
state education system, as English is introduced and learned systematically, participants in
the education system can be regarded as agents of the spread of English in Taiwan. They
are more aware of the effect of English and to a certain extant English plays an important
role in their life. That is the reason for choosing university teachers as the participants for

the present research and their overall perceptions of English can be considered significant.

Prior the main interview, I contacted 20 intended participants in three universities where I
had studied and worked and asked if they were willing to participate my research. There
were 12 people replied and agreed to participate in the first place, and then 3 more
participated while I was in Taiwan and asked them directly. My participants were all
Taiwanese, non-native English speakers, and had at least three years of English language
teaching experience in undergraduate level in Taiwan. Four of my participants were
adjunct lecturers which means they taught at least 2 universities in one academic year, and
the other 11 were full-time assistant professor or lecturers. All participants had taught

Freshmen English (or EGP) for years as well as the academic semester 2015-2016 when
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this research was undertaken and 7 of them also taught EAP or ESP courses for two to six
years. Some of them teach both English and non-English major but some only teach non-
English major students, depends on what type of institution they teach at. Besides, not all
of my participants were English majored. For example, T1 majored in
translation/interpretation for mater degree, TS majored in nursing for bachelor and
education for master, T9 majored in economics and international business for bachelor and
TESOL for PhD, and T10 majored in public media for master. Nonetheless, they were all
interested in English and language education, and chose language education as their
careers. Two of my participants obtained master degree in Taiwan and now is studying
PhD while others obtained their master or PhD degrees abroad, mainly the English-
speaking countries, including two in USA, ten in UK, and only one in Australia. See table

4.1 for information of interview participants.

Table 4.1 Description of interview participants

o Yearg of Full-time (FT) Study gbroad
.. University teaching . (the highest
Participant | Gender locati S /adjunct (A) i
ocation English in education
; . teacher
university level)
Tl Female Tainan 5 FT UK.
T2 Female Tainan 5 FT UK.
T3 Female Tainan 3 FT U.S.A.
T4 Female Tainan 7 FT UK.
TS5 Female Tainan 7 FT U.K.
T6 Female Tainan 7 FT U.S.A.
T7 Female Tainan 5 A U.K.
T8 Female | Taichung 11 FT Australia
T9 Male Taichung 7 A Taiwan
T10 Male | Taichung 3 A U.K.
T11 Female Taipei 7 FT UK.
T12 Male | Kaohsiung 5 FT U.K.
T13 Male | Kaohsiung 5 FT Taiwan
T14 Male | Taichung 13 FT U.K.
T15 Female | Taichung 5 A U.K.
T: teacher

I interviewed all the 15 participants individually, and asked them if I could recruit them to
focus group discussion and observe their classes at the end of each interview. Finally, 8 of
them were willing to join to focus group discussion and three agreed to let me observe their
classes. The 8 participants who agreed to take part in focus groups were T1, T2, T4, TS,
T8, T9, T10, and T14. One teacher was also recruited for focus group discussion but he

was not able to take interview due to his tight schedule at that moment. However, when I
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finished interviews and focus groups, it was about the mid-term of semester, and it was the
last 2 weeks of my stay in Taiwan. All participants didn’t give lectures but mid-term
exams. Since it was not my main research purpose in investigating tests, I decided not to

include classroom observation in the present study.

The sample of interviewees is not intended to be representative of Taiwanese society as a
whole. Respondents are instead from the education settings because these are the people
who have the most contact with English and who are better placed to comment on its
impact. They are the ones in Taiwan who really have the chance to use English or “deal

with” issues relating to English education.

4.5.3 Justification of the Interviews

Interviews, as the main research method, in this research were used for investigating
teachers’ language ideologies of English, general attitudes about current language policy,
and some reflection on English education. Interviews are the most frequently used method
in qualitative researches (Dornyei, 2007), and can be defined simply as a conversation for
gathering information (Berg & Lune, 2012:105). To be more precisely, Kvale defines that
interview is “literally an inter view, an inter-change of views between two persons
conversing about a theme of mutual interest” (1996:14). Kvale refines Berg’s notions of
“gathering information” more explicitly that interview is a matter of opinions sharing,
whether similar or different, between at least two people through verbal interactions. In
other words, interviews are normally “on a one-to-one involving a single interviewer and a
single interviewee” (Hobson & Townsend, 2010:224). Cohen et al. (2011) then concludes
interviews are used to serve three purposes. First, it may be used as the principal of
information gathering which has a direct bearing on the research objectives; second, it may
be used to test hypotheses or to suggest or an explanation to identify variables and
relationships; and third, it may be used in conjunction with other research methods. The

qualitative data in this research served the first and third purposes.

Kvale’s definition is broadly accepted by many researchers, whereas Richards (2003:50)
reminds that although an interview is a collaborative activity between interviewer and
interviewee(s), the goal is to gain speaker’s ideas without attention to interviewer’s own
perspective. As Brinkmann and Kvale (2015:3) point out, qualitative interview “attempts
to understand the world from the subjects’ point of view, to unfold the meaning of their
experiences, to uncover their lived world prior to scientific explanations.” However, in
reality, it is natural and usual in an interview that interviewee(s) may ask questions where
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the interviewer may express his/her own idea. Thus, an interview is a social activity where
both interviewer and interviewee(s) can express and share their perspectives (Cohen et al.,
2011) and is useful for exploring interviewees’ perspectives since it allows participants to

speak in their own languages.

The interview data will vary depending on how the interview is constructed and structured,
from formal with set questions or schedule to informal without set questions or schedule
(Cohen et al., 2011). Data will also be affected by the degree of ‘directivness’ of the
interview which is depending on how the interviewer controls the direction and the
subjects being discussed in the interview (Richards, 2003). In addition, the power
relationships will also influence the interview, especially if there is an asymmetrical power
relationship. If there is a significant difference between the interviewer and interviewee

such as age, social status, or race, it is suggested to have another interviewer (Cohen et al.,

2003).

Interviews can be face-to-face, over the telephone or the Internet. Although there is no
consistently agreement about the typology of interviews (see Ddrnyei, 2007; Hatch, 2002),
three types of interviews are generally accepted and commonly used by researchers:
unstructured, semi-structured, and structured interviews. Firstly, Dérnyei (2007:135)
indicates that unstructured interview “allows maximum flexibility to follow the
interviewee in unpredictable directions, with only minimal interference from the research
agenda.” In other words, unstructured interviews allow interviewees to discuss a wide
range of issue with a little guidance from the interviewers. Interviewer can gain rich data
from this type of interview, but may contain lots of irrelevant data. In unstructured
interviews, the interviewer usually introduces the topic or the theme of the research and
interviewees are free to talk and express their ideas and thoughts. However, novice or
inexperienced researchers may have difficulty in handling unstructured interview because

they may ask irrelevant questions.

Secondly, semi-structured interviews are where the interviewers have a list of guiding
questions and can keep interviewees on the topic of the researches. Although there is a set
of guiding questions, the respondent is “encouraged to elaborate on the issues raised in an
exploratory manner” (Dornyei, 2007:136). In other words, the semi-structured interviews
are flexible. The interviewees can raise issues during the interview interactions. Kvale
(2007:10) points out that semi-structured interview “attempts to understand themes of the
lived daily world from the subjects’ own perspectives.” Semi-structured interviews may
rich data under scrutiny but may miss other relevant information.
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The third type of interview is structured interview. For structured interview, the researcher
follows the set of a prepared interview schedule/guide which involves the lists of main and
subsequent questions in order (Dornyei, 2007; Patton, 2002). Structured interviews allow
the researcher to gain data only from the prepared and detailed questions, and questions are
asked exactly as worded. In other words, interviewees only answer shortly to the questions
and have limitation to express their own opinions. Due to the fixed format of interview
schedule, same questions are asked to each interviewee in the same wording and order. In

this type of interview, data are comparatively few and much has been left unexplored.

In light of research questions in this study, semi-structured interviews were employed
which helped me to gain in-depth perspectives. The guiding questions were given one
week before each interview in order to gain more detail information of Taiwanese
university English teachers’ opinions about current language policy and English. The
details of how I conducted the interviews and the processes are presented in the next

section.

Traditionally, interviews are viewed as research instrument or conduit for collecting and
gathering information. The interview data are viewed as “reports” which reveal truths,
facts, experiences, beliefs and attitudes (Brinkmann & Kvale, 2015; Talmy, 2010). The
interviewees are assumed to be “passive vessels” containing their attitudes, beliefs, and
experiences (Holstein & Gubrium, 2004). In order to understand what interviewee’s actual
feeling and obtain valid data, the interviewer has to develop a rapport with the interviewee
or ask particular types of questions (Talmy, 2010). The interviewer is like a “miner” who
can “extract” and explore the information from the “nuggets” of knowledge that

interviewee holds in neutral or objective ways (Brinkmann & Kvale, 2015).

On the other hand, interviews are nowadays recognised as social practice (Brinkmann &
Kvale, 2015; Talmy, 2010) which refers to “a site for a specific kind of situated
interaction” (Brinkmann & Kvale, 2015:52); that is, the sites where knowledge is produced
and co-constructed by interviewer and interviewee. The data are viewed as “accounts” of
truths, facts, attitudes, beliefs, interior, mental states, etc., (Talmy, 2010:132). Brinkmann
and Kvale give a metaphor that interviewer is a “traveller” and “wonder the landscape”
together with the interviewee (Brinkmann & Kvale, 2015). The interviewer starts the
conversation and encourage the people he/she encounters to tell his/her own experience.
During the conversation, new perceptions may be constructed by interviewer and
interviewee. In this process of interview, both interview and interviewee are active
participants as they have equal opportunities to express their ideas.
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To sum up, the miner metaphor tends to regard interview as a site of collecting
data/knowledge while the traveller metaphor tends to regard interview as the process of
how knowledge is constructed. The former separates data collection from the later data
analysis as having a valid report from the interviewees, and the later intertwines the
collection and analysis as the knowledge construction and emphasize on the narrative
(Brinkmann & Kvale, 2015). Therefore, the conceptualisation of interview as a social
practice is adopted in this study and my role as the researcher is taken as a traveller rather

than a miner.

4.5.3.1 Conducting the interviews

The interviews were conducted from late September to mid-November 2015 in Taiwan.
Prior to the interview, an e-mail had been sent enclosed with the Participants Information
Sheet (see Appendix 1, p.138) and Consent Form (see Appendix 2, p.139) to each intended
participant. Once they agreed to participate, I sent the interview prompts about one week
prior each interview. Nevertheless, I still had brief explanation again about my research
before they signed the consent forms. The interviews were taken place at every
participant’s office in their universities or a quiet café where they felt most comfortable.
All the interviews were done one-to-one, primarily because of data confidentiality, and
audio recorded with participants’ permission. I used my smart phone to record and all the

audio files were stored in my personal laptop as well as an online storage space.

The rationale for conducting interview questions was based on Hatch’s (2002) strategies
including background questions and essential questions. The background questions were
asked at the beginning of the interview aiming to know the participant’s demographic
information, such as age and educational background, while essential questions involve
descriptive questions, structural questions and contrast questions in order to get the core
idea and purpose of the research. In the preparation stage for interviews, I listed the main
topics to be explored as the interview guide (or prompts) to “ensure that the same basic
lines of inquiry are pursued with each person interviewed” (Patton, 2002:343). Within the
framework of interview prompts, the researcher can develop questions, sequence the
questions, and decide information to pursue more depth (Patton, 2002). The interview
prompts helped me to keep the interview on the right track and ensure key topics and
issues were covered. In my interviews, the background questions included interviewees’
academic background and English learning experiences, while the essential questions were

aiming to explore their opinions about English/English teaching, current English language
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policy in Taiwan, and the concept of ELF. However, the prompts were not fixed. I changed
the order and wordings of interview prompts according to different respondences. I also

asked questions that were not anticipated before the interviews.

Follow the strategies above, I developed my interview questions (see appendix 3, p.141).
Firstly, I asked each of my participants their backgrounds as ice break and developed some
detail questions according to their answers. It also aimed to find out their initial
perspectives on English and language learning. Then I turned the topic to language policy
which was one of the main issues for the present study. Finally, I explained the concept of

ELF to my participants and asked their opinions about it.

As the purpose of this study was to explore participants’ teaching experiences and thought
about current language policy and English, there was no correct or incorrect answers and
the confidentiality of data were explained and ensured once again before each interview to
release their stress and anxiety. The lengths of the interviews were between 35 to 50
minutes. All the interviews were mainly carried out in Mandarin Chinese in order to avoid
linguistic ambiguity, but some participants used English to express some particular words
or aspects in the interviews. For example, when asking one participant’s point of view
about English, she said “F B 1587 B LLEXZ (I think it is more like) study a subject,
but English is not a subject. English is a language, is a skill.” I transcribed all the data in
the original language that participants said in the interviews, and did initial coding

manually in both Chinese and English.

I did not take many notes during the interviews in order to concentrate on what my
participants said. I took post-interview notes right after each interview to record non-verbal

aspect of communication.

4.54 Justification of Focus Groups

Focus group, or group interview, was firstly used by market researchers to investigate
consumers’ motivation and product preferences in early 1950s (Brinkmann & Kvale,
2015). Focus group is now used widely as a qualitative research method in many fields,
such as marketing, health science and social science studies. Krueger and Casey (2015)
define a focus group research is “a carefully planned series of discussions designed to
obtain perceptions on a defined area of interest in a permissive, nonthreatening

environment” (p.2).



The participants in the focus group usually have similar characteristics or background
which are related to the research topic, and they discuss on the particular questions that the
researcher raises (Dornyei, 2007). Focus groups are useful for gathering qualitative data in
discovering new information, gaining participants’ views, attitudes, and beliefs, examining
participants’ shared understandings of everyday life and the everyday use of language and
culture of particular groups (Litosseliti, 2003:18). Brinkmann and Kvale (2015) consider
the purpose of conducting a focus group is not only to listen and gather information, but
also can have different point of views from the participants. Thus, focus groups can
produce a large amount of data on a specific topic in a short time and show much lively
interpersonal dynamics and social interactions data than one-to-one interview (Barbour,
2007; Brinkmann & Kvale, 2015; Hennink, 2007). In focus groups, the researcher creates a
permissive environment and encourage participants to share their points of view without
pressures (Krueger & Casey, 2015). In addition, participants are allowed to bring up issues
related to the research topic which they feel important rather than just answer researchers’
questions (Brundrett & Rhodes, 2014). The purpose of focus group is not in reaching
consensus on the issues, but to encourage different responses with participants’ attitudes,
behaviours, opinions, or perceptions on the research issues (Hennink, 2007). Therefore, for
the present study, focus groups are employed to let participants to share and express their
opinions with others under a more relax circumstance, a more natural environment where
they are “influencing and influenced by others — just as they are in real life” (Kreuger &

Casey, 2015:7).

There are several suggestions about the size of focus group. Morgan (1997) suggests
between 4-12 people, Dérnyei (2007) suggests between 6-10 people and Krueger and
Casey (2009) suggest between 5-8 people. Too small or too large size of a focus group
may have some problems. For example, too small size of group cannot provide many
interpersonal interactions and “exert a disproportionate effect”, whereas too large size of
groups may hard to manage and become unwieldy (Cohen et al., 2011). Therefore, the
researcher needs to be careful of the size of focus group so that every member in the group

has equivalent opportunity and time to speak.

The role of moderator in a focus group is important and essential. The quality of data
obtained from the discussion depends on the moderator’s skill in managing the participants
and the discussion. The moderator is responsible for creating a “permissive” environment
whereby the participants feel comfortable and relax so that they can express and share their

opinions and experiences about the topics discussed (Hennink, 2007). In addition, although
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guiding questions may be provided, the moderator also need to pay attention to the timing
and pacing of the discussion, and remain the discussion around the key topics. Therefore, it
is important that the moderator is familiar with the objectives of the research and have
adequate background knowledge on the discussed topic (Hennink, 2007; Krueger & Casey,
2015). As the researcher, I took the role of moderator in the focus group discussions in this

study.

Focus group is often considered as an additional and useful method to other research
methods such as interview, questionnaire, observation, etc., since people may act or talk
differently when as individual or a group member. Due to some limitations of traditional
interview, such as the artificial nature of the interview process and the influence of an
interviewer on an interviewee’s response, focus group is developed as non-directive
interviewing. Hennink (2007:5) points out the function of this non-directive interviewing is
“to shift the attention away from the dominance of an interviewer to focus on generating a
discussion between participants on certain issues”. In other words, the interviewer plays a
minimal role in the discussion and the focus group members concentrate on the discussion
and interaction with other members in the group rather than with the researcher/moderator
(Krueguer, 1994). Flick (2014:250) states that “the hallmark of focus groups is the explicit
use of group interaction to produce data and insights that would be less accessible without
the interaction found in a group.” The participants may also bring up unexpected but
relevant issues to the research and create valuable data. However, due to limited time and
money a researcher has, it is natural to choose participant to discuss certain topics. Besides,
participants’ communications are also considered having significant impact on the validity
of data (Albrecht, Johnson & Walther, 1993). To some extent, Litosseliti (2003:2) claims
focus groups to “occupy a middle ground between participant observation and in-depth

interviewing.”

On the other hand, there are some disadvantages and limitations of focus group research.
For example, Bloor et al. (2001:15) argue that focus group is “not authentic voice of the
people” which is simply a social research method. Cohen et al. (2011) also point out that
the data may be difficult to analyse succinctly, the topics may not be too many, intragroup
disagreement and argument may raise, and the data may lack of reliability because the
participants are chosen to discuss particular topics decided by the researcher. Litosseliti
(2003) reminds focus groups may be difficult in distinguishing between an individual view
and a group view since people may not say so even they disagree with others in the groups.

It may also have bias and manipulation as the participants may say what they think the
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researchers want to hear (ibid). Besides, participants may agree with one another or have
similar opinions on the issues due to status or speaking time and resulting in little
discussion. This situation will also affect the quality of data. These limitations can be

minimized through careful planning and skilful moderating.

4.54.1 Conducting focus groups

After the individual interview, I asked each participant if he/she could join the focus group
discussion. As mentioned in section 4.5.2 (p. 59), 8 interview participants were recruited
for focus group discussion. One additional teacher was also recruited for focus group who
didn’t have interview due to her tight schedule at that moment. I arranged two focus groups
in two universities for my participants’ convenience, one with five participants and the
other with four participants. As focus group needs a moderator, I, as the researcher,
undertook the role in both contexts. The focus groups were taken place at two of the
research context. The first one was at the university in Taichung with 5 participants, and
the other one was in Tainan with 4 participants. The 5 participants in focus group 1 were
T8, T9, T10, T14, and the teacher didn’t attend interview, and 4 participants in focus group
2 were T2, T4, TS, and T6. The teacher in focus group 1 who didn’t attent interview held a
PhD degree from a Hong Kong university majoring in language education. He had taught
English at a Taiwanese university for 5 years. In order to create a comfortable
environment, the participants were in equal status and power because the formation of
hierarchies within a focus group may affect participants’ contribution in the discussion.
Coffee and tea were also served. Both focus group discussions were audio recorded with
their consent and the audio files were saved in my personal laptop as well as an online

storage space.

The questions for focus group discussion were mainly developed from participants’
answers in interviews that I thought would be interesting to discuss in group (see appendix
4, p.142). Although my participants had expressed and shown their attitudes and opinions
in the interviews, it might be changed or influenced when their colleagues were also

presented.

4.6 Reflexivity

I conducted my research mainly in two universities. The reason for selecting these two
universities was the researcher had studied or previously worked at the universities, so was

already familiar to many members of staff in the universities. This made the participants
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trust the researcher and speeded up the process of attempting to gain insiders’ perspectives
on the context. As mentioned in 4.5.2, most participants were my teachers and colleagues
which would be more easily for me, the researcher, to obtain information and ask more
questions anytime through continuing contact with the participant and universities.
Although it is easy for researcher to gain insiders’ perspectives because of the familiarity
and similar background with the participants, it may be difficult in taking a more objective
and an outsider view (Richards, 2003). Thus, it was important and necessary for the
researcher not to take significant features of the context for granted, or consider the

differences.

In addition, the participants and I share the same language, education, and culture
background. I can easily connect their learning and teaching experiences in English with
my own experiences studied in Taiwan and understand some of their perceptions without
asking much in-depth questions. As a result, I might take some information for granted and
missed the details. Therefore, in the interviews and focus groups, I tried my best to

abandon my previous knowledge on Taiwanese higher education.

4.7 Validity

For both qualitative and quantitative researches, the major way to create credibility is to
establish validity (Patton, 2002). It is important to consider if the findings and results can

reflect the reality of what respondents’ points of view accurately.

Some researchers have identified that validity, or trustworthiness, consists four criteria that
a research needs to concern in a qualitative research in order to achieve a trustworthy
study: credibility, transferability, confirmability, and dependability (Guba & Lincoln,
1994; Mackey & Gass, 2005). Credibility, according to Mackey and Gass (2005:180),
emphasizes that the findings are credible and believable to their research participants. It is
suggested to collect data in a long period of time and in different contexts to obtain more
in-depth information. For transferability, the research contexts are seen as integral where
the findings can be applied to other contexts; that is, the relevance of the research to other
research contexts. Although each research is unique, it also can be an example for other
similar contexts. The researcher should report the results and findings in detail along with
the description of research contexts and participants so that the readers or other researcher
will be able to compare and relate the results to their own researches (Guba & Lincoln,

1994; Mackey & Gass, 2005). Confirmability refers to the degree to which results and
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interpretations can be corroborated or confirmed by other researchers. As Mackey and
Gass (2005:180) state, “researchers are required to make available full details of the data
on which they are basing their claims or interpretations.” Sometimes another researcher
may be asked to help examining the data and modifying the first researcher’s
interpretation. Dependability requires consistency of the research. The researcher needs to
document the how the research was conducted and recognise the research factors will

change and never be replicated.

Several strategies are proposed for establishing validity, including long enough of time
engaged in the field, persistent observation, triangulation research methods, peer and
member checks, negative case analysis, thick description and a reflexive researcher journal
(Lincoln and Guba, 1985:301). In this study, credibility is achieved by applying
triangulation techniques of research methods and spending 2.5 months for data collection
in Taiwan. By providing detailed information of methodological process, I provide other
researchers the opportunity to interpret the findings obtained here or adapt the similar
research design to their own researches; that is, dependability. Transferability is possible as
some findings and results may be relevant for other Chinese speaking context with similar
educational environment. Finally, in order to check the consistency of the coding and
enhance confirmability, I transcribed all the data with initial coding first and then listened

to the recordings again to recode the data after the initial coding.

4.8 Research Ethics and Risks

The researcher had delivered the participant information sheet and consent form to the
participants before starting interviews and had their signatures on the consent forms. This
was important for making sure that the participants understood their involvement was on a
voluntary basis and could withdraw from the study at any time. In addition, the main
ethical issue in the data collection was confidentiality and anonymity. One of the risks of
the study was it examined teachers’ views about the current language policies in higher
education and some teachers might concern about criticising it. For this situation,
confidentiality and anonymity had been emphasized and ensured again before and after
data collection. Their names were changed and mentioned pseudonymously when referring

to them in the study.
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4.9 Research Limitations

Van Lier (1988) indicates that the researcher’s experience and knowledge is vital for a
research project. All researchers will bring their own knowledge and experience to the
project and interpret data. In the present study, I, as the researcher and a native Taiwanese,
have knowledge of Taiwanese university English education from 3.5 years working
experience in two universities. Due to this background, there will be some problems
encountered affecting interviewees’ responses and in interpreting the data which could
have influenced the result of this study. Furthermore, as all researches have questions
regarding bias, I notice that this could lead to problems of subjectivity or biased

interpretation if I manage the research data to a desired outcome.

Another significant limitation of the methodology employed in the present study is the
small number of participants. The meaning readers find in the research usually depends on
the number of representation and whether they are authentic or not. Richards (2003)
indicates the difficulty of documenting what is unique in a qualitative research and
particularly with wider relevance to other settings. To have ‘resonance’ (Richards,
2003:265) is more appropriate than generalisation in qualitative research as it aims to
provide enough detail to allow other researchers to “share in the researcher’s
understandings and find instantiations of them in their own professional experiences”
(ibid:266). Hence, this study attempts to achieve this by providing in-depth analysis
although the number of participant is not large enough to represent the whole scene of
Taiwan. Snape and Spencer (2003) also indicate that the samples in qualitative research are
usually small and purposively selected based on salient criteria. Thus, the selected
participants in this study can be viewed as part of the group of language teachers who have
extensive experience with language teaching in academic context. They may have similar
experience in teaching local students in English but differently in dealing with international

students.

Finally, the language used in my interviews and analysis are different. Some studies have
discussed the challenges and difficulties to manage multilingual data in multilingual
settings, especially when collecting data in one language and analysing in another (Halai,
2007). In this study, the interviews and focus groups were conducted in Chinese and
analysed in English. Since Chinese and English are two very different languages
syntactically and grammatically, sometimes it is difficult to find an equivalent word or

phrases when translating the data. Thus, transliteration, which is defined as “a process of
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replacing or completing the words or meanings of one language with meanings of another
as sometimes the exact equivalence or exact meaning might not exist” (Regmi et at.,
2010:18), is applied to the translation process. I tried my best to choose the most
appropriate words in English to express what my participants said and find the closest
meaning if no equivalent words can be found. After this preparation, I started to analyse
my data and used translated words and sentences as the direct quotations when interpreting

the data.

4.10 Summary

This chapter summarised the theoretical and methodological consideration for this study,

as well as the design and validation procedures. The research instruments including semi-
structured interviews and focus groups, which were all taken place in Taiwan. Through the
triangulation research approach, the research aimed to build up a detailed and in-depth
understanding of current English education in Taiwanese universities. The two sets of data
resources in this study helped to elicit participants’ opinion toward English language policy
in Taiwan higher education and teachers’ language ideologies. For example, the interviews
and focus groups aim to provide data and answer the questions about teachers’ language
ideologies and their points of view about current language policy. The following chapters

will deal with the data and analytical frameworks and make interpretations.
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Chapter 5: Findings from Interviews

5.1 Introduction

This chapter presents the results and findings from the interviews with 15 Taiwanese
university English language teachers. It firstly introduces two analytical methods applied
for data analysis, which are Qualitative Content Analysis and Discourse Analysis, and
followed by the presentation of the results and findings. The findings give the insights of
participants’ perspectives of English language itself, language policy, and English
language use in Taiwan. The discussion is conducted with the aim of interpreting the
results retrieved from the interview data and seeking to answer the first two research

questions:

e RQI: What kinds of language ideologies do Taiwanese university teachers of
English have?
e RQ2: To what extent do the ideologies appear to be influenced by English language

policy in Taiwan?

As presented in Chapter 4, this research is a qualitative research. The main purpose of
adopting qualitative research method was such method provides data that reflect
participants’ points of view, experiences, or insights in their lives, and help the researcher
gain much deeper and greater understand on certain issues. Semi-structured interview, one
of the qualitative research methods, is “collaborative accomplishments, involving
participants in meaning-making work in the process” (Holstein & Gubrium, 2004:141-
142). The present research will explore the hows, i.e. how of the knowledge is produced
via interactional and narrative procedures, as well as investigate the whats, the content
meanings that are contained and pertain in participants’ respondences (Holstein &
Gubrium, 2004). Hence, qualitative content analysis and discourse analysis are adopted for

the present research as the analytic tools.

5.2 Analytical Methods

5.2.1 Qualitative Content Analysis

Krippendorff (2004:18) gives a broad definition of content analysis which is “a research

technique for making replicable and valid inferences from texts (or other meaningful
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matter) to the contexts of their use.” From this perspective, any materials that can be read
such as video or newspaper articles are amenable to content analysis. As Berg and Lune
(2012:364) point out, content analysis “examines a discourse by looking at patterns of the
language used in this communications exchange, as well as the social and cultural contexts
in which these communications occur.” Schreier (2012) further explains that content
analysis is a systematic method to describe the meaning of qualitative material, hence she
calls qualitative content analysis (henceforth QCA), and is “done by classifying material as
instances of the categories of a coding frame” (p.1). The coding frame is a way to structure
the material as well as “a way of differentiating between different meanings vis-a-vis your
research questions” (Schreier, 2012:61). Rubin and Rubin (2012) also point out that coding
the data is important as it is beneficial in recognising and identifying the themes, concepts,
and examples existed in the data. Therefore, the systematic coding process and in QCA
helps the researcher reduce data after fieldwork since the irrelevant information will be
deleted if not fit to either a main category or a subcategory. However, the reducing data
process in QCA does not influence the richness of data but to make the data more relevant.
In addition, new information may be produced during categorising process and comparing

each category (Schreier, 2012).

In the following sections, I will present the process of how I coded my interview data and

provide part of data analysis with some interview extracts.

5.2.1.1 Coding process and framework

The sources of qualitative data in this study were audio recorded from teacher interviews
and focus groups discussion. When all the interviews and focus groups were complete, I
personally carried out the verbatim transcription of the material by using an online
software, oTranscribe, which made data retrieval much easier and convenient for coding
and saving onto computer files. A transcription is an exercise of translation between two
narrative modes, i.e., oral and written discourses (Brinkmann & Kvale, 2015). Although
the tone of participant’s voice, intonations, non-verbal gestures, or accent are hard to be
seen in transcriptions, transcribing is still an important process for analysing and
interpreting the materials. Thus, transcription should not be ignored. Besides, while
transcribing, the researcher has the opportunity to get much more familiar with my data,
recall some missing information that he/she did not write down while interviews, and begin

to identify potential themes for an early phase of analysis.
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As all the interviews and focus groups were mainly conducted in Chinese with part of
English, the transcriptions were all done in the original languages. I did not translate all the
data into English but only the data which are presented in analysis and discussion. I
translated all the identified data and a friend of mine who works as a translator and has rich
experience in English-Chinese translation reviewed the translations for me. Since this
study focuses on what the participants said and the content meanings rather than the
linguistic features and how participants constructed and produced the contents, I did not

use many transcription conventions. The transcription conventions are listed below:

Table 5.1 Interview transcription conventions (Adapted from Jenkins, 2014; Mauranen,

20006)
Symbol Explanation
R Researcher
T1, T2, T3, etc | Participant number according to interview order
Bold type Speaker emphasis
Italics Italics used by researcher to identify key points in the extracts
XXX Unable to transcribe (unintelligible words)
: Lengthening (length indicated by number of colons)
() Pause about 1 second or less
(2) Pause about 2 second, etc.
[...] Omission of text which is irrelevant
<> My additional information to make meaning clear
@@ Laughter
[ Overlapping or interrupted speech
[

After all the interview data were transcribed, I started to consider how to manage and code
the interview data. The figure 5.1 shows the process of how I did coding and analysis, and

explanation of each step is also presented.

Figure 5.1 My coding process

Step 1: Step 2: L o
transcribing S segmenting the S S;fl% iaﬁfgtlggelg
interviews and interview data and theme{s;
focus groups data highlighting
|
V
Step 4: Step 5: modifying Step 6: finalizing
categorising the S coding frame with S the coding
themes and the consideration frame/analytic
naming of consistency framework
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As mentioned before, to build a coding frame is an important step in QCA. A coding frame
can help researcher identify and select relevant materials and reduce data (Schreier, 2012).
Coding and categorising is an important process in content analysis as it is a “means for
identifying, organising, indexing, and retrieving data” (Berg & Lune, 2012:307). A
category, according to Weber (1990:37) is “a group of words with similar meaning or
connotations.” Therefore, establishing categories and themes is a start point for analysis
(Silverman, 2014). The categories vary depending on the research and what kind of the

data are.

While transcribing on Word, I highlighted and made notes the information that might be

useful and considering which category the information belonged to at the same time as the
initial coding with a focus on language policy, language ideology, and the concept of ELF.
After all the transcriptions were completed, I imported all the transcriptions into NVivo 11
for storage and facilitating the coding and analysis. During the coding process, I took some

notes of my thoughts about the data, and created memo links and annotations in NVivo.

At the end of coding process, I identified 35 free codes, which were, however, too many to
put into a framework. I then coded the themes into some categories with a focus with how

relevant and similar of these themes in terms of expressing certain concepts and had some

adjustments and changes. This second-level coding helped me to reduce the number of

codes and build the final framework (see table 5.2).

Table 5.2 Coding framework for interviews

1. Perspectives on language education
1.1 standardization
1.2 different expectations between teachers and students
1.3 fluency vs. accuracy
1.4 language variety
1.5 textbook choosing
2. Perspectives on English use
2.1 role of English in Taiwan
2.2 good English
2.3 differences between in and out of classroom
Perspectives on first language
4. Language policy
4.1 concerning to teachers
4.2 concerning to students
4.3 government’s perspective

(98]
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There were two main adjustments for my interview coding framework. First of all, the
major change was made for the theme ‘language ideology’ as I changed the term into
‘perspective’. Any themes that related to language were categorised into this category, and
three main categories were created: perspectives on language education, perspectives on
English, and perspectives on first language. The first category language education includes
language learning, language teaching, standardization, and textbook choosing. It is aimed
to investigate whether standard language ideology existed in teachers and students’ minds,
and their goals or expectations. Although I did not do research from students’ perspectives,
my participants sometimes provided me information about what their students’ thoughts
were according to the feedback teachers received from the students during or in the end of
each semester. During the coding process, I found many participants said they found a big
gap between the English being taught in classroom and the authentic use; in other words,
teachers and students expected to teach and learn the so-called Standard English in
classroom but it is not necessary the case in the real conversation. There is a gap which
may make teaching much more difficult than traditional teaching. Thus, the sub-category
learners vs. users was added. In the category Perspectives on English, 1 coded any
information related to the language of English only, such as role of English in Taiwan,
what good English is, accent/variety, and the differences between classroom and authentic
use. However, after the second-level coding, I decided to move accent/variety from
English as one sub-category under language education which included the content about
how teachers introduce or teach students to be aware of different varieties of English and
how to understand. In addition, some participants told me they viewed English differently
from they used to be. Thus, I also added change to this category. The third category,
perspectives on mother tongue, was identified while I was transcribing the data. I found
some participants shared their beliefs about the importance of mother tongue education; i.e.
Mandarin Chinese, Southern Min (Taiyu or Minnan Hua), or other local languages in

Taiwan.

Second, I added a sub-category the government’s perspective into the language policy
category. Any content about the reasons teachers’ thought the government launched a
particular policy and what the government did for the policy were coded into this category.

For example, T3 expressed:

Extract 5.1

1 T3: however the government does not need to do anything (.) we care about
2 our publications and the rankings <because> they are powerful [...] the
3 policy is just a paper work but the reality is the ranking (.) the QS ranking is
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4 more powerful than the policy (.) the government uses ranking as a tool to
5 force universities to launch EMI programmes (.)

In the last step of coding, I went through all my data again for coding consistency in order
to check reliability, and finalised the coding list (see appendix 5, p.143). As Weber (1990)
notes, “to make valid inferences from the text, it is important that the classification
procedure be reliable in the sense of being consistent.” Schreier (2012) suggests that data
consistency involves three stages: all relevant materials is taken into account; a sequence
of steps is followed during the analysis, regardless of your material; and you have to check
your coding for consistency (reliability) (p.9). It is considered that the systematic and
consistent nature of QCA will make the data analysis transparent to the readers and
increase reliability of the research. In addition, by reviewing the coding frame, it was
easier for researcher to examine individual perspective for the same issue across
interviewees, and to offer interpretations and integrated insights to answer the research

questions.

5.2.2 Discourse Analysis

The second analytical tool for my research is discourse analysis. Discourse analysis,
basically, is the study of language, and is a methodology that often used by researchers
from different disciplines in answering many kinds of questions. In the discipline of
linguistics, discourse is the language-in-use (Gee, 2014). Strauss and Feiz (2014:1) state
discourse as “the social and cognitive process of putting the world into words, of
transforming our perceptions, experiences, emotions, understandings, and desires into a
common medium for expression and communication, through language and other semiotic
resources.” Researchers may ask questions about social roles, communication, and identity,
and answer the questions by studying the language-in-use, i.e., analysing the discourse. In
other words, analysis is done “by examining aspects of the structure and function of
language in use” (Johnstone, 2008:4). Therefore, discourse analysis studies and examines
not only what the language structure is in use, but also how the language functions and
used in construction and expression of believes, ideas, and themes. To be precisely, as Gee
(2011: ix) points out, discourse analysis “deals with meaning in social, cultural, and

political terms.”

According to Schreier (2012), discourse analysis can be descriptive and critical. She
further argues that discourse analysis is predominantly descriptive which concerns the

language structure and the strategies people use in conversations, and focuses on the

0



utterances sentences. While the critical discourse analysis, which is more judgemental and
interpretative, is focusing on “the relationship between language, the processes of
producing, receiving, and disseminating language, and the larger context in which this
takes place” and examining in what way the discourse shapes and construct people’s
perception (ibid:46). As Strauss and Feiz (2014) emphasize, discourse is “the social and
cognitive process that reflects, creates, shapes, re-creates, and reifies meanings in the
lifeworld” (p.1; bold in original). Moreover, Schreier (2012) states discourse analysis can
reinforce QCA in qualitative analysis since QCA focuses on the descriptions of what is
uttered through language, while discourse analysis is done by assuming how the language
is used and which social reality is formed by the language, i.e. the formation process of

discourse.

Discourse analysis is particularly interesting for the analysis on language attitudes, beliefs,
and ideologies and how they are (re)constructed in conversations. Through discourse
analysis, it is hoped to find whether my participants abide by the “dominant discourse”
(also called “hegemonic discourse”) and the beliefs transmitted through it, or create
“alternative realities” — the “subordinate counter-discourse” — on the given discussing
topics (Schreier, 2012:46). To this end, several scholars suggest that in which level of
context discourse it rooted in should be taken into account when studying qualitative data

(Abell & Myers, 2008; Wodak, 2008).

Discourse analysts generally agree that a particular discourse can be analysed at three
levels of context: the co-text (or intermediate, discursive), the intertextuality, and the
socio-political (or external) contexts (Abell & Myers, 2008; Blommaert & Bulcaen, 2000;
Fairclough, 2003). The analysis of co-text context focuses on the text/transcript itself and
looks at an utterance’s relationship with the texts surround it, i.e. what comes before and
after it. The analysis in this immediate context is hence restricted to the sentence level, for
example, the choices and patterns of vocabulary, grammar, cohesion, and text structure

(Blommaert & Bulcaen, 2000), and tend to be descriptive discourse analysis at this level.

Intertextuality refers to the way texts link to other texts, and “how texts draw upon,
incorporate, recontextualize and dialogue with other text” (Fairlough, 2003:17; bold in
original). The intertextuality analysis focuses on how a discourse is produced, circulated,
distributed, and consumed by paying attention to “speech act, coherence, and
intertextuality — three aspects that link a text to its context” (Blommaert & Bulcaen,
2000:448-449). Wodak (2008) further proposes a process called recontextualization, where
relationships or links between texts can be established in different ways “through
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continued reference to a topic or main actors; through reference to the same event; or by
the transfer of main arguments from one text into the next” (p.3). On the other hand,
Johnstone (2008:166) argues that “texts can be interdiscursively related to prior texts”
(italics in original). Interdiscursivity, as Blommaert and Bulcaen (2000:449) explain, refers
to “texts are made up of heterogeneous elements: generic conventions, discourse types,
register, and style.” In other words, interdiscursivity concerns which discourse feature links

to other previous discourse(s). Hence, the analysis in this context is more judgemental.

The last level of context is the social-political and historical context, which “raises the
question of how this kind of interview is possible (or impossible) and what sorts of
knowledge and power relations it presupposes” (Abell & Myers, 2008:151), and see
discourse as a social practice. As it is understood, the most powerful features affect
discourse are the ideologies and power relation, as Blommaert and Bulcaen claim
(2000:449), “the ideological effects and hegemonic processes in which discourse is a
feature.” These two issues, the social difference, are considered as the key elements of
discourse analysis in the socio-political and historical context. Fairclough (2003) uses
assumptions to indicate such elements are external meanings that are implicit, shared, or
common and not easy to identify to a specific agent. Power, hegemony and resistance
relations are important elements in making, sustaining or changing particular meanings or
concepts as universal or common ground among different social groups. It is through the
use of ideologies, set of beliefs or attitudes in discourses to perform representation of the
groups, with the intention of contributing or changing the power relations. Discourse
analysts use the ways in which differences or saliences of particular social group or
identity are accentuated, negotiated, bracketed or suppressed (Fairclough, 2003). For
Fairclough, therefore, intertextuality may bring different voices into texts whereas

assumptions may reduce the differences by “assuming common ground” (p.41).

To sum up, discourse analysis can be done at one or all three levels of context. Besides,
researchers should look at the texts in micro lexical-grammatical level as well as consider
the influence of macro semantic and societal levels when analysing the data (Hyatt, 2006).
For the interview data analysis of the present study, the level of intertextuality and socio-

political and historical contexts will be the analysis focuses.
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5.3 Results and Analysis

In this section, I will analyse and discuss the interview data with the analytical methods

which were discussed in previous sections.

5.3.1 Perceptions on English Language Education
5.3.1.1 Standardization

In the beginning of each interview, I asked every participant to share his/her own
experience in learning English. The purpose was to know if there were any differences in
the way of language education while they were learning English as students and teaching
English as teachers. As 13 of my participants were over 30 years old, the English language
education they had experienced was quite traditional. Most of them started learning
English by memorising vocabularies, phrases, or a text, and they were corrected very often
by their teachers especially for grammatical mistakes. Such education was considered as
standardised language training that students were supposed to use and speak correct and

good English. For example,

Extract 5.2

1 R:  canyou tell me your experience of learning English?

2 T3: okistarted learning English at third grade <age 9> and my mom took me
3 to a cram school [...] textbook we used was American Headway so it was
4 obviously American English yes (.) teachers’ pronunciation, grammar, and
5 content were <standard> like how to say something with certain grammar
6 rule (.) inversions or (.) yes it was standard <English>

Extract 5.3

1 R can you tell me your experience of learning English?

2 TI11: um (.) my parents too me to a cram school like ymca at like forth or fifth
3 grade <age 10-11> and it was not so active like the English class now (.)
4 there were no many activities but still students know what’s going on (.)
5 like using Zhuyin or whatever (.) and then in junior high you know

6 Taiwanese schools and cram schools focused on exams [...]

As T3 indicated, the English her teachers used and taught was American English, which
she considered as the Standard English. Similar experiences were also shared by some
other participants. Their responses showed that American English was the first language
variety that the majorities of Taiwanese students contacted when starting learning English
in either normal schools or cram schools in Taiwan. The reason might be the long-term and
strong influence of American politics, economics, and culture in Taiwan. Although T11

did not indicated what kind of English she learnt at cram school, she mentioned she used
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Zhuyin, the Mandarin Phonetic Symbols mainly used in Taiwan, for helping to memorize
English pronunciation and the focus of exams in Taiwanese education, which will be

discussed later.

In fact, every participant agreed such training was good for a beginner in learning a new
language. It helped students to become “familiar with rules and sentences of the new
language, and build a good foundation”, T5 said. Even T1 firstly gave negative perspective
about the traditional language training she received in high school, she agreed in the later
of our discussion that it was a good training when starting learning a new language. T2,
similar with T5, shared her experience that she tried to introduce the most correct and
appropriate English when she was teaching children’s English in her early career. From
about 5 participants’ perspectives, the standard form of a language was better for beginners
when contacting and learning a new language. However, they did not agree that the
traditional language training, such as memorizing vocabularies, grammar rules and a text,
was a good teaching approach. In addition, English teachers at that time didn’t have many
opportunities and experiences to go abroad and would not have chance to contact and
introduce other varieties of English to students but American English only owing to the

influence of American on politics and economics.

In addidtion, the participants said their teachers only focused and taught what was written
on the textbooks. There were no many opportunities for students to know other varieties of
English but American English only which was usually the English used in textbooks in
Taiwan. They pointed out that, unlike Europe, Taiwan is a small island and it is not as
convenient to travel and speak to foreigners as Europeans, especially at the age when my
participants were in schools. Besides, English is not the main daily language in Taiwan.
Students did not have many chances to recognise other varieties of English, unless teachers
introduced in the classrooms or there were foreign students in their classes. For example,
T4 said that she did not realise what British English accent sounded like and what the
differences with American English were until she decided to study abroad in UK and
started preparing IELTS. In other words, it was until about age 21 or 22 that T4 realised

there were different varieties of English in the world.

Therefore, about 10 participants in my interviews thought there should be some changes in
language teaching and students’ perspectives, especially in higher education. T5 shared her
experiences in observing one teacher’s class for a research project in her university. T5
noticed that the teacher spent lots of time in correcting students’ grammar errors and
discussing a particular grammar rule. From T5’s utterances, I noticed that she seemed to be

o



surprised with such teaching practice the teacher delivered and did not agreed with it. TS
might think that students’ language performance was not the point in that course, because
it was an EMI medical course. T13 also mentioned some of his colleagues would test
students with very difficult and “tricky” grammar questions, but he thought this situation
usually happened in some older teachers’ classes due to their own learning experiences as
students before. Although TS5 did not indicate how old the teacher she observed was, the
teacher seemed held the similar language ideology as the “older teacher” mentioned by
T13, even the teacher was not an English language teacher. This suggests that most
teachers nowadays may have changed and thought language education should focus on the

appropriateness of language use rather than correctness in linguistic performance.

From the interviews, 12 participants mentioned and believed the training of memorising
vocabularies or texts was necessary when starting learning a new language. It helped
learners to understand the rules or ways the speakers of the language use and could master
the language easily when getting familiar with it. Such belief also had influenced my
participants’ choices of textbooks and evaluations on students’ language proficiency. As all
my participants had experiences in teaching Freshmen English or general English, most of
their focuses while choosing textbooks were the balance of four-skill language trainings
and if culture related issues were involved. In other words, even in higher education,
teachers still did not think Taiwanese students had enough basic knowledge of English and
might not be able to handle their majors in English, especially in academic writing and
speaking. It is also worth pointing out from all the respondents, none of them mentioned
about the language itself while choosing textbooks. It has implied that they did not have
questions about the language written in the course books, because the course books were
usually from an American or British publisher. In other words, participants assumed the

language written in a course book was the correct and standard form.

While talking about how teachers assessed their students’ language proficiency, I noticed
all of my participants had said there should be different requirements for writing and
speaking tasks. Almost every participant said it was important to use Standard English in
writing task, especially in academic writing, whereas fluency was their first priority in oral
training. They believed the standard and native English was the ideal form of English to be

used in academic writing and was wildly intelligible for readers, for example, T4 said:
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Extract 5.4

T4: we are all non-native speakers <of English> but i still ask students to use
standard English in writing even in reading or listening (.) this is to help
them recognize the standard form of English [...] and i do ask my students
to use standard English in my classes (.) to achieve my teaching goal

AW -

As shown in line 1, T4 said both her students and herself were NNESs, which might imply
that T4 knew it would be difficult or impossible for NNESs to use the standard form all the
time, or to be native-like. However, she still expected students to conform native or
Standard English in academic writing, which, as shown in line 4, was her “teaching goal”.
In other words, T4 aimed to train students to be native-like English users rather than ELF
users. She actually emphasized again later in the discussion that, in her view, Standard
English was essential in academic writing. It has indicated that she cannot abandon the

belief of native English in her teaching practices.

On the other hand, T7 said that “i won’t deduct students’ mark for grammar mistakes
unless it is incomprehensible.” This showed that T7 focused much more on students’
language use and ideas students conveyed in their writings rather than their linguistic
performances. In other words, T7 prioritised intelligibility over the conformity to native
English norms and didn’t aim to train students to be native-like. However, she also
emphasized that if grammatical mistakes or errors affected readers’ understandings to the
content, she would ask students to revise. Thus, as many participants expressed, teachers’
primary focus was the content and meaning, but linguistic performance would become an
issue when they were unable to understand the meaning of the content. Moreover, from
T7’s utterance, it might also imply that T7 had the awareness of the lingua franca role
English in the current world. Yet, it seemed like that T7 didn’t quit understand the concept
and theory of ELF.

Almost all of my participants seemed to be concerned with the correctness and
standardisation in academic writing, not only students’ but their own writings. The main
reason of their concern with correct written English was the publishing requirements of
journals or books. T15, for example, pointed out that her papers might be rejected with the
reason of “deviant English” and sometime she was asked to have proofread by a native
speaker of English before submission. The “deviant English”, from T15 words, may refer
to the language which is not considered in accordance with Standard English. As a result,
before submitting each written work, they were required to ask a native English speaker to
proofread. T6 who was from different university to T15, for instance, also mentioned this

similar experience, see extract 5.5.



Extract 5.5

R:  iknow you helped in editing one of the course books for ESP course [did

Té6: [yes

R:  did you send it to a native speaker <of English> to proofread before submit
to the publisher

T6: of course they (.) of course they asked us to do so so we paid quite a lot for
proofreading and check <the language> again and again (.) it took lots of
time (.) and other teachers <authors> did as well

~N NN kW~

When T6 and some of her colleagues (T1, T2, T4, and T5) started to teach English in
higher education, they participated in a teaching development project of ESP courses in the
English department. In this project, they were responsible to edit and publish a series of
ESP course books specifically for the university ESP courses. As T6 said, the publisher,
which was a Taiwanese publisher, asked them to send all the contexts to native English
speakers to review first. It revealed a negative and impatience message from T6’s utterance
that not only because of time-consuming (11.4-6) but also not being respected as an English
teacher. It suggested that, at least from the perspective of the Taiwanese publisher, native
speakers’ English was the standard form that should be used in language education and
textbooks. It also implied that the educational authorities expected Taiwanese students to
conform to native or Standard English, regardless what difficulties T4 in earlier disuccsion

(extract 5.4) pointed out and the real usage of English nowadays.

On the other hand, when discussing about the trainings of students’ spoken English, it
emerged that all the participants seemed to hold non-normative expectations of students’
spoken English; that is, they focused primary on fluency and the contents rather than the
grammar and correctness of language. They did not show any preference to native English
pronunciation or any other varieties of English as long as students were willing to practice
their oral English and they could understand. The common views shared by my
participants was, as a communication tool, the most important thing in learning English
was the communication skills and effectiveness, and they would spend some quality of
time training their students the skills in the courses. Thus, many of my participants said as
long as their students could complete the required speaking tasks successfully, such as
answering questions and presentations, grammar “mistake/error” and non-native like form
of English would be acceptable. They would correct students only when the mistakes or

errors had affected their comprehensions to the contents.

Another noticeable thing in spoken English training was about 5 participants said that they

asked their students to use complete sentences when answering questions and giving
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presentations in classes. It revealed that these participants still required some degree of

Standard English while doing speaking training in their teaching practices, as T9 said,

Extract 5.6

1 T9: for me the so-called presentation evolves degrees of formality (.) since it
contains formality so you should speak formally and correctly

From T9’s discourse, he thought in some specific occasions, such as giving a presentation
or submitting a journal paper, Standard English should be used. He thought Standard
English was much formal than other varieties of English. In fact, in the beginning of
interview with T9, he mentioned he started to learn English from an English dictionary by
memorizing every vocabulary and the definitions. He said the English in dictionary must
be the correct and standard which had implied that he had a strong belied in Standard
English.

T12 explained further why the requirements were different, as the following exchange.

Extract 5.7

I R how about writing training (.) do you think (.)

2 TI12: accuracy will be the most important thing in writing

3 R [why

4 TI12: [because writing is (.) it is different from speaking (.) speaking is an

5 instantaneous action (.) you have many chances to correct yourself (.) to

6 express yourself clearly (.) you have direct contact with others but there is
7 no direct contact between readers and writers (.) so how much readers can
8 catch and understand what the writers want to express all depend on the

9 language (.) that’s why accuracy is important in writing

From T12’s explanation, there was no direct contact between readers and writers. He
implied that writers had enough time in revising his/her written works in order to achieve
intelligibility and mutual understanding before presenting to the readers. The “accuracy”
he referred to could be considered as native-like or conformity to Standard English.
Therefore, it can be said from T12’s response that he believed what makes writing
intelligible was the degree of conformity to standard or native English. It seems that most
of my participants did not hold the ideology of standard language but standard language
had influenced their perspectives in some aspects, for example, in evaluating students’

academic writings.

In addition, I noticed that 3 participants from the university in Taichung did not only set
different goals for writing and speaking, but also had different requirement and evaluation
standard for English and non-English majors. The 3 participants mainly taught English

courses, such as English academic writing and speaking, for English majors. For English
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majors, they would focus more on the structures and logic of the articles rather than their
students’ linguistic performance; whereas linguistic performance would be the main focus
when assessing non-English major students’ written works. One respondent, for instance,
explained why there was different requirements for different majors’ students, as shown in

the following extract.

Extract 5.8
1 R:  sohow do you evaluate students’ language performance
2 T9: itdepends (2) if you are an English major you do not have XXX you still
3 have to care about accuracy because people have a certain degree of
4 expectation for you in using English (.) but for non-English majors (.) they
5 usually have clear <purposes> they only want to do business or (.) i was
6 working in an international trading company i know the language use is
7 different (.) so for non-English majors i would say fluency <is important>
8 as long as he can communicate and get the purchase order to get the
9 business is the most important thing [...] so i will have different
10 expectations on English majors (.) i think the accuracy you cannot make
11 mistakes on the basic things
12 R:  butif the mistake does not affect you [understanding
13 T9: [veah sometime there is typo it is ok but
14 (.) imean (.) you need to differentiate error and mistake (.) <English major>
15 students have linguistic training so they should know (.) if they do not i
16 think it is dangerous

T9 pointed out one situation in Taiwan that people had higher expectation for English-
major students’ language performance (11.3-4) even though some people might not
understand what the standard and correct form was. He emphasized again later (11.15). It
showed that he had zero tolerant in English-major students’ language errors and always

asked them to use the correct and standard form.

Therefore, from the experiences shared by my participants, most of them thought there
should be different requirements and goals for students in different period of education as
well as for different language skills. Such situation might also imply teachers nowadays
had changed their perspectives on language education. In the traditional English language
education in Taiwan, students were just learning English but did not have many
opportunities to use it. Teachers nowadays, especially higher education teachers, want to
change students’ attitudes toward language learning, i.e. from language learners to
language users. Thus, also can be seen from most of my participants’ viewpoints, teachers
expect students to be prepared for the real and authentic communication outside the

classrooms.
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5.3.1.2 Standard English

Moving to discuss about standard language/English, some of my participants asked: do you
take American English as the standard? or what is “standard”?. With some of the
respondents, they thought nothing had a standard answer or form, especially language.
They even argued if American English was the Standard English, how about other native
speakers of English form ENL countries, such as those in Britain, Canada, and Australia?
It showed that most participants thought the standard form of English should not be
geographically limited.

Nevertheless, one of the respondents pointed out that some of his colleagues still believed
American English was the “only” standard norm students should learn and spent a quality
of time in correcting students’ grammar problems in the classes. T13 thought such situation
usually occurred in those teachers who were over 50 years old and had received traditional
English education and training. It was hard to change those teachers’ minds and
perspectives, either on language education or English itself. Such perspectives could be
related to the historical and close economical relationship with America in Taiwan.
Besides, the institution T13 worked at was an air-force academy which had an even closer
relationship with America. From the interview with T13, he mentioned more than once that
almost every handbook and course book in his institution were written in American
English and there were some American mechanics based in the institution as well.
Teachers and students were expected to be able to communicate with those American
mechanics in fluent and “standard American English”, as T13 said. Thus, it was crucial for
T13’s students to get familiar with and understand American English and teachers did not
have much freedom to choose their teaching materials. However, he also argued that he
would not take American English as the Standard English and would introduce other

varieties of English to students if he had chance.

T13 was actually the only participant who strongly disagree to teach Standard English in
classrooms, especially in higher education. He argued that both NESs and NNESs would
use simple and “non-correct” from of English very often in daily life. What teachers should
do, T13 thought, was teaching students how to cope with and accommodate in order to
achieve intelligibility when communicating with either NESs or NNESs. “I totally agree
the theory of ELF (.) that’s what i want my students to learn”, said T13 in the end of
interview with excitment. T13 was also in the first year of PhD in one university in

Southern Taiwan and learned ELF in one course. Since it was a military institution that
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T13 was at, teachers should follow certain rules and pedagogy that the authority had set.
From T13’s discourses, it seemed that he wanted to make some change but he couldn’t

because of the authority.

Besides the unique situation in T13’s institution, most of my participants from other 4
universities agreed American English had influenced language education in Taiwan for a
long time and it was not easy to change, either the authority’s or some language teachers’
viewpoints. Thus, for my participants, they all said it was not surprised that most
Taiwanese people would consider American English was the Standard English. Now, as
we live in an age of mobility, transnationality, and hybridity (Phan, 2008:38), people have
more opportunities in contact with different varieties of English around the world and may
have changed their points of view about Standard English. As most of my participants had
experienced studying in English as the native language countries, such as UK and Australia
(see table 4.1, p.59), Standard English for them would not only refer to American English
but could be the English where it was spoken as the native language. Hence, as some

participants argued, it was hard to define what Standard English would be.

In addition, I found my participants rarely mentioned the word “standard” in the
interviews, especially when discussing their own teaching practices. Some of my
participants argued that it would not be appropriate and also difficult to dichotomise
language performance into standard and non-standard since language use changes all the
time. From the respondents, I noticed that my participants usually guided their students to
the most appropriate linguistic performances in authentic communications rather than

correcting students’ mistakes. For instance, as TS5 said,

Extract 5.9

1 R:  whatif you really connot understand <your students’ words>

2 T5: 1iwill(.)iusually don’t correct them directly i just repeat their words again
3 and have adjustments and ask do you mean this or that (.) let them know it
4 is a much appropriate expression or closer to what native speakers would
5 use (.) i think many teachers will do the same thing

As T5 said, she expected her students to know what kinds of expressions and language
uses would be appropriate and native-like (11.4-5). However, it still revealed from T5’s
utterances that she expected her students could speak correct form of English, even to be
native-like. As mentioned before (p. 83), TS didn’t think grammar correction should be the
main focus in class. However, she also could not abandon the idea of native English so she
would expect her students to use the language that “native speakers would use”. It also had

shown that standard English has affected my particiapnts in many aspects. Most of
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university English language teachers in my study took Standard English as the most
acceptable language variety and as the norm and guideline in academics which could help
students build sufficient knowledge of the target language, but Standard English is not

necessary to be the most efficient form in authentic communication.

In stead of giving her opinions about standard and correct English, T15 gave an example of

her own from a different perspective, see the fowlloing extract.

Extract 5.10

T15: 1iremember i had a conversation with a thai friend (2) we were talking about
eyeshight shortsighted i said my eyesight is really bad and i am thinking to
have an eye operation a laser (.) she said she was also considering that
because she was afraid her eyesight would get worse to 400 or 500 and she
wanted to have operation before it gets worse (2) the moment i heard she
said 400 or 500 for eyesight i realised they use the same expression as we do
in Taiwan so i didn’t show a confused face to her (.) but you know the
correct way to say is ‘negative dioptres’ and they don’t use 400 or 500 @@
so can you said she was wrong? or should i correct her? no i kept talking
i did understand her because:: of the similar culture? (.) i don’t know @@

11 but we still teach students the correct words to express shortsighted
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It seems like T15 was having an ELF conversation with her Thai friend. It is unknown that
if T15’s friend knew the correct expression for eyesight, and it seemed that she didn’t
realise it. T15 didn’t interrupt and correct her friend and continue the conversation because
it happened that Taiwan and Thailand had the same expression for eyesight so they could
have a successful conversation on this eyesight topic. It could be seen from T15’s
embarrassed laught in 11.8 that she did know the correct way to express eyesights which the
NESs would understand, but she didn’t correct her friend in order to continue the
conversation smoothly. T15 changed her tone (11.9) and argued that there was nothing
wrong in their conversation since they did understand each other, even though she knew
what NESs would use. She aslo seemed to seek the answer from the researcher if she
should tell her friend the correct use, but she answered herself with a “no”. It had shown
that T15’s focus in this conversation was not the linguistic performance but aiming to have
a successful conversation. However, as a teacher, she emphasied and insisted to teach

students the correct way not only in expressing eyesight but also other topics (1.11).

From T15’s example, it seemed that students were expected to know the “correct” and
“standard” expressions so they could fit and adopt the American or British, i.e. the
natives’, cultures. Yet, it is difficult to know everything about native American or British

cultures. There seemed to be a dilemma in T15’s mind that she had to teach the correct
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language what NESs would use in order to communicate with NESs and NNESs but it
might not be always useful in communicating with NNESs without local knowledge. One
issue raised from T15’s example was that if people should adopt to the ENL countries
culture while communicate with people from non-ENL countries. It seemed that their
language performance did not matter in this conversation, but the knowledge of local

culture and knowledge did.

To sum up, most of my participants agreed Standard English was necessary in language
education, especially in the early stage in learning a new language. It would be easier for
teachers in their teaching practices to teach Standard English even though it was difficult to
define what Standard English was. However, they thought the goals, requirements, and

trainings should be adjusted according to students’ needs and different language skills.

5.3.2 English language use

As discussed in previous section, about 10 participants had expressed that they expected
students to change their attitudes toward English and English learning, but it seemed not
easy to change students’ perspectives. I have identified from the interviews three problems
that my participants thought their students had. First of all, some participants had noticed
the English language used in academia was different from it in business but most students

did not realize and did not know how to adjust. For example,

Extract 5.11

1 R: yousaid you have experiences both in business and academics (.) is there
2 any difference in terms of language use in these two field

3 T3: oki think in academic standard English is very important (.) because the
4 assignments like reports essays dissertations the requirement of English

5 quality is high (.) it is normative and should follow the rules and there is a
6 fixed and strict format <in writing> (.) but in business i think it is different
7 now (.) because when i was working in a trading company years ago there
8 were many foreign supervisors they were from USA or UK (.) so the

9 English used at that time was (.) well and expected to be standard (.) but
10 now my former colleagues told me most of time they were dealing with
11 non-native speakers <supervisors or customers> so (.) like their bosses or
12 colleagues may come from Asia like Indonesia or (.) when they exchange
13 emails simple English is fine they even use Line <a social media> the

14 language is even simple

T3 emphasized her belief of the importance of Standard English in academics in the
beginning of her response to my question. Later from her utterances, the language use in
academia was quite different from that in business; the former required a standard and
formative style (11.3-6) while the later was not necessarily the case, as long as the goals of
communication were achieved. One noticeable idea revealed from T3’s words was that the
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language her and her colleagues used would be different depending on who they were
communicate with. They would use correct and standard form of English when talking to
NESs even the native English supervisors didn’t expect them to use. It might imply that T3
and her colleagues thought the NESs supervisors would judge them from their linguistic
performanc while NNES bosses would not because both of them were NNESs. It showed
that, from T3’s utterances, Taiwanese people might not be confident enough to
communicate with NESs because they worried about their language. However, people

would not care or judge the linguistic performance when speaking to NNESs.

T8, in the later interview, also shared a similar experience with me when discussing the
gap between classroom English and authentic language use. However, it seemed that most
Taiwanese students did not realise the differences due to the education environment in
Taiwan. Students did not have many opportunities to apply the English they had learnt in
the classrooms to real-life communications. For example, see T1 said in the following

extract,

Extract 5.12

R:  what differences do you think the English in and outside classroom the real-
life English

T1: ithink (.) i think the biggest difference is it is too academic <in classroom>
and I think that is the reason why students don’t know how to use the
language in their daily life

D AW~

In addition, T5 also pointed out more specifically the cause of the gap was the textbook
and she needed to “digest the academic words and then covert them into real world
English to tell them <students> how people may say that in the daily life”. The academic
words TS5 mentioned might refer to Standard English which normally the language form
written in textbooks. It seemed that both T1 and T5 implied that most English lessons and
course books did not really meet students’ needs for real-life communication in English. It
might also imply that the educational authority in Taiwan had not noticed the differences
of institutional and real-life English language uses. In other words, the educational

authority in Taiwan might not be aware the current role of English as a lingua franca.

The second issue some participants had noticed was students might not have problems in
daily and casual conversations with foreigners in English, but they have language
difficulties whey they had to discuss an issue in depth. “Their vocabularies <of particular
issue> are not enough and you can’t keep using simple words to communicate”,
commented T15, which implied that, in some degrees, T15 hold a belief of standard

language that she thought “simple words” might not be appropriate or enough in some
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occasions. T9 also made a comment on similar issue in respect of grammar, as in the

following extract.

Extract 5.13

R:  students might argue they still can communicate successfully with simple
English (.) the grammar rules are not so important how would you respond
T9: 1would say (.) actually the issue of grammar came up to me quite often (.)
and i would say if (.) if it is simple and just daily conversation it’s fine to
use basic and simple grammar (.) but if you want to express your ideas in
much more depth or in stronger words or more logical you will need
grammar (.) otherwise your language will be fragmented and you cannot
express yourself completely and fluently (.) this is how i see grammar from
a much deeper perspective [...] otherwise you can keep using simple and
0 short sentences of there is no problem using short sentences in casual
1 conversations

— = 0 0 31O N KWW~

Although most participants had said that they did not focus on grammar rules in their
teaching practices, T9 still considered it was essential and helpful if students needed to
discuss an issue in more depth. He thought certain grammar rules could help speakers to
express themselves more clearly and completely. T9 continued in the later interview that
one of his teachers noticed he always tried to use complete sentences when talking to
people in English. He thought, from his own experience, using complete sentences and
proper grammar rules in conversations might help him to gain trust or respect form
foreigners and build a close relationship with them. T9 would be the only participant in my

study who hold a stronger believe in standardization than others.

The last problem mentioned by my participants was the standard-based English tests. As
discussed in the previous section, almost Taiwanese students hold the ideology of standard
language due to the long history and emphasis on examinations in Taiwan. As a result,
students might not have confidence to speak English because their test result would be
deducted for incorrect answers. However, as many participants argued, even students had
good result in tests, it did not necessary mean students could use English appropriately and
communicate successfully in real life communications. There were many cram schools in
Taiwan teaching tips for the English language proficiency tests for better and higher

scores. As T7 responded,

Extract 5.14

T7: 1inoticed that he got 800 <score in TOEIC> but he is not able to speak
clearly and fluently in everyday English so i think (.) not only this student
but many this kind of situation <in Taiwan> the environment focus too
much on the exams

AW =
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T7 gave an example from one of her students who got high score in the TOEIC test but
could not be able to use English very well in real-life conversation. In this extract, one
might argue that there were only listening and reading comprehension tasks in TOEIC
tests. The students might spend much effort in the two tasks rather than speaking task.
From T7’s comment, it showed that she did not agree the English language tests could
reflect students’ real language proficiencies. One might be able to argue that, the language,
which was usually Standard English, in the language tests seemed not being able to reflect
the language used in real life communications. Nevertheless, T12 commented that “at least
we need to know how much students have learnt <from the standard-based language
tests>" and admitted the test was the one of the reason that kept students learning English

at the moment.

The above comments suggest that most participants have realized the importance of
meeting students’ needs, the needs which can help students communicate with foreigners
in English much more efficiently and successfully in the future. Nevertheless, many
participants showed lower tolerance in their own and students writings, especially in
academic writings. They thought language accuracy and standardization was important in
writings where Standard English should be applied. However, such requirement was not
necessarily applying to spoken English. About 12 of my participants had higher degree of
tolerance to spoken English, especially when English was used as a lingua franca.
Moreover, although my pariticipants had realised the Standard English tests couldn’t
reflect students’ real language proficiency and real-world language communication, the
educational authorities still used these tests as the base to evaluate Taiwanese students’
English language proficiency. In other words, it seems that the Taiwanese educational
authorities had not realised the lingua franca role of English nowadays and the how
English was in the real-world communication. However, it might be difficult to raise the

educational authorities’ awareness of ELF.

5.3.3 Perceptions on English language policies
5.3.3.1 Language policies concerning teachers

As remarked before (section 3.3, p.46), the two main language policies in higher education
in Taiwan are the undergraduate English graduation threshold and EMI programmes. The
MOE asks every tertiary level institution to set the graduation benchmark that they expect
their students to meet depending on the type of institution and the general language level of

students. However, there is not much about EMI programmes in the language policy
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documents launched. I brought up the issue of international tests and universities’
recruitment policies during the interviews, and asked my participants if there were similar
English language requirements when they applied for the teaching positions. It was
surprising that most universities did not ask about applicants’ English language proficiency
as long as they were considered being qualified from the results of face-to-face interviews
and teaching demonstrations. As shown in section 4.5.2 and table 4.1, 11 participants were
English or English relative majors and only two of my participants did not have
experiences studying abroad; the others were with degrees from overseas countries, and all
from the ENL countries. It seemed that university authorities did not focus much on
teachers’ language proficiencies but their abilities in teaching English language. The
reason might be most my participants or other English language teachers were wither
English language majors or holding a degree from ENL countries, so the universities
recruitment committees assumed the applicants’ English were good and eligible to teach

English. The following extract illustrates the point raised.

Extract 5.15

R:  could you tell me how you become a lecturer here

T5: atthat time i just finished my study in UK and came back to Taiwan i did
not have teaching experiences before (.) i was lucky that they said it was ok
you can observe other teachers’ classes first and then start (.) so i looked
other teachers’ classes for a couple weeks and then started to teach on my
own (.) until now @@

R:  you didn’t provide and proofs or certificates of language proficiency tests
such as TOFEL IELTS

T5: no just my CV proof of education and working experiences and so on (2)

0 yes they didn’t ask for that

— O 01O\ N KN~

T5 did not mention she had provided a language proficiency proof but only her certificate
of a degree from UK. It revealed that the university assumed applicants in English majors
or degrees from overseas had higher or better English language proficiency and were
eligible to teach English language courses by judging only from the interviews and
demonstrations, even though the applicant might not have teaching experience, such as T5.
From the laughter (11.6), T5 seemed to feel lucky for having the position and also revealed
a doubt about the recruitment requirements. The language teachers used in their classes
might also be the reason. My participants could choose which language they would like to
use as the medium of instruction, and many of them admitted they used Chinese most of
the time. As a result, teachers were not required to be able to teach in English. However,

there seemd to be some changes.
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Regarding the EMI courses, most participants agreed it was the trend and necessary if the
universities claimed to be internationalized, which also implied that my participants and
the university authorities thought internationalization was Englishization. Similar to the
recruitments, the language proficiency issue had raised by some participants and hold
negative views about the policy based on two main arguments: 1) lack of qualified EMI
teachers and training programmes, and 2) students’ language proficiencies. My participants
thought the lack of qualified EMI teachers and training programmes was most serious.
Some argued that EMI courses focused much more on the content rather than the language
proficiency of the lectures. In other words, the requirement of a qualified EMI lecture is
having sufficient knowledge of the content and then able to teach and convey the content
knowledge in English to their students. However, it seemed not the case currently in

Taiwan, see the following extracts.

Extract 5.16

T8: but the EMI teachers (.) where can you find a teacher who can teach
computer science in English (.) even you find one students’ <English>
levels are generally low (.) there is no <qualified> teachers don’t even
mention students’ level so i think (.) i think it is still unrealistic so far i
don’t think it <EMI courses™> can be implemented successfully now

DN AW~

Extract 5.17

R: how about the EMI teachers who can teach EMI

T11: 1ithink itis a big problem for Taiwan (.) from my experience teachers in
other faculties they might have studied in US or UK so they <the university
or government> think they are able to teach EMI but you know the course
preparation in English is totally different from Chinese (.) if one teacher
never teaches in English before even he is experienced in that course he
may need to spend much more time to prepare even prepare every single
sentence in English (.) because he may not be able to explain a concept in
English

O 01N DN h LW~

Both extract 5.16 and 5.17 suggested that although most EMI lectures held degrees from
ENL countries, my participants thought it did not mean they were able to teach the courses
in English. Therefore, some universities would recruit NESs to teach or ask language
teachers to support, either for content teachers’ or students’ English. Besides, it would be
easier for Taiwanese students to read in Chinese rather than in English. Even the course
books were in English, many students would still read the Chinese version. It might be one
of the main reasons that my participants had worried about the result and effectiveness of

EMI policy.

On the other hand, T2 shared her experience in observing one EMI class with two

lecturers, one was a British and the other was a Taiwanese.
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Extract 5.18

R: how do you think about EMI courses

T2: [...]1observed a course with two lectures one was a British who studied in
UK for BA and MA (.) so his English was perfect no problem it was
standard British English beautiful British English (.) and the other was a
local lecturer who studied postgraduate and PhD in Taiwan (.) his English
was fluent but Taiwanese English

R: Taiwanese English

T2:  yes buticould understand because it was English with Chinese grammar he
just filled in English words

10 R: what did students think about

11 T2: they understood too i believe they did and international students they (.)

12 they did not complain about it because they understood too why (.) because

13 if they understand the content lecturers’ English is not that important

0NN N kW~

\O

T2 gave two EMI lecturers as the example in discussing the linguistic performance in EMI
courses. The Taiwanese lecturer she mentioned did not hold degree from an ENL country
and seemed his English was Taiwanese English with strong Taiwanese accent which, from
T2’s account, was not Standard English compared to the British lecturer. Nevertheless, she
was confident (11.11-13) that both home students and international students understood the
lecture taken by the Taiwanese lecturer since students’ focus was on the course content

rather than the lecturers’ linguistic performances.

However, some participants did not have confidence of EMI lecturers in Taiwan, for

example,

Extract 5.19

T11: some international students’ English are not good you know that’s another
problem (.) and some <EMI> teachers just give up <teaching in English>
so you can see in the prospectus shows many EMI courses are limited
English instructions and what does it mean (.) it means they use both
Chinese and English so it actually a bilingual course but bilingual means
teachers speak Chinese most of time

AN N AW

From T11’s discourse, she found that some EMI lectures were not able to teach the
contents in English so they used Chinese most of the time with limited English, even there
were international students in their classes. It might have reflected that there was no
language requirements and training programmes for EMI teachers in Taiwan. As a result,
some EMI courses were actually Chinese only or bilingual (Chinese and English) as the
media of instructions, which might be contrary to the original purpose and goals of
launching the EMI courses in the first place. T11’s opinion also resonated to the past few
researches (see the discussion in section 3.3.2, p.51) that EMI teachers’ language

proficiency need to be investigated.
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5.3.3.2 Language policies concerning students

When discussing further about the graduation benchmark, it emerged that about half
participants held negative view on using international tests as the threshold and the other
half were neutral about this language policy. Most participants who did not problematize
students’ English being evaluated by Standard English tests, or native English-grounded
tests. They thought at least they could know how much students had learnt from the
classes, and the tests were a useful bonus for students in applications for a job or further
study. On the other hand, the main reason against the policy was that in their opinions the

international tests did not necessarily show students’ English proficiency, as T2 argued,

Extract 5.20

T2: students nowadays have to take these tests [...] no matter for the
benchmark or future jobs they just need to take the tests (.) but the
problem is they go to cram schools <for preparing the tests> they are
drilled and drilled for the tests (.) so i really doubt if it is positive for
English learning (.) many students hate the subject <English> because of
the tests

AN DN AW

Some other participants brought up a similar argument as well in the interviews (also see
extract 5.14, p.93). They argued that many students learned the tips and skills for preparing
for the tests in cram schools but not actually learned the language. However, some
participants admitted that, as T9 said, “there is no way back <about the graduation
benchmark policy>" but also suggested the educational authorities to consider if there
would be a better way to evaluate Taiwanese university students’ English proficiencies.
Thus, the Standard English based tests would still be a big issue that both English teachers

and educational authorities have to consider carefully.

The issue that most participants concerned for the EMI was also related to students’
language proficiencies. Since English was expected the language the lecturers use in EMI
classes to teach certain subjects and contents, many participants thought students’ language

proficiencies should be taken into consideration. As T14 pointed out,

Extract 5.21

T14: some students may not understand the content even in Chinese how can
you expect them to understand in other language <English> (.) it is worse
it is kind of arrogant you know (.) so i think you can teach in English when
students are ready and reach a certain level (.) if he <student> cannot
understand some basic concept in Chinese you explain in Chinese and he
still doesn’t get it (.) but you still use a foreign language to teach i think
students will not have interests in <the subject> (.) and will be worse if it is
his major subject [...] so i think we cannot use English in the beginning (.)
you should use mother language first and when students have certain

O 0N Dt AW~
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10 understandings then you can use English to explain the concepts and ideas

T14 used the word “arrogant” (11.3) which suggested that he might have negative view on
EMI courses and also revealed his perspective that English was not a superior language
than others. He thought the most important thing was the knowledge and language should
not be the obstacle. In other words, in T14’s opinion, it would be better for students to
learn in the language that was intelligible to them, which, in most of the cases in Taiwan,

was Chinese.

Since one of the purposes for launching EMI courses was to attract more international
students to study in Taiwan, some participants expressed their concerns about international
students’ language proficiencies as well. According to MOE (2016), about 110,182
international students studying in Taiwan in academic year 2015-2016, and 104,659 of
them were not from ENL countries; which means more than half of international students’
first languages were not English. Some participants said that not every university would
ask international students’ English or Chinese language proficiencies when they applied,
and the language and culture backgrounds of them varied. As a result, some international

students might not be able to understand lectures in Chinese or in English. For example,

Extract 5.22

T2: inoticed another issue is one problem is the culture (.) i think culture
background is a problem why (.) because for example the XXX department
they had many international students especially from Southeast Asia like
Philippines Indonesia Thailand [...] when lecturer gave an example which
was Taiwanese culture specific the international students would not
understand because of the differences of culture backgrounds

AN DN AW

Some other participants also shared their comments that students’ different language and
culture backgrounds might influence students’ comprehensions to the courses. Such
situation usually happened in the lectures where the EMI lecturers were Taiwanese and
students were from overseas; in other words, the EMI courses in Taiwan were still
embedded in local culture (11.5-6). It can be seen from my participants’ discourses that they
thought EMI lecturers had to know how to use English as the medium but also be aware of

the diverse cultural backgrounds of students.

5.3.4 Perceptions on role of English in Taiwan

During the interviews, I also discussed the perceived role of English in Taiwan with my
participants. The respondents as a whole agreed that English was the key element and

strategy which could broaden students’ views globally and internationalize students and
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the universities. It seemed that many participants, or some argued that the education
authorities in Taiwan, considered internationalization was Englishization (also see
discussion in 5.3.3.1). As most of the participants argued, many Taiwanese people or even
education authorities held the idea that internationalization or globalization was only
limited to one’s proficiency level of English rather than his/her knowledge or awareness of
different cultures or international issues. It could also be seen from the graduation
benchmark policy in order to make sure college students reach certain level of English
when they graduated, and the EMI courses provided in many institutions in order to
promote internationalization. However, many of my participants argued that English was
just one of the ways in connection with the world in terms of gaining the latest information
and knowledge or getting a better job. The extract below illustrates as the example of such

idea shared among many of my participants.

Extract 5.23

R:  what do you think about English in Taiwan its role in Taiwan

T5: @@ good question (2) many Taiwanese think English is important (.) not
<just> many <but> everyone (.) many parents even take English as (.) an
useful weapon they think you have to learn English well so you can have
a good job this is a myth in Taiwan [...] if one school provides full English
courses oh this must be a good school (.) it doesn’t matter if the tuition fee
is higher <than others> [...] i think they have this myth i agree English is
important because it is an important tool in communicating with people (.)

9 but if you say it is an important (2) subject or an important knowledge i

10 wouldn’t say so because it is the language helps you to recognize more in

11 the world [...] so i think Taiwanese people have such myth that anything in

12 English or labelled in English is good (.)

O N KW~

T5 laughed first and paused a few seconds before answering my question about the role of
English in Taiwan. The pause had suggested that she was thinking a proper way to answer
the question and the laughter might have revealed her embarrassment about the question.
As she pointed out, most Taiwanese people, especially parents, thought English was an
important language and the language which could get people a better job. The “myth”
addressed by T5 (I1.5) could be considered as a result of long-term influence of America in
history and economy, and she had noted one of the myths that most Taiwanese held (11.5-
7). She thought Taiwanese people had preferences for anything in English or even anyone
whose mother tongue was English. It can be seen from T5’s utterance that she believed
Taiwanese people had exaggerated and overemphasized the importance of English, even

over-valued English.

In the aforementioned discussion, most Taiwanese people or education authorities equated

internationalization with Englishization or good English proficiency. All of my participants
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thought it was also a myth and disagreed the idea. The following extracts illustrate what

my participants thought good English was.

Extract 5.24

R: so for you what is good English

T2:  1ithink if someone has good English it means that (.) the language user
does not only have good commands of English but also communication
skills (.) mastering in linguistic features is important but having a good
attitude on communicating can help the language user promote or or
upgrade his language use

AN N B~ W=

Extract 5.25

R: you mentioned you think your English is better than the time studying
UK

TS5:  yes

R: how do you define good English

T5:  yes what i meant better is that in terms of using it (.) i have to speak
English in classes and use English to communicate with them <students>
it makes me much fluent and clear in both academics and the
conversational oral expression (.) now i can quickly elicit the words not
only academic words to talk to others and use plain English to explain

0 some complicated concepts to my students

— O 00 1N N KWW~

Both T2 and T5 thought one could be considered to be good at English should not only
have a good language knowledge but also can communicate effectively and successfully
with people. They both also mentioned the importance of using the language rather than
just learning. For example, T5 said she thought her English was better than it was during
her study period in UK. She might not need to speak English every day but read a lot when
stayed in UK, but she had to speak English now as an English teacher which would force
her to think how to express herself much more clearly and in a way that would be easier for
her students to understand. In other words, as a teacher, she had to explain how the
language was used to her students rather than just used it. She explained and negotiated the
meaning with students. Thus, it could be seen as a good example from T5 that students

should speak and use English more rather just take it as a subject and learn it for exams.

To sum up, about 8 of my participants thought the status of English in Taiwan now was
over-valued and most Taiwanese people and students held “myths” about English. In their

views, good English was not necessarily being internationalization, and vice versa.

5.4 Summary

In this chapter, I presented and discussed the findings from the interviews with 15 English

language lecturers from 5 different Taiwanese universities, which aimed to give answers to
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research questions 1 and 2. Regarding to my participants’ perceptions of English use and
English language itself, I found that many did not prefer a specific variety of English and
had tried to transfer such idea to their students. Due to long-term exposures to American
English, most students and people in Taiwan believed American English is the Standard
English. However, such belief seemed not to be held by most of my participants and had
been changed their perspectives. They believed English was just one of the most useful
language in communicating the world. There was no need to over-emphasize the value of
English. The priority for university English teachers was successful and effective
communication in terms of the contents and intelligibility rather than the correctness of
language or native-like accent. Nevertheless, some participants still insist the importance

of language accuracy, especially in academic English writings.

It emerged that most universities my participants worked in did not have language
requirements for the teaching staff to prove they were eligible for teaching English or EMI
courses. The applicants’ education and teaching experiences were the main things the
universities cared about. The result also indicated although most participants did not think
the graduation benchmark for college students was a good language policy, it still was a
kind of motivation for students in learning English. Besides, many participants did not
think it was their responsibilities to teach students how to get higher score in the language
tests and pass the benchmark. Thus, they did not intend to change their teaching style and
prepare their students for the language proficiency tests. On the other hand, most
participants agreed EMI course was a trend today which was essential in Taiwan and
believed it was one of the ways in helping students or universities to be internationalised.
However, there were no clear requirements and guidelines in recruiting EMI lecturers or
the EMI teacher training programmes. In addition, students’ language proficiency was also
an issue. As a result, many of my participants still held negative views about the

implement of EMI courses in Taiwan even they all agree EMI was necessary.

In the next chapter, I will analyse and discuss the result from two focus groups in order to

answer research question 3 and 4.
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Chapter 6: Findings from Focus Groups

6.1 Introduction

This chapter presents the results and findings of two focus group discussions with five
participants who also participated in the interviews. Firstly, an overview of analytical
framework in analysing focus group will be given, and followed by the data analysis
procedure and thematic framework. The findings aim to give a further insight of lecturers’
perspectives of the English language use in Taiwan and the issue of ELF. Some extracts
are also presented. The discussion is conducted with the aim of interpreting the results
retrieved from the focus group data and seek to answer the third and fourth research

question:

e RQ3: To what extent does ELF have a role in English language teaching in
Taiwan?
e RQ4: Is there any indication that the knowledge about ELF is changing teachers’

ideologies?

6.2 Analytical Framework

The analytical methods for focus groups include two that were used for analysing
interview data, which are Qualitative Content Analysis (QCA) and Discourse Analysis.
The adoption of these two analytical methods was hoped to explore and decipher the
hidden and underlying messages of the content (Berg and Lune, 2012; Schreier, 2012).
However, as Barbour (2007) notes, focus group analysis should focus both on how ideas
are expressed and generated and the process of discussion. In other words, the analysis
should also analyse the interactions between participants and take the data as a whole.
Therefore, the positioning theory is also applied in analysing focus group data. Positioning
theory can be used as the analytical method for a wide range of researches, from analysing
the dynamics of one-to-one encounters to the interactions between nation states, which
helps researchers obtain an analytical view on discursive interaction (Harré, Moghaddam,
Cairnie, Rothbart, & Sabat, 2008). Thus, positioning theory is applied in the present study
in order to analyse focus groups data “where the participants relate to each other through
multiple positionings, rather than through unambiguous identities and norms” (Halkier,

2010:83).
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Harré, Moghaddam, Cairnie, Rothbart, and Sabat (2009) state that people are assigned,
acquired or seize positions via either implicit or explicit acts, basing on individual
characteristics, real or imaginary. The “positions” are the features of social practices, for
instance, taking notice or ignoring someone, praising or judging someone, being positive
or negative, and so on (ibid.). Positioning theory provides researchers a functional
explanation for meanings, and focuses on the social relationships and discourses meaning
which are created and re-created between people (Harré et al., 2009; Slocum & van
Langenhove, 2004). According to van Langenhove and Harré (1999), the concept of
positioning is “as a dynamic alternative to the more static concept of role” (p.14). To be
more specifically, positioning refers to “the set of rights, duties and obligations with
respect to the kind of (speech) acts that an actor occupying a position can, or is expected
to, legitimately and properly execute” (Slocum & van Langenhove, 2004:233-234).
Positioning is thus can be understood as “the assignment of fluid ‘parts’ or ‘roles’ to
speakers in the discursive construction of personal stories that make a person’s actions
intelligible and relatively determinate as social act” (van Langenhove and Harré, 1999:17).
It is an open-ended and discursive process which usually happens in the course of an
interaction. In other words, researchers can analyse the meanings through how participants
positioned themselves in the interactions, and the positions participants expressed are fluid

and context-dependent which may change within a single conversation (Jenkins, 2014).

Three aspects constitute the analytical tool in order to highlight the relationships between
meanings: (1) positions, which are given by actors, (2) actors’ act have social forces, and
(3) storylines, the discursive contexts in actors’ acting (Slocum & van Langenhove, 2004).
The positioned actors can be identified directly or implied in the text of a speech act, and
the social force of an act. The social force can be seen in language, a discursive tool. As
Diez (1999:600) notes, “language is performative in that it does not only take note of, say,
the founding of the EC. Instead, it is through language that this founding is performed”
(italics in original). Both positions and the contexts of discourse constitute storylines.
According to Slocum and van Langenhove (2004:238), the storylines are “the temporal and

(hence) a teleological series of customary events, or ‘plots’, that are familiar to a society.”

Because both focus groups had been conducted mainly in Chinese with part of English, the
transcriptions were done in the original languages, and the extracts for analysis and
discussion were translated into English. Transcription conventions of focus group data
mostly follow those for my interview data, but the codes for researcher and participants are

different; for example, M refers to moderator, S1 refers to the speaker speaks firstly in
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each group and others are numbered in order, and Ss refers to more than one speaker (see

table 6.1).

Table 6.1 Focus group transcription conventions (Adopted from Jenkins, 2014; Mauranen,

2006)
Symbol Explanation
M Moderator
S1, S2, S3, etc | Participants number according to speaking order in each group
Ss More than one speakers speak in the same time
FGI1, FG2 Focus group 1 and 2
Bold type Speaker emphasis
Italics Italics used by researcher to identify key points in the extracts
XXX Unable to transcribe (unintelligible words)
: Lengthening (length indicated by number of colons)
() Pause about 1 second or less
(2) Pause about 2 second, etc.
[...] Omission of text which is irrelevant
<> My additional information to make meaning clear
@@ Laughter
[ Overlapping or interrupted speech
[

The data analysis involved several stages. First, the focus group data were transcribed right
after I finished transcribing the interview data, and also the transcriptions were imported in
NVivo 11 for storage and facilitating the coding and analysis. In this stage, I initially
familiarized myself with the data. While transcribing, some information that I thought
might be useful were highlighted as an initial coding with a focus on participants’
perspectives on English, English language teaching, and the concept of ELF. Then, I used
NVivo 11 to code my focus group data and also took notes of my thoughts about the data
by creating memos in NVivo 11. Several codes were then emerged and grouped as certain
themes in this stage of coding. Finally, at the end of coding process, the codes were revised
and re-categorised, and 14 free codes were identified in order to create a coding
framework. With consideration to the research question, I finalized these free codes into 2

main categories, as shown in table 6.2 (also see appendix 5, p.144).

Table 6.2 Focus groups coding framework

e Perceptions on English language education
o Belief in Standard English
o Variety preference
e Perceptions on changes of English
o Awareness of ELF
o Future English language education in Taiwan
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6.3 Results and Analysis

In this section, I will discuss and analyse the focus group data with the analytical methods
discussed in the previous section and follow the thematic framework. In analysing focus
group data, the discussion will focus more on the group dynamics and interactions between
participants in order to explore how participants expressed and shared their opinions with
each other, as well as how ideologies originated and emerged. The focus group was the last
stage of data collection, so it also aimed to see whether participants perceived the same

thoughts or changed their attitudes comparing to what they had expressed in the interviews.

6.3.1 Perceptions on English language education
6.3.1.1 Belief in Standard English

In the interviews, most participants indicated that they did not have beliefs in Standard
English but insisted standard norm of English was the most acceptable in ELT. The same

discussion also happened in focus group discussions, for example,

Extract 6.1 (FG1)

1 S1: ithink we still need norm in classroom

2 S2:  yeah otherwise what do we teach

3 S1: rightif there is no norm everything will be challenged by students it’s very
4 difficult and impossible

5 S3: iagree norm is like a:: foundation a base and it’s a a a system of that

6 language like a frame so you need to follow its rules within the system the

7 frame

8 S5:  justlike foreigners learning Chinese they can choose to learn from Chinese
9 or Taiwanese right depending on which culture or or accent they like

10 S4:  yeah culture is a factor as well
11 S5:  they know we either China or Taiwan are <the norm providers> so they

12 learn from us (2) i can’t guarantee i am always using the correct or or
13 standard form but at least we all know we all have the knowledge implicitly
14 about Chinese so of course we should learn English from them

From extract 6.1, it can be seen that the group members had consensus that “norm” was
necessary while learning a language. S5 used foreigner learning Chinese as the example to
explain why norm was necessary in learning a foreign language. Her idea was similar as
expressed by some interview participants. Noticeably, she used “they” and “them” to refer
NESs and “we” to refer native Chinese speakers. It can be seen from S5’s utterance (11.12-
13) that she believed that native speakers, either English or Chinese, were the norm
providers and native speakers could judge and acted as the gatekeepers because native
speakers of one language had implicit knowledge of the language. It seemed like S5 was

acting as a norm defender and the other four participants were supportive of S5’°s view. In
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other owrds, S5 thought only native speakers of a language had the right to use the

language innovatively while non-natives did not.

When discussing language education, I asked my participants in both focus groups which
variety of English they had learnt. Not surprisingly, everyone in both focus groups said the
English they had learnt was American English, and one participant in FG2 said she also
learned British English in school. When asking why only American English was taught in

the past, participants in FG1 commented as following extract.

Extract 6.2 (FG1)

1 S4:  butI think students today are better than us

2 S3: yesseems better

3 S4:  because when we were learning English we only want white people or

4 Americans Canadians or British to teach English otherwise it’s not

5 standard right? but now is better because students know there are lots of
6 people speaking English i don’t want to learn American or British English
7 only [...] in the past only Americans or Canadians British (.) don’t like
8 people from other countries [and

9 S3: [<people> don’t like their accents

10 S4:  yes right people don’t like <their accents> but now have changed [...] 1
11 really think Taiwan had some changes now you see the ad before they
12 <the cram schools> only wanted to recruit Americans or Canadians or
13 British but now (.) anyone could be English teacher as long as your first
14 language is English

15 S2: and they especially liked western Americans

16 S3: yes Americans and Canadians

17 S2: they were very popular (.) sometimes schools didn’t want British or

18 Australians and their pay were very high (.) yeah maybe they thought they
19 were the representative of standard English

In extract 6.2, the three countries S4 mentioned were all the countries where English used
as the native language. She implied people in Taiwan believed only NESs could teach
English, and students should learn from NESs for good and “standard” English. If the
English teachers were not form English speaking countries, especially not the three
countries mentioned by S4, in her view people would think their English was not standard
and would not like to learn from them (11.3-5). In other words, she believed that people
thought NESs were acting as the norm providers who NNESs should learn English from. It
had suggested from my participants utterances that native English speaker ownership did
exist in Taiwanese people’s minds and only NESs’ English was Standard English,
especially those from America, Britain, and Canada. The word “representative” S2 used

also had shown that such idea had deeply implanted in Taiwanese people’s minds.

S3 interrupted S4 and indicated speakers’ accents (11.9-10) was the reason why people from

non-native English speaking countries were not as welcome as NESs. S3 had pointed out
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and indicated the importance of accent in related to language education and it was what
Taiwanese people cared when selecting English teachers. S4 responded later on that only
native English speakers were recruited as teaching staff in the past (11.13) which also
suggested an orientation towards NES ownership. The concept of NES ownership was also
shown from S2’s utterances (11.12-13) where she pointed out that people used to think
native speakers’ English and accents were the standard from and was the variety for

language education.

S4 argued in extract 6.2 there were some changes in English language education recently
in Taiwan. One of the changes was the requirements in recruiting a teaching staff. It
seemed the recruitment committee did not think NESs referring to Americans or British
only, but anyone whose mother tongue was English (11.13-14). Not only the recruitment
committee, but also students had now realized English was not only used in the three
countries but many others in the world. So, she thought, students now would want to
recognize and ask teachers to introduce other varieties of English, which had implied
students now had the awareness of global English. As a result, many participants thought
English language teachers nowadays also needed to change or adjust their teaching

practices, as the participants in FG2 said,

Extract 6.3 (FG2)

1 S1: i think students nowadays their acceptability is higher than before (.)

2 students before might ask why did you play this kind of English in class?

3 it’s not American English nor British English why did you play this <clip>
4 but students now don’t and they would say we have to know (.) because

5 we will meet Indians <in the future> so their acceptability <of different

6 varieties of English> is better

7 S3: yesiremember i played one audio file in my class before and students said
8 that’s not

9 S1: English

10 S3:  ohno <they said> it’s not standard English but i told them it’s one

11 variety of English the speaker was from South Africa it’s South Africa

12 English

13 S2:  and what’s interesting

14 S3: now they don’t

15 S4: butithink (2) um i read an article online the other day (.) a famous

16 magazine in Taiwan and the article was talking about learning English

17 online (.) it said an office worker wanted to improve his English but didn’t
18 have time to a cram school so he chose an online learning website (.) it was
19 an one-to-one personal tutor website but he found his English tutor was not
20 a native English speaker not from a native English speaking country he

21 was upset because he expected a native English tutor (.) and he

22 complained the teacher’s accent not like legitimate English (.) so i think
23 some people still can’t accept
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From S1’s comment, it seemed that her students had the awareness of World Englishes and
they were willing to know how Indian English or other varieties of English looked like. S3
also shared her experience that students before would complain the speaker’s English in
the audio clip, the South Africa English, was not Standard English and might not the
English they should know and learn. However, S4 tried to debate on the issue but paused
for 2 seconds to avoid conflict first (11.14). Instead of expressing her argument, she decided
to give an example she read in a magazine showing that there were still some people
bearing in mind the concept of NES ownership (11.19-22). It seemed that people usually
judged teachers’ English by their nationalities rather than their teaching experiences and

skills. Besides, the legitimate English usually referred to NESs.

6.3.1.2 Variety preference

As discussed in pervious section, both focus groups highlighted a preference of American
English in Taiwan and referred American English to Standard English, but all participants
in both groups agreed that students now would like to learn more other English varieties.
S1 in FG1 mentioned that one of her students asked her how to improve his English
pronunciation. The student told her that “i like your pronunciation it’s beautiful and sound
like an American”, and “some similar comments from other students also shown as
feedbacks in my semester evaluations”, she added. The comment S1°s student made
revealed his strong preference of American English which he thought was “beautiful”.
Other participants in FG1 did not comment on S1’s experience but there was discussion

about variety preference in FG2, see the following extract.

Extract 6.4 (FG2)

I M: so Taiwanese do prefer American English

2 S2: of course because you see American Headway <a textbook> is so popular
3 @@

4 M:  how about British English

5 S1: ithink more and more students are interesting in British English

6 S2:  iagree because of IELTS

7 Sl: yes because they thought (.) many of my students said they like British

8 English accent lately

9 S3: idon’t know but some of my students are very picky they just want <to

10 know> American English accent

11 S1: really? but many students told me they like British English accent and they
12 love Sherlock Holmes very much @@

13 S2: yesyes @@

14 S3:  but that’s because they watched the film (.) i think like like a boy doing

15 mechanical engineering he doesn’t have many chances to use English so the
16 only English he might know is [American English

17 Sl: [American English

18 S3:  yes but those who listen or watch films or those who have much more

19 interests in English they may think British English is also interesting
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20 S1: yes <but>i think many students of mine are <interesting in British English>
21 S2:  that’s because of you your influence @@

The participants utterances in extract 6.4 (FG2) implied that Taiwanese students’ default
second or foreign language learning choice was still American English. It reflected the
long tradition and influences of American English prevailing as a model in Taiwanese
English instructions, but participants did not show their preference of any variety of
English. S2 reinforced her point of view with the popularity of an American published
textbook, American Headway, to show American English was the English Taiwanese
people preferred. However, S1°s use of “more and more” and “lately” not only showed the
fact that students’ changes but also reflected participants themselves’ attitudes and
preferences were not fixed. The participants might also be implying that older-generation
teachers preferred one and the only model for teaching practices, which usually was

American English.

On the other hand, the utterances also suggested that Taiwanese students did not have
many chances to explore and change their attitude towards other English variety, for
example, British English, unless they had taken IELTs test (11.6), searched and watched
UK films on their own initiatives (11.14), or the influence from their teachers (11.21).
However, S3 argued that most Taiwanese students were still “picky” and stubborn that
they didn’t want to change their attitudes towards American English because they were
exposed to American culture, such as Hollywood movies and music, only for a long time
or they were not interested in recognizing other varieties of English (11.18-19). Students’
attitudes on English varieties might be due to the long exposure and influence of American
English learning experiences in Taiwan which students were much more familiar with than
other Englishes. In other words, some students were firmly attached to American English

and considered it as the only model to learn and use.

Even other participants in FG2 seemed to have consensus that students’ now have changed
their view points about English. However, S4 in FG2 showed her disagreements with
others by giving some of her own experiences (also see extract 6.3) in trying to give a
different perspective or exception. S4 might agree with others but had implied the changes

were still little.

In addition to the discussion of student’s perspective on English varieties, participants also
talked about their own views. Most participants in both focus groups noted that they had no

preference and didn’t teach a particular variety of English, for example,



Extract 6.5 (FG1)

S3:  idon’t talk about this in my classes (.) but i play video clips with different
speakers in it as listening task the speakers may come from Singapore or
South Africa even one from Fiji

S4:  whatido is (.) i would on American English and British English and
compare their differences because sometimes there are big differences
between these two (.) so i tell them how British people may say something in
this way but American say in another way (.) so yes i would let them know
the differences they thought it’s interesting

9 S2: yessometimes i do that in my classes too

10 S4:  quite interesting

11 S3:  especially the word spellings some spellings are different

12 S1:  buti think it depends on the class if i don’t have time no chance i won’t talk

13 about it especially not a whole class <time>

14 S4: right when we have chance like in reading task or:: maybe listening task

15 S5:  ithink mine will be American English oriented because i had stayed in US

16 for years since high school

0NN N kW~

Except S5’s preference on American English due to her personal growing background, all
other participants in FG1 did not teach in one particular variety of English. It showed that
they thought there should not be only one variety of English or a model in language
education. Therefore, they did try to raise students’ awareness and had introduced different
varieties of English in their classes when they had chances. From extract 6.5, it seemed that
the participants in FG1 did not discuss the issue and concept about World Englishes or
other relative concepts with their students in classes but used different materials to convey
the concepts. This might due to limit of class time or their lack of knowledge about some
other varieties of English or they didn’t understand the concept of World Englishes very
well. In addition, one thing that most participants in FG1 did was compare the differences
between American English and British English, for example, the spellings and different
ways of expression of these two English varieties. The reason might be most of them had
studied abroad in UK or USA and were familiar mostly with American or British English.
Besides, these might be the two main varieties of English that Taiwanese English teachers
thought students would contact more often in the future. Therefore, although some
participants were in favour of one standard, they agreed that other varieties of English

should also be introduced in class.

Extract 6.6 (FG2)

S1:  idon’t think about teaching American or British English:: no (.) my goal is
students are willing to learn and (2) be motivated in learning English that’s it
they don’t have to learn particularly British English American English or
Australia English

S4:  inever think about it (.) no

S2:  me neither

S3:  the only thought in my mind was to help students with their English and
tried to make their English to be great

OO N B W~
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10 M:  what do you mean by great

11 S3:  welliused to expect them to be able to speak correct and accurate English
12 but now i give up @@

13 Ss: @@

14 S3:  like grammar:: <should be correct> must not be Chinese English

Different from the opinions emerged in FG1, most participants in FG2 indicated they
didn’t focus on one variety of English in their teaching practices. S3 responded that she
aimed to teach and train her students for great English language performance in the
beginning of her teaching career, but she had changed her attitudes after teaching for a
couple years. The “great” English, as she explained (11.11&14), implied that she held the
ideology of Standard English and only “correct and accurate English” could be used and
taught in her classes. In addition, she did not think Chinese English was one of the varieties
of English and showed no intolerance to Chinese English or other non-standard English
(11.14). There seems a language variety hierarchy in my particiapnts’ minds. For example,
it was the first time that Australia English appeared in the discussion (11.4). Most of the
time when discussing about English variety, the first two varieties were always American
and British English. In addition, S3 expected her students would not speak Chinese English
which had shown that she had put Chinese English in the bottom of the hierarchy. In other
words, it seemed that, in some aspect, American and British English had higher status than

other varieties of English for my participants, even for many Taiwanese people.

However, it seemed that from both focus groups, participants focused on introducing the
different vocabularies spellings, pronunciations or usages of American and British English.
Both focus group members did not address what they taught students how to accommodate
when misunderstandings or incomprehensibilities occurred. In other words, from extract
6.5 and 6.6, participants in both focus groups still put more attentions on the language or

students’ linguistic performances rather than students’ communication skills.

Although many participants did not have English variety preference in their teaching
practices, one participant in FG2 raised an interesting question in the end when I asked if
there was any comment or question before finishing the discussion. See the following

extract.

Extract 6.7 (FG2)

S4:  well i don’t know if you have this experience (2) sometimes when i watch
movies if it’s an American movie i can understand about 80 percent without
looking at Chinese subtitle except some special professional words or use (.)
but if it’s a British accent <film> only about:: 60 percent <i can understand>
but if um:: when listening to a speech or or lecture if the speaker is a native
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6 speaker no matter American or British i can understand much more than a

7 non-native English speaker

8 S1: i think it may have some influence for me to understand the content in terms
9 of native or non-native English speakers but i don’t really think it’s a big

10 problem for me (.) [the challenge

11 S2: [yeah me too i oh sorry <to interrupt>

12 S1:  the challenge for me i think is the background knowledge of the content or:::
13 the local use (.) so i think what matters is the content and communication

14 skills even the knowledge of local language use

15 S2: yesialso think the content matters and there is no big difference between
16 British and American English (.) for me i didn’t have big problems in

17 communicating with people when studied in UK even i had language

18 training basically in Taiwan

19 S3: ihave the same experience as you <point to S2> that (2) when i watch CNN
20 it’s more effortless than <understanding> BBC news (.) i do agree with you
21 two but if we are talking about language itself i would prefer native speakers
22 but if about communication skill (.) we should consider more other factors
23 S4:  yeah:: someimtes when i speak to a native speaker i feel less confident @@
24 because i cannot stop thinking if he is judging <my English> but i don’t

25 worry much if speaking to a non-native @@

26 M: so what is your teaching focus

27 S3:  communication skills of course

29 Ss:  yesyes

In extract 6.7 (FG2), S4 seemed to position herself as a language learner and tried to seek
some advice about intelligibility and comprehension from her colleagues. From her
utterances, although she claimed she did not have preference on any English variety (see
extract 6.6), it seemed that native English was much more intelligible for her than non-
native English, and American English was much easier for her to understand even she had
studied in UK for one year. S1 and S2 responded in turns that they thought the content and
the communication skills were the factors that influenced intelligibility and
comprehension. Even though all the participants in FG2 had received English language
education mainly in Taiwan, i.e. mainly American English learning background, S2 did not
think this education background would affect her comprehension to other variety than
American English. The influence of American English learning background could also be
seen on S3 from her utterances (11.19-20). She commented that she did not have big
problem when watching American news (CNN) but would need to spend some more time
to understand British news (BBC). She admitted that native English was much more
intelligible for her than non-native English, but she did not indicate specifically which
variety of English (11.21). It could be said that S3 and S4 in FG2 were much more attached
to native English, in this case American English, and thought it was much intelligible for
them. However, it was only under the circumstances that language per se was the main
topic in discussion. S3 continued explaining if the discussion was about communication

skill, other factors should also be taken into consideration (11.22) such as the background
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knowledge of the content as S1 and S2 said, as well as the language skills. Besides, S4
later said her attitude and confidence were different when interacting with native and non-
native speakers of English. From 11.23-25, it implied and seemd that S4 would use
Standard English or native form of English when speaking to NESs, otherwise NESs might
“judging” her English. From S4’s laugher (11.23), it also showed her embarrassment and
unconfidence that even though she knew she did not need to worry about her language, she
still felt less confidence when speaking to NESs. On the other hand, S4 did not pay much
attention on how close it was to native English when interacting with NNESs, which might
imply that she knew her interactans and herself were NNESs and none of them were the

yardstickers so they would not judge each other’s English.

Nevertheless, they all agreed in the end of discussion that in higher education, the English
language education should focus on communication skills training rather than linguistic
performance. To sum up, although most participants claimed they were not attached to any
variety of English in their own language or teaching practices, non-native English did have

influences on some participants’ comprehensions in some degrees.

Thus, instead of teaching students the strategies of accommodation when incomprehension
or misunderstanding occurred in the conversations with foreigners, my participants tended

to raise the awareness and convey the concept of global Englishes to their students.

6.3.2 Perceptions on change of English
6.3.2.1 Awareness of ELF

From previous discussions, most participants noted that their students now had the
awareness of global/world Englishes but many of them still firmly attached to one

particular variety of English, such as American English.

Extract 6.8 (FG2)

1 M: so you think you are teaching English as an international language

2 Sl: yes

3 S3: yesithink so

4 S1:  wedon’t teach a particular variety of English

5 M or more like world English

6 S1: (2)world English:: yes more like world English yes (.) some students would
7 not speak English because they thought their pronunciation was bad (.) some
8 of them did say they were told by their high school teachers that they should
9 practice oral speaking more because their pronunciations were not good but
10 when i listened to them speaking i though (.) they did not speak like like

11 beautiful American accent not British even not Australian he was (.) like

12 Taiwanese::



13 S4:  with Taiwanese accent
14 Sl1: yes butithought his structure was clear and pronounced clearly
15 S3:  thereis nothing bad

I did not explain the concept of English as an international language (EIL) and World
Englishes to my participants in FG discussions. As a result, S1 might not quite understand
about the concepts with World Englishes, which is suggested by the 2 second pause (11.6)
and hesitation after moderator’s question for clarification. S1 didn’t continue on the subject
of English variety but changed the subject to pronunciation and accent after the pause. S1
gave one of her students’ example that the student’s pronunciation was with Taiwanese
accent and his high school teacher thought it was not acceptable, even was a “bad”
pronunciation. It seemed that the high school teacher held the concept of NES ownership
and good pronunciation meant native-like pronunciation. Besides, it suggested that from
S1’s utterance (11.11) the three varieties of English were still the standard form people
wanted to follow and learn, albeit many participants had tried to raise the awareness and
introduce different varieties of English in their classes. The adjective “beautiful” she used
could be considered referring to native or native-like English. However, S1 thought the
student could express himself clearly and acceptable for her even though his pronunciation
was “bad”, i.e. not native-like. S3 shared the same perspective with S1 that she also
thought “bad” pronunciation was fine if it was intelligible for his/her interlocutor(s). It
seemed that there was a language hierarchy in S1°s mind. From 11.11, she put American
English in the first, and then British in describing “beautiful English accent”. The words
“not even” she used had indicated that she might not think Australia English was a
standard or a beautigul variety of English as other two Englishes. In fact, American and
British English were the first two varieties of English that my participants would talked

about, and also the ones they were most familiar with.

A similar comment also made later in the discussion by S4, as in the following extract.

Extract 6.9 (FG2)

S4:  soidon’t(.) because it’s a global world today isn’t it so i don’t think there
is so-called American English is better or British English is better i think
it should be saying the English that people can communicate with and it is
what we ask them <students> to do (.) it is fine they speak what kinds
which accent of English as long as they can communicate successfully it’s

fine
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In extract 6.9, S4 revealed an awareness of the use of English as a lingua franca in so far as

she thought intelligibility was the most important thing in communications and there was
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no good or bad English. Most importantly, she believed no one variety was better than

others.

Nevertheless, S4 also had implied that due to globalization, in her view, there was no a
standard form of English, and people would communicate with people both from NES and
NNES countries. As a result, she believed it did not matter that people used which varieties
of English to communicate if intelligibility and mutual understanding were achieved (11.4-
6). The English S4 thought should be taught and learnt in school was “the English that
people can communicate with” but not American English or British English only. Thus, S4
thought the language form was less important than intelligibility in intercultural
communication and had shown an awareness of ELF. Furthermore, S4 seemed to have

different roles and perspectives when acting as a language educator and a language user.

To sum up, not only S4 in FG2 but many other participants didn’t only introduce different
varieties of English in their classes but also expected their students to be able to find a
variety that they could communicate successfully. From previous discussions, many
participants claimed they would put more attention on training students’ communication

skills rather than the linguistic features.

6.3.2.2 Future English language education

Following the comments S4 made in extract 6.9, I asked about their expectations for future
English language education. Both focus groups members had shown a same attitude that
English was a communication tool, and teachers’ job was helping students to communicate

successfully in their workplaces and daily conversations. For example,

Extract 6.10 (FG2)

1 S1: ialways expect students to use the language i like to ask my students to

2 use English in my classes so i focus more on communication i always do
3 S2: iagreeifound if they don’t use it they don’t actually learn it

4  S1:  they should also know it’s not only native speakers they will communicate
5 but mostly non-natives either in works or or others

6 S4: true

7 S2:  otherwise it’s only you <teachers> talking but they don’t care if there is no
8 exam

9 S3: yesthe English they learned in high schools was not to use it’s drilling it’s
10 S1:  just memorizing

11 S2: yesitis(.) and for exams

12 S3: they just memorize the words but not actually use it (.) so even they get

13 high score in tests doesn’t mean they actually know it
14 S1: yesidon’tteach any new grammar rules at this stage (.) i mean in higher
15 education i only add some new vocabularies or grammar rules sometimes

16 when i think it’s important otherwise no i don’t correct them



From extract 6.10, the group had consensus that it was more important in higher education
English teaching to pay more attention on students’ abilities to communicate in the real
world rather than grammatical correctness. For example, S1 emphasized that she usually
encouraged students to actually “use” the language, i.e. English, and tried to creat as many
opportunities as possible for students to practice spoken English in her classes. The reason
might be she knew Taiwanese students didn’t have many chances to speak English outside
the classrooms. In addition, S1 also noticed that the majority of English users was NNESs
nowadays. S2 agreed S1 and pointed out the main reason Taiwaness students learnt
English was the exams. The standard based English tests had forced students to learn the
language, no matter they liked it or not. S3 later commented that the English language
education in secondary school did not teach students how to use the language but just
asked students to memorize the linguistic rules such as vocabularies and grammars. It can
be said that my participants, especially S1, had noticed the importance of the lingua franca
role of English in global communication and were trying to convey this idea and concept to
their students. However, even though my participants had the awareness of ELF, they
could not avoid Standard English based test system, which remained the main issue to be

sloved in English language education in Taiwan.

Despite the awareness of global Englishes or the lingua franca role of English, some
participants thought norm should still be taught in classrooms but could have some

adjustments depending on students’ purposes of communication.

Extract 6.11 (FG1)

S1:  1will still focus on the norm

M: the norm

S1:  yes because (.) I will tell my students if you are sure you won’t do
academics in the future maybe you will be a salesman and will need to have
contact with foreign firms you only want to be able to communicate with
them that’s your final goal then i think you don’t need to care much about
grammar (.) but if you think you are interested in academics you want to go
further then i will suggest them to follow the norm and learn well yes
depending on their purposes

10 S2:  truei definitely teach norm in my classes that’s necessary

11 SI: it’s the standard

12 S2:  yes the standard but when they come to me to do one-to-one interview i will
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13 tell them just speak as best as you can but you have to use complete

14 sentences

15 S1: because if there is no norm it’s hard for us to teach it’s impossible right (.)
16 what are you going to teach (.) students will challenge you

17 S3:  norm is the baseline a foundation you just have to follow it
18 Ss:  yesright
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Similar comments also appeared in the interviews that, in terms of language teaching,
many participants thought the requirements should be different depending on the tasks and
the purposes. For example, as a English language teacher, S1 thought the language
requirement should be different for academics and business, the former should be more
standard and the latter should focus on communication skills. However, regardless of
others’ utterances, S2 said she still insisted that language norm or the standard form should
be taught in school, and always asked her students to use complete sentences when they
did oral practices (11.10-13). S1 and S2 both pointed out views from the angle of being a
teacher, but S1 seemed to be more flexible on her students’ language performances
depending on the communication purposes. Nevertheless, all participants in FG1 agreed
and had implied that Standard English was the language for institutional purpose. Such
concept has reflected what Seidlhofer (2011:46) observes “that the identification of any

variety as ‘the standard’ will be a matter of institutional expediency.”

Many participants in the focus groups discussion had shown strong awareness of the real-
world communication differed from classroom practices and asked their students to
prepare for. However, despite the awareness of ELF communication outside classrooms,
some participants still considered native English speakers to be the appropriate yardstick in
measuring and evaluating students’ language proficiency. Therefore, the gatekeeping role
assigned to NES norms was a challenge for future English language education in Taiwan

and an issue for educational authorities to reconsider.

6.4 Summary of Findings from Focus Groups

This chapter has discussed the results and findings from two focus groups, following the
investigation in participants’ perspectives and ideologies uncovered through interviews.
The findings from FG data, to a large extent, was similar to what had been found in the
interviews. Most participants might have the concept of NES ownership, and native
English or Standard English remained the benchmark in assessing the success of English
learning. Nevertheless, all participants had realised the status of English spoken more as a
lingua franca rather than as a second or foreign language, and implied the way and
purposes of English language education needed to change, such as syllabus content,

teaching material designs, language assessments, and teacher education.

In terms of the change of English, both focus groups were found to have similar and

positive attitude towards ELF communication but insisted NES norm was necessary for



ELT practices. This finding had similar result as Ranta’s (2010) that she found university
teachers were aware and open to ELF communication outside classrooms but believed
NES norms for classroom purposes were still necessary. However, the existing ELT
practices based on standard NES norm, such as language tests for graduation benchmark
policy in Taiwan, was found to be a challenge to the future English language education in
Taiwanese higher education. In addition, even teachers had the awareness of the lingua
franca role of English, it seemed that it was not enough to change the present ELT
practices in Taiwan if the educational authorities and test planners were not aware and did

not change their perceptions of English.

6.5 Discussion

In this section, I draw both sets of analysis together in order to seek to understand the
nature of Taiwanese university English language teachers’ perceptions, its relation to
English language policy and English in Taiwanese society, and my participants’

perspectives and attitudes toward ELF theory.

6.5.1 The focus on ENL and standard norms

Most of my interview and focus group participants considered English not only at the
knowledge level with reference to ENL norms, but also a tool for global communication.
However, it seemed that, from my participants’ views, the English education in Taiwan
had put efforts to train students to be native-like, rather than students’ skills in real-world
intercultural communication. They found negative attitudes, in traditional language
education, which concentrates on the notion of “correct” or “standard” English norms and
tests rather than real-life communicative needs. According to my participants, many
English learners in Taiwan want to achieve the goal of native-like competence and still
regarded a native speaker model, especially that of pronunciation, having a prestigious
status (McKay, 2002). People tend to use a native-like or standard form of English because
Standard English is viewed as “correct” English and “an asset” because it is “a passport to
good jobs and positions of influence and power in national and local communities”
(Fairlough, 2015:48). Besides, a NES teacher is preferable to teach English in Taiwan,
regardless of his/her professional training, personality, or attitude. As Chang (2004) points
out, the ideal English teacher in Taiwan for teaching English speaking proficiency is a
NES teacher, especially with American accent. However, my interview participants argued

that the belief and preference for NES teachers had changed recently in Taiwan.
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Neverlethess, it seems that my participants have recognised the focus on correctness ENL
norms would not lead to effective communication, especially in oral communication. Even
s0, some participants did claim they asked their students to use complete sentences in oral
practices. Thus, they actually still prioritised “correctness” or linguistic performance, at

least to some extent, over fluency or effective communication.

Regarding English varieties, some participants claimed they did not have preference for
one particular variety, but seemed like American English was the main variety in
Taiwanese language classes, which was considered as universal, unmarked, and “standard”
form in the world. As Chang (2004) argues, “American English gives Taiwanese learners a
restricted knowledge of English and its culture. [...] but they are not aware of other
varieties of English or World Englishes” (p.330, my italics). Similar findings with Chang’s
research 10 year ago, some of my participants still thought that most Taiwanese students
admired American English which students thought it was the highly intelligible variety of
English, and seemed to have lower interests in other varieties of English such as British or
Australian English. For example, one participant’s student admired American English and
would like to sound like a NES with American accent (see p.115). It suggested that most
students or people in Taiwan assumed American English was the standard norm and the
ideal variety of English in communication, even though it was not necessary in the

authentic communications.

In short, although most of my participants thought they did not have preferences for any
variety of English, the ENL norm or Standard English was still the language for education
purpose. Besides, from the interviews, it appeared that most participants that they did not
evaluate their students’ English by how close it was to native norms, but by how effective

and intelligible the students’ language performances were.

6.5.2 The positioning of English in Taiwan

The common feature of my participants’ attitudes towards the role of English in Taiwanese
society and education is negative. They found English in Taiwan seems to be narrowly
defined and ENL norm is the main and only focus. In Taiwan, the ENL norm is usually
referring to American English and considered as the Standard English. The issue of
focusing on the ENL norm seems relevant to the English tests and the benchmark policy in
higher education. English has been considered as a second or foreign language in Taiwan,
and is a subject in school for a long time. People tend to treat English as a language used
by foreign people in foreign countries, rather than a lingua franca used intra- and
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intercultural communication. Taiwanese schools commonly use English for entrance exam,
school tests, and graduation benchmark. It therefore is likely to impose the ‘standard’
variety as the English without regarding to real communication purposes, particularly
through memorising vocabularies and grammar rules. In other words, the tests, which are
Standard English ideology oriented, is in a strong and important postision and have a great

washback effect on English education in Taiwan.

Another example that can show Taiwanese orientation to ENL norm is the increasing
number of studying abroad in ENL countries. According to government statistics, each
year more than 30,000 since 2006 and nearly 40,000 in 2016 Taiwanese students apply for
overseas student visas (Bureau of International Cultural and Educational Relations, 2017;
see appendix 6), and among all the study destinations, the USA has always been the top
one destination following by UK, Australia, Japan, and Canada. Except Japan, all the other
destinations in students’ top list for studying are the inner-circle countries, the ENL

countries.

However, even in tertiary level, English education in Taiwan may still not meet the
purposes and needs in actual communication. Due to limited class time and test-oriented
education, listening and reading skills are the main focus in classroom which, again, is an

ENL norm oriented and neglects the real language use and communication purposes.

My participants did not criticise the assumption of ENL to be the Standard English but
some of them criticised the over-evaluated status and importance of English in Taiwan.
People usually considered English was a strong and useful tool for entering a better school
or getting a better job. As Price (2005) observes, Taiwan seems to be tolerating the
dominance of a foreign language, especially English, in society. According to the
CommonWealth Magazine (CWM) survey, one of the leading news and finance magazines
in Taiwan, over 80% of interviewed parents believe English proficiency is important for
their children’s future (Chou, 2004). Although it is a survey over ten years ago, it still
seems to be applicable to the present society of Taiwan and the percentage will be believed
remain high. Many parents have overwhelming enthusiasms in English education and
believe “the-earlier-the better”. As a result, many parents send their children to learn
English in cram schools before entering elementary schools. However, the education was
still focusing on ENL norm, not meeting the real communication purposes. Thus, many
participants had claimed one of their important teaching goals was to train their students’

communication skills, or accommodation skills.
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On the other hand, in order to claim to be an international university and attract more
international students, EMI programmes are launched in many tertiary level institutions in
Taiwan. It seemed that, from the language policy EMI, some of my participants and
educational authorities in Taiwan believe globalisation or internationalisation is
Englishization. In other words, they believed EMI programmes could not only attract more
international students to study in Taiwan but also create a multilingual environment on
campus where Taiwanese students might have more chances to speak English in order to
interact with international students. However, some of my interview participants disagreed
internationalisation was Englishization (see section 5.3.3.1 and 5.3.4). They thought
English was one of the most useful methods and languages to explore the world and
broaden their students’ and Taiwanese people’s views, but it did not mean anything in or
with English was the best. Therefore, from some of my participants’ points of views, there
seems to be an unbalanced power relation between English and other foreign languages in
Taiwan. On the other hand, one of my interview participants (see section 5.3.3.1) had
argued that some international students’ English language proficiencies were not good
enough, as well as some EMI lecturers. As a result, the EMI courses in some Taiwanese

universities were actually bilingual, Chinese and Engish, as medium of instruction.

To sum up, it seems that English has a dominating role in Taiwanese society, especially in
academia, and American English is particularly popular. As Lin (2012) states, Taiwan and
other East Asia countries have implemented similar language policies in order to improve
their national English proficiency, however, Taiwan tends to put much more emphasis on
English due to the anxiety of losing its economic advantage. From my participants’
perspective, English in academics has to be much formal and “standard” whereas it is not
necessarily in business or other scoters. In addition, English is still believed to be the key
for good job and, from some participants’ points of view, being internationalised.
Therefore, although most participants held negative attitudes towards the over-emphasis on
English and native/standard English based tests, most of them still indicated the

importance of English for Taiwanese society and Taiwan’s future development.

6.5.3 ELF perspectives

From both interview and focus group data, it seemed that my participants all had
experiences of ELF as many of them had studied abroad and might have been aware of the
lingua franca role of English. However, even though some of my participants had heard

ELF theory before, they still did not completely understand what ELF was. Some of them
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were confused about the similarities and differences with EIL or WE, and some
misunderstood ELF as reduced and compromised English. Nevertheless, from my
participants’ viewpoints, intercultural communication skill was the most important and
crucial in this globalised world so that most of them had put more efforts in training their

students’ communicatin skills rather than correcting students’ linguistic performances.

Some participants had argued that Taiwan is a small island where Mandarin Chinese is the
main language in daily communication among local people and education whereas English
is usually used only in school, so most Taiwanese students have limited experiences in
ELF communications. Besides, due to a prolonged exposure of the Inner Circle English,
especially American English, most Taiwanese people and students had believed American
English or other Inner Circle English norm to be the Standard English and believed it was
the English which would be much more intelligible than other varieties of English.
Therefore, some of my participants thought it may be more difficult to raise students’
awareness of ELF. Therefore, many participants claimed the only thing they could do in
the language classes was to introduce different English varieties to students when they had

chances and to focus on the communication skills trainings.

Nevertheless, although most of my participants seemed to have the awareness of ELF and
were ready for it, they still believed ENL norms were necessary in school English,
especially in writing task training. In other words, they thought ELF theory was developed
from and existed in the oral communication setting, not in written setting where ENL
norms were required at local educational levels, and English language teaching more
broadly. From my participants, it showed that they didn’t aim to train students to be a
native-like English user, but an English user who could communicate successfully and

intelligent. Such idea is one of the main points in ELF theory.

Some may argue that Communicative Language Teaching (henceforth CLT), one of the
most popular teaching approaches, is also focusing on training learners’ communication
skills which has been accepted by many linguists and ESL teachers as one of the most
effective approaches. CLT is “a set of strategies for getting messages sent and received and
for negotiating meaning as an interactive participant in discourse, whether spoken or
written” (Brown, 2007:34). However, Jones (2002) argues that to be communicative are
“their widespread reliance on decontextualized language and lack of grounding in the
realities of actual communication” (p.183). Most importantly, CLT takes NESs’ language
learning/using context and learning needs as the fundamental premise and Standard
English is the learning model. The main purpose of CLT is to develop language learners’
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abilities to communicate in the target language, or in a second language context (Chang,
2011), whereas ELF focuses on learners’ abilities to communicate to both NESs and
NNESs and Standard English is not the learning model. As Seidlhofer (2011) suggests,
linguistic norms are ad hoc and negotiated depending on users’ needs in ELF settings. The
learning purpose is intelligible communication rather than taking ENS as the model if not
necessary. In ELF setting, interlocutors can creatively use and change their language to

meet their needs which may cause the possibility of change.

As mentioned previously, 7 of my participants had taught ESP or EAP courses over 6
years, and others all had taught English over 3 years. In other words, they all understood
what local students needed and wanted in terms of English learning. According to Sifakis
(2017:7), “ELF awareness also means that [...] there are no set or predetermined ‘right’
solutions in ELF-aware lessons or curricula or textbooks. Each will be determined with
reference to the local context, the target situation of each teaching context, and learners’
needs and wants.” The ESP approach is learner centred and teachers have to develop
syllabi and materials with best use of local features in order to meet learners’ needs.
Teachers who understand the local cultures can be assumed as ELF-aware teachers

(Sifakis, 2017).

Besides, Seidlhofer (2008) states that norms are “continually shifting and changing” and
suggests teachers should change their “normative mindset” on the basis. She continues
suggesting teachers should “shift” their perspectives from the need to make students aware
of actual language usage to making them self-confident as language users (Seidhofer,
2011). These changes, as Sifakis (2017) commends, should be coupled with learners’
apparent readiness for more ELF-oriented teaching. As discussed in 5.3.4 and 6.3.2.2,
many of my participants aimed to train their students to be a confident English language
user rather than just passing the tests. Therefore, it can be said that my particpants had ELF
awareness and had tried to change their teaching practices, even thought it seems that the

educational authorities had not realized yet.
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Chapter 7: Conclusion

7.1 Introduction

This chapter mainly provides answers to my research questions, and discusses the
implications. It firstly summarizes and discusses the findings by revisiting research
questions and some relevant literatures. It then discusses about the limitations and offers
suggestions for the further studies. Finally, it considers the contributions of the present
research to existing knowledge in the relevant literatures, and discusses the ideological and

practical implications drawn from the findings.

7.2 Research Rationale and Research Methodology

This research stemmed from my interest in ELF and English language education in higher
education in Taiwan. Due to globalisation, English language teaching had had some
changes, not only the way of teaching, but teachers’ perspectives. Taiwan was chosen as
the research setting for a number of reasons. Not only was I born and educated there, but
Taiwan is categorised as belonging to the Expanding Circle, and yet researches about ELF
in Taiwan are relatively few despite the increasing opportunities for Taiwanese people to
use ELF. Besides, there have been a number of proposals for changes to ELT in Taiwan.
Therefore, in order to understand Taiwanese English language teachers’ perspectives on
English and ELF, and to narrow the gap between government/educational authorities (i.e.
the policy maker) and the teachers (i.e. the implementation), I conducted this research with

the following research questions:

1. What kinds of language ideologies do Taiwanese university teachers of English
have?

2. To what extent do their ideologies appear to be influenced by English language
policy in Taiwan?

3. Is there any indication that ELF has a role in English language teaching in Taiwan?

4. Is the knowledge about ELF changing teachers’ ideologies?

Accordingly, my theoretical framework consists of language ideology, language policy,
and ELF. Thus, chapter 2 presented the research literatures in language ideologies,
Standard English and standard language ideology, World Englishes paradigm, the concept

of ELF, and some relevant researches in Taiwanese context. Meanshile, chapter 3
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presented the literatures of language policy and discussed the English language policy in

Taiwanese higher education.

In order to answer my research questions, a qualitative research approach with two
instruments - semi-structured interviews and focus groups - was adopted in this study.
Fifteen English language teachers from five different higher education institutions in
different regions of Taiwan were recruited for interviews and nine teachers from two
different higher education institutions in Taiwan were selected for focus groups discussion.
As shown in 4.5.3.1, all the interviews were conducted mainly in Mandarin Chinese with
part of English where my participants thought could express themselves much more
clearly. Each of these fifteen teachers was interviewed once and the duration ranged from

35 to 50 minutes.

The aims of the study are to provide a clearer understanding of teachers’ attitudes and
perspectives on ELT and language policy in Taiwan. Most importantly, it is aiming to
understand how English should be taught, learned, and used in responding this cross-

culture and global communication world.

7.3 Research Analytical Framework and Findings

7.3.1 Analytical framework

As seen in 5.2, I employed qualitative content analysis and discourse analysis for the
interview data, and positioning theory was also used for analysing focus group data.
Qualitative content analysis was applied in order to identify themes, integrate the assigned
codes into a smaller number of categories, and interpret the relationship between codes
under the same or different categories as well as between themes and categories (Schreier,
2012). The purpose of employing discourse analysis was it helped me not only examining
what language structures were used by my participants, but also investigating how
believes, ideas, and ideologies were emerged and constructed through conversations.
Schreier (2012) points out that discourse analysis can reinforce QCA in qualitative analysis
since QCA focuses on the descriptions of what is uttered through language, while
discourse analysis is done by assuming how the language is used and which social reality
is formed by the language, i.e. the formation process of discourse. Except QCA and
discourse analysis, the analysis of focus group data also included positioning theory as one
of the analytical methods in order to understand how ideas are expressed and generated,
the process of discussion, and how participants interact in the focus groups discussion. It
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was hoped that these three analytical methods would help the researcher to explore not
only what factors existed but also how they worked to form certain language ideologies by
interpreting the codes and categories deeply and thoroughly. As a result, through the three
analytical methods, both sets of data were fully analysed and interpreted and have

answered the three research questions of this study, see the following sections.

7.3.2 Research question 1

The first research question is: What kinds of language ideologies do Taiwanese university
teachers of English have? Almost every participant in both interviews and focus groups
emphasized that ENL norm was necessary for education purposes, but the ENL norm
might not be the standard form of English. As shown in section 5.3.1.2, many interview
participants thought there was no standard form of a language and seldom used ‘standard’
in our discussions. It shows that most of my participants did not hold a standard language
ideology, but a few participants did ask their students to use “complete sentences” and
tried to redirect them to use a more correct form by repeating student’s sentences in the
way that NES might use. There seems to be conflicts and dilemma in my participants’
minds. As university English teachers, my participants thoutht they should teach the
correct and standard form of English but people don’t necessarily use Stadard English all
the time. In addition, many participants said they set different criteria in judging students’
writing and speaking English abilities. For the former skill, an approach to ENL norm was
much more important; whereas for the latter, fluency and communication skills mattered. It
seemed that most participants did not bear the ideology of native English or Standard
English in minds, but, to some extension, they still believed in Standard English in some

degree, which could be seen from their teaching practices.

It was clear from my interview participants that ENL, especially North American ENL,
predominated in English modules not only in the past education my participants received,
but also the English language education now in Taiwan. Correspondly, my participants
thought their students’ and most Taiwanese people’s recognition and acceptance of British
ENL were generally not as high as those of American ENL. In addition, according to both
my interview and focus group participants, foreign English teachers were usually
Americans, British, Canadian, or Australian NESs, either at normal schools or cram
schools. Most of my focus group participants believed the NESs are the norm providers
and native speakers had the right to use the language innovatively while non-natives did

not, which also suggests the orientation of NES ownership (see section 6.3.1.1). In this
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connection, NES and Standard English are acting as the gatekeepers in judging and
evaluating NNESs’ English proficiencies. In addition, one interviewee told me she had not
known other ENL varieties, for example, British English, before she decided to study
postgraduate school in UK. This also has suggested North American ENL, which provides

linguistics references for non-ENL learners, has a monolithic role in school English.

Thus, it can be said that most of my participants did not hold a standard language ideology
where they thought Standard English will be only required when regarding to academics,
writing tasks, or in a formal event; whereas in most of other cases, language accuracy will
be the less concern than communication purposes and needs. Considering the
characteristics of ELF, it seems that most of the participants not only had awared the lingua
franca role of English, but also held the ideology of ELF. Althought most of them didn’t
understand ELF quite well and had considered ELF as EIL or WE, they all agreed that the
communication skills or accommodation skills, one of the most important characters of

ELF, were crucial and had trained their students for the skills.

7.3.3 Research question 2

The second research question is: 7o what extent do the ideologies appear to be influenced
by English language policy in Taiwan? As shown in the data, my participants rarely used
“standard” in the discussions. Yet, “American English” and “British English” were used
quit often which could be considered referring to Standard English. However, all the tests
which are recognised by most educational institutions and companies are Standard English
ideology abounds. From the two language policies - graduation benchmark policy and EMI
course policy - in Taiwanese higher education, a focus on the knowledge of NES norms
and ownership of NES, especially North American ENL, could be identified. As
mentioned in the last section, English in Taiwanese education seems to be narrowly
referred to North American English norm. The tests in graduation benchmark policy are
concentrating on ENL norms without regarding to how English is actually used in real
world communication. The policy has also reflected how Taiwanese society and education
authority think about the role of English in Taiwan. As discussed in section 2.4, the
English tests focus on how close candidates to native English norm rather than testing their
intercultural communication skills; i.e. what candidates can do with English (Hall, 2014;
Jenkins, 2016). From the graduation benchmark policy, it seems that Taiwanese education
authority or the policy makers hold the knowledge of NES norms or standard language

ideology without realising the majority of English speakers are non-native speakers and
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using English as a lingua franca. Jenkins and Leung (2014) has pointed out that the
fundamental problem of language tests is “the basis of its language modelling and norming
has failed to keep in touch with contemporary developments in English” (p.1615). In other
words, the tests do not take account of the linguistic nature and fail to raise candidates’
awareness that what they will actually use in intercultural communications, which is a
diverse, English lingua-franca-using environment (Jenkins, 2016). In addition, it seems that
the decisions of momentous importance students’ lives are taken on the scores of language
tests such as TOFEL and IELTS which are grounded in Standard English that are not
necessarily sufficient and adequate in students’ future language practices (Leung &

Lewkowicz, 2012).

However, it was difficult to change. Taiwan is a country where English is used as a second
or foreign language, which means, not the norm provider. The role of “tests” becomes very
important and strong in Taiwan. However, it has led to a contradictory finding in the data,
where teachers didn’t need to get their students through the native/standard English based
tests, but having ELF/effective communication position themselves, and not being worried

about grammar mistakes which don’t cause communication problems.

On the other hand, it emerged from the interview data, most of my participants hold
negative attitudes towards to both language policies for several reasons. First of all, the
tests in graduation benchmark policy are ENL-oriented, or Standard English based, which
my participants had argued would not necessarily reflect students’ real English
proficiencies. Students might go to cram schools to learn the techniques so would have
higher score but it was doubtful whether students actually learned or not. Besides, the tests
did not necessarily reflect the real English use. Lowenberg (2002) argues that the tests
based on Inner Circle norms lack validity due to their ignorance of the sociolinguistic
reality of the candidates’ language use. Secondly, many participants thought the English
courses in higher education should prepare students for their future workplaces and real-
world communications, rather than having good results in the tests. Finally, some
participants had doubts about both EMI teachers’ and students’ language proficiencies. As
a result, the EMI courses in many Taiwanese universities were actually given bilingually,

i.e. Chinese and English, or “limited English” as T11 said (see extract 5.18).

From my research findings, it seemed that the current language policies in Taiwanese
higher education did not have significant influence on my participants’ perceptions of
English, but they had different perceptions from the ones educational authorities held.
About 10 of my participants argued that standard English oriented tests could not reflect
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students’ real English language abilities and not necessarily meet the real-world
communication purposes. However, it emerged from the interview that most of the
participants were supportive for the policy in terms of motivating students to continuing
learning English. Therefore, the Standard English based tests will still be the main tool to

evaluate learners’ English proficiency before an alternative is provided.

7.3.4 Research question 3 and 4

This section provides the answer to research 3 and 4. The third research question is: 7o
what extent does ELF have a role in English language teaching in Taiwan? And research
question 4: Is there any indication that the knowledge about ELF is changing teachers’
ideologies? From my participants’ points of view, the English language educatin in Taiwan
seems still to focus on ENL norms or Standard English due to long-term emphases on
Standard English oriented examinations. Althought most of participants had awared the
lingua franca role of English, all they could do was introducing different varities of English
as much as possible and improving their students’ communicatin skills. However, Taiwan
is a small island where Madarin Chinese is the main language, so that Taiwanese people
and students do not have many opportunities to speak English with others, not even to say

to practice their communication skills.

On the other hand, it seemed that my participants’ knowledge of ELF was still in the early
phase (Jenkins, 2015a; also see section 2.3.3) and usually considered ELF as EIL or WE.
Neverthless, as mentioned in the answer for research question 1, all participants had
awarded English is used as a communication medium across various contexts and
throughout the world, involving NES and NNES, and a good communication skill is
crucial. Thus, many participants had claimed that they would introduce other varieties of
English to their students if they had chance in classes. From this teaching practice, it seems
that most participants had considered English from WE perspective, rather than ELF; the
former categorises non-native model of English according to regions or nations, whereas
the latter sees ENL also as one of English varieties. Besides, due to the long influence of
American culture, it is nature that American English has become the default language
variety in English education in Taiwan, and most Taiwanese people and students become
unaware there is an alternative way of considering English and the current situation of
English. However, all of my participants still thought a normative approach to English was

useful and should still be taught and used in language education.

179N



Despite the focus on ENL norms, some participants emphasized that one of their teaching
focuses was training students’ communication skills, which could be referred to
accommodation skills in ELF communications. Some may argue that CLT approach
teaching also focuses on communication skills. The main difference is that CLT aims to
train learners to be native-like and communicate in the target language, whereas ELF
focuses on communicate with both NESs and NNESs successfully and ENS is not the
learning model. The local context and knowledge is also for language teaching which my
participants were all aware. As imerged from my participants’ opinions, it seems that my
participants didn’t aim to train their students to be native-like. In addition, the factor to
determine whether one has a good or bad English does not depend on how close one’s
English is to ENL norm or Standard English, but one’s skills to make communication
effectively, especially in intercultural communications. In addition, the local knowledge in
communication also matters. Thus, it can be said that my participants do have awared the
concept of ELF although they might have a very clear view of the concept and definition.
Nevertheless, they are still be able to convey through their teaching practices. As discussed
in section 2.3.3, instead of the linguistic forms, the intercultural communication skills, or
accommodation strategy, has been the focus and the key factor in ELF researches all the
time. Therefore, my participants have been influenced by ELF in some extent, although
they did not understand ELF theory very clearly, and tried to prepare their students with a
good intercultural communication skill, rather than getting a high score in English

language tests.

In short, although my participants would like to adopt ELF approach into their teaching
practices, it may still be problems for their students under the current testing system.
Besides, althought there are some positive attitudes toward ELF from my participants,

there still is a gap between teachers and educational/political authorities.

7.4 Limitations and Suggestions for Further Research

Limitations are inevitable within every research. It is thus necessary to be aware those

limitations. In the present study, three major limitations are identified.

The first limitation concerns the sampling and the number of participants and institutions.
As seen in 4.5, my study only involved a small number of English teachers, who were all
from English or foreign languages disciplines, from 5 Taiwanese universities, but there are

158 institutions of tertiary education altogether across Taiwan (MOE, 2017). Although I
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tried to reduce bias of my data, 8 of my participants were from leading Taiwanese
universities where teachers could easily obtain more resources in terms of latest academic
researches and conferences. In other words, teachers from these universities had more
chances and resources to improve themselves, either academically or pedagogically, so that
they could adjust and change their teaching pedagogies accordingly. However, this is not
considered as a serious issue since this study did not look for generalisations of the results
from such small number of sample. Instead, it attempted to draw a detailed description of
the English language policies/practices and use from the perspectives of participants
sampled from the aforesaid institutions. In addition, this study also aimed to look into the
implications of ELF in current pedagogy at the tertiary level in Taiwan. Besides, my
participants had shown highly interests in my research and had positive attitudes that they
could have contribution for the research. In short, it is still noteworthy that the findings
from both interviews and focus groups corroborate one another to a larger extent even only
a tiny proportion of Taiwanese higher education English language teachers were involved

in this study.

The second limitation is that the data of participants’ ideologies and attitudes were mainly
collected from qualitative methods in a short period of time which rely on what
participants had said in the interviews and focus group discussions. In other words, the data
were participants’ self-reports and accounts rather than what they actually did in their
classes and their language uses. Hence, one could argue that the data and result might have
been different if other methods of data collection (e.g. classroom observations,
questionnaires, or case study) were applied. An analysis of how teachers measuring their
students’ language proficiency in tests can also be a way in investigating teachers’

language ideology.

Thirdly, the characteristics of the researcher might have influence the data collected.
During the interviews and focus group discussions, I was the “main instrument for
obtaining knowledge” (Brinkmann and Kvale, 2015:97). My personality and subjectivity
were inevitably being the factors in influencing the interviews and focus groups, through
my spontaneous responses, suggestions, questions, and so forth. Besides, I was the only
person to write down the field notes during and after the interviews and focus groups.
Other researchers might have made different amounts and types of comments and notes if

they had been there.

Finally, I did not have first-hand knowledge of the sources that my participants had
mentioned, such as the textbooks and the EMI lectures documents in Taiwanese
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universities. However, it should be noted that my research does not aim to explore how
“accurately” the participants described but their points of view about the textbooks, EMI
lectures, language policy, and their own teaching experiences. Nevertheless, more insights
could be provided to my research findings if observations of some participants’ actual

language use and teaching practices in their classes.

Therefore, as the limitations from present research, some features may deserve to be taken
into consideration for future studies. Firstly, in order to test the validity of the findings,
more researches in this area, i.e. language ideologies and ELF-related, are needed,
particularly in the expanding circle contexts. Also, a replicate study can target at a larger
number of participants and from different types of Taiwanese tertiary education institutions
for a longer period of time. Thus, consideration should be given to any inconsistencies

between new research findings and those of mine.

Secondly, this study could also be applied to Taiwanese university students. It is unknown
how far and in what extent that students’ language ideologies and perceptions are resonant
with those of my Taiwanese university English language teacher participants. Also, it may
be interesting to investigate if there would be any changes of Taiwanese English teachers’
and students’ perspectives before and after taking ELF-related trainings and courses.
Lastly, it would be worth a try to approach the university authorities and policy makers,
with hope of how and what they will think about my research findings, and the possibilities

to raise their awareness of ELF.

7.5 Implications

The implications from the findings will be presented in two categories: ideological and

practical implications.

7.5.1 Ideological implications

The findings from two sets of data have raised some issues about the conceptualization of
some key notions related to English language education. The notions might be interpreted
in various ways depending on the contexts and researchers who interpret the terms. In this
research, good English, to many of my participants, does not mean native-like English or
Standard English, but appropriate English which helps people to achieve mutual

understandings. This finding suggests the need to distinguish good English from native-
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like English and Standard English and understand English is a tool for fulfilling the

communication purposes. Such distinction was made in Greenbaum’s (1996):

Good English is sometimes equated with correct English, but the two
concepts should be differentiated. Correct English is conformity to the norms
of the standard language. Good English is good use of the resources available
in the language. In that sense we can use a non-standard dialect well and we
can use the standard language badly. By good English we may mean language
used effectively or aesthetically: language that conveys clearly and
appropriately what is intended and language that is pleasing to the listener or

reader (p.17-18; my italics).

Similar distinctions have been widely drawn in ELF researches with some modified
interpretations of good English (e.g. Bjorkman, 2011, 2013; Jenkins, 2014). A consensus
interpretation among the ELF researches is that good English is not associated with
correctness or conformity to ENL norms. Instead, good English should be the effective
usage of English both in writing and speaking by people who can make use of linguistic
resources at their disposal to achieve the purposes they desire. However, correctness
cannot be entirely dismissed. For many of my participants, ENL norms are the guidelines
for teachers to teach and language accuracy may reduce ambiguity and misunderstandings
in communications for the purpose of education. In addition, as some participants
emphasized, grammatical accuracy is particularly important in writing task and academics.
Overall, the findings suggest correctness and adherence to ENL norms are less important

than achieving communication purposes.

With the idea beared in my participants’ minds, the present study would like to suggest an
ELF-oriented pedagogy for teacher education. A starting point would be to guide teachers,
both pre- and in-service teachers, to expose “to a variety of social contexts in which ELF is
actually used, either through audio materials, films, or documentaries or by tasks on
extracts from corpora of English, of WE varieties and of ELF”, and to discuss “different
notions of English varieties of English and ELF in terms of effectivess of communication”
(Lopriore & Vettorel, 2015). It is aimed to make teachers aware of ELF practices and
gradually influence their ideologies on English and ELF. Most importantly, the knowledge
of global Englishes and ELF should be clearly introduced to teachers in order to prepare
them for international English language teaching. With the awareness and knowledge ELF
and fully familiar with local context, teachers then could introduce and apply it into their
teaching practice in order to raise their students’ awareness.
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7.5.2 Practical implications

Language teachers are acting as the policy implementers and role models for students, and
have the power in leading students to hold a particular viewpoint of English. Thus, teachers
can perpetuate their language ideologies of English depending on how they use,
conceptualise, and teach in their teaching practices. This research implies that many
participants had abandoned Standard English as the model for their students and showed
more tolerance to students’ language performances, especially in regards to students’
spoken English. In addition, some participants approved ELF theory which is a natural
linguistic phenomenon and seeking a mutual understanding between participants in

intercultural communications, rather than legitimizing ENL norms, or Standard English.

It is true that some participants or Taiwanese teachers may regard ELF communication as
not a suitable subject in school language education environment, regardless of their
approval of ELF perspectives in theory. However, ELF communication is most likely the
type of English communication Taiwanese people may encounter and need to engage
across the geographical boundaries. Although the current mainstream teaching approach
CLT also focus on communication skills, it aims to train learners to be native-like which
might not actually meet learners’ need in the current real-world communications. The ELF
approach expects learners to be able to communicate with both NESs and NNESs without
focusing on grammar and linguistic feature correctness. Therefore, the ELT practices in
Taiwan should be aligned with the present sociolinguistic reality of English use in the
world, and consider to meet learners’ actual communication purposes and needs. English
language teachers and authorities also need to reconsider, re-examine, and revise the
domineering ENL model in English teaching practices and language policies in Taiwan as
this model becomes less important in real world communication where English is used

predominantly by NNESs.

In terms of English tests, a shift from measurement of proficiency based on only one
variety of English to testing learners’ intercultural communication ability is needed
(Lowenberg, 2002). Some researchers have redefined proficiency from the global
Englishes perspective (Canagarajah, 2006; Jenkins, 2006; Seidlhofer, 2004). Canagarajah
(2006:233) states that proficiency should refer to “the ability to shuttle between different
varieties of English and different speech communities.” Therefore, a test in measuring
learners’ proficiency should go beyond the focus on correctness of grammar or linguistics

features. Jenkins and Leung (2014) suggest sociolinguistic skill, such as code switching,
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convergence or divergence strategies, and intercultural competence, should also be
included in the tests. Therefore, every test should be designed according to its specific

purpose and be contextualized (Galloway & Rose, 2015; Jenkins, 2015b).

In addition, as English in Taiwanese language education is considered as an international
language or a native language of a particular country, it will be necessary not only to
introduce the global diversity of English but also to provide learners/students with the
opportunities to use English for lingua franca communication. While the number of
international students in Taiwan is relatively low, students do not have many opportunities
to experience ELF communications on campus, and teachers usually ask students to speak
English among themselves. However, this should be regarded as an artificial
communication situation because there usually are a topic assign by teachers for students
to do the oral practices which might not actually meet the real-world communication
purposes. Therefore, language educators should prepare language learners to be
linguistically, culturally, and pragmatically equipped with the skills to be able to
communicate in diverse settings with speakers from different socio-lingualcultural

backgrounds.

7.6 Contribution

This study contributes to existing knowledge in the field of language ideology and
language policy, especially filling the research gap regarding language policy from the
perspectives of university English language teachers in Taiwan. Unlike previous
researches, this study has provided valuable insights into language policies and teaching
practices specifically from Taiwanese English language educators, who are acting as the

policy implementers.

This study also has gone some way towards enhancing our understanding of language
ideology. I included language ideology in my theoretical framework in order to explore
how and what language ideology play a role in leading or affecting my participants’
attitudes and perceptions toward the current English language issues in Taiwanese higher
education. In order to gain the first-hand information from participants, this research
adopted a more direct and discourse-based approach, the face-to-face interviews and focus
groups, to the analysis of language ideology with the complex frame of theory of ideology.
Therefore, the findings obtained from this qualitative research extend the knowledge of

how Taiwanese university English teachers might perceive and interpret their own
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perceptions of English use and English teaching practices along with language policies,

which may not be able to see from a statistics-based study.

Most importantly, it is hoped, from the findings of the present research, to raise not only
teachers’ but also educational authorities’ and policy makers’ awareness that English now
is used as a lingua franca by the majority of people from non-ENL countries. In addition,
the present study also hopes to catch educational authorities’ attenteion on Standard
English based exams and make them to think an alternative way to evaluate students’
English proficiencies. Once the teachers and educational authorities have the awareness, it
is also hope that they could convey the concept and theory of ELF to their students. In
addition, this study has provided an example for future researches, not only in Taiwanese

context but also in other similar regions contexts.

1.7 Summary

This chapter has summarised the results with relevant literatures and researches in this
area. This was followed by the answers to my research questions, the limitations of this
study, implications this study has for language policy and ELT, and some suggestions for

pedagogy in Taiwan.

The present research has shown the participants’ views and perspectives on the linguistics
and pedagogical issues, including their own and their students’ language uses, were

influenced by their ideologies of language and English.

Despite the small number of limitations of this study, it contributes to current research and
provides further insights into language ideologies and ELT in Taiwan. It not only raises the
participants’ or readers’ attention and awareness to ELF, but also aims to provide a
suggestion to educational authorities and policy makers for a better pedagogical policy in

Taiwanese higher education and in similar regions elsewhere.
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Appendices

Appendix 1: Consent Form

Study title: University English Teachers' Ideologies in respect of English Language Policy
in Taiwanese Higher Education

Researcher name: KUAN-YUN CHEN

Staff/Student number: 22954376
ERGO reference number: 17052

Please initial the box(es) if you agree with the statement(s):

I have read and understood the information sheet (insert date /version

no. of participant information sheet) and have had the opportunity to

I agree to take part in this research project and agree for my data to be

I understand my participation is voluntary and I may withdraw at any

time without my legal rights being affected

Data Protection

1 understand that information collected about me during my participation in this study will be
stored on a password protected computer and that this information will only be used for the
purpose of this study. All files containing any personal data will be made anonymous.

Name of participant (Print NAME).........cvueieeitertirtent it naeneeaaenaens

Signature Of PartiCIPANT. .......ovutit ettt et
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Appendix 2: Participant Information Sheet

Study Title: University English Teachers’ Ideologies in respect of English Language

Policy in Taiwanese Higher Education
Researcher: KUAN-YUN CHEN Ethics number: 17052

Please read this information carefully before deciding to take part in this research. If you are

happy to participate you will be asked to sign a consent form.

What is the research about?

I am a doctoral student at the University of Southampton, UK. This research is undertaken as my
doctoral project and sponsored by the University of Southampton. I am interested in what
Taiwanese university English teachers’ ideologies are. In the context of Taiwanese higher
education, I would like to know what your language ideology is and how this ideology conflict
with language policy. I would also like to know in the trend of globalisation and English as a lingua
franca, how the ideology may change and influence your teaching.

Why have I been chosen?

The participant who is non-English native speaker and works as a university English language
teacher will be chosen for this research.

What will happen to me if I take part?

You will be invited to an interview and also a focus group after the interview. Both the interview
and focus group will take about 45 minutes to 1 hour. I will also ask your permission for observing
one of your classes.

Are there any benefits in my taking part?

Your answers will provide valuable data for those who engage in Taiwanese higher education,
especially in English. You can also gain some ideas from others and share your opinions with
others. When I complete my doctoral study, a summary of my research findings will be sent to you.

Are there any risks involved?

Some participant may make criticisms of the policy or the university, and may be concerned about
doing this. They will be reassured that they will remain anonymous and the researcher will ensure
that any information that could potentially identify them is not provided in the research project.

Will my participation be confidential?

This research complies with the university’s ethical policy. The data will remain absolutely
confidential, stored on a password protected computer. Anonymity is also assured.

What happens if I change my mind?
You have the right to withdraw at any time and no legal right will be affected.
What happens if something goes wrong?

In the unlikely case of concern or complaint, you can contact (preferably in English) the Chair of
the Faculty Ethics Committee at the University of Southampton, Professor Chris Janaway
(c.janaway(@soton.ac.uk, +44(0)23 8059 3424).
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Where can I get more information?

If you have any questions or need further information, you are very welcome to contact Kuan-Yun
Kelly Chen (kc5g08@soton.ac.uk), or my supervisor, Prof. Jennifer Jenkins
(J.Jinkins@soton.ac.uk).



Appendix 3: Interview Prompts

Interviewee:

Date: Time:
Interview location:

Section 1: Background information

1.1 Please tell me a little about you. For example, why do want to be an English teacher? How long

have you been an English teacher? What is (are) the subject you teach?
Section 2: Language ideology

2.1 We learned the so-called Standard English (in terms of grammar, vocabulary, pronunciation)

for a quite long time. What is your view about Standard English?
2.2 Due to globalisation, how do you think about the role of English now in Taiwan?
Section 3: Language policy

3.1 As you know, there are two main Taiwanese higher education language policies of English: the
EMI courses and graduation benchmark. Could you please tell me how do you think about the

policies?

3.2 Do you think the Taiwanese government/society (i.e. parents) over-emphasise the importance

of English education than mother tongue education?
Section 4: ELF

4.1 Have you heard about ELF before? What do you think about it?



Appendix 4: Focus Group Prompts

Date: Time:
Participants:
Prompt questions:

1. Can students communicate successfully? — classroom English vs. real-world
English

2. The influence of Standard English based tests

3. For you, in what respect that you think you have changed since you started to teach
English?

4. Has the positioning of English in Taiwan changed in recent 10 or 20 years?

5. Do you have any new ideas about the concept of ELF since last interview?



Appendix 5: Fianl Coding List

Interview coding list

perspectives on
language
education

Theme 1: language ideology

tests

standardization

writing vs. oral
tasks

teachers'
expectations

|| classroom vs. real-

world English

tests

international
English tests

classroom
assessments

varities

AmE and BrE

others

perspectives on
English use

teaching materials

course books

others

public's view

Englishrole in

parents' view

Taiwan I—
teachers' view
classroom vs. real-
world English
good English
efficient

communication




recruitment

concerning to
teachers

promotion

Theme 2: language policy|

teaching practices

EMI

entrance exam

concerning to graduation English proficiency
students threshold tests
future
workplace/study
internationalised EMI
government's

perspectives

I_I_I — 1—1 — 1—1

e Focus Group coding list

Theme 3: Awareness of ELF

reputation

— ELT

standardization/native

varieties

perspectives

— Change

teaching practices

before

now

now

future




Appendix 6: Interview Example (T5)

Interview duration: 45 minutes
R: alright, uh... 7] DARS SRR FRA fited — T IREETE LY HEFE G ?

T5: BT B, FA. B 12 B A BEARE BT, FRLATRAY ABCD HBF R Bl —A BA 619, 3, Atk Tk — B 51
B b A ELIE 2 2R . I AR BSR4 B A, T TR P B M M) TR M B R TR 103
S R G B, TR TR R AR B B8, S R BB PISR 0 A Bl R A TR TR SR T 8
SR 5 (P2, 7 B RS T S (T 0 T LS ST P i B 35 — M
3 5 PP B HI-EE . B EL BB 0 (3R B R 47 RS S B IS B R 38, TR,
St — LB BERHE (H- 00, B B S I L 2, BE 30 A S i LU Tt L B 22 2,
AR ATR IR &, 2 AR T R R, E AR TSR B Bk — (8 2k N — ) — BT,
DA SRR — (S S AT A 1. R (18 T D 8 9 (A A T R B T
EEEAT OS2 YOr 2 o RTINSO R T O E 8 5 A C R YO s R E T
B FOT R AR TR 8 R E R N S B R S O AT LA e
B R RSB AR AT B AR H R R A O A S BB R EAT
BT

R: JR{R BT AR S A S A
T5: uh PR Ry F A W {8 5 S il
R: OK

Ts: 38, BB B T S S T 48 TR S BT T EL LB B i 2 Tkt R TR ...
RIS B AT s R R T R R T RS L AR R R R
T DT S By, BB — A B T S T I PSS e T B\ B R T TR
B B A B S 2 AR SR T ST, AN R BT TR ST 3R M, B R e 2
BRER S, T R RSB R AL RS — (L R S R e A R R R &
B8 MR S B (e I TR T LM T T T2 TR, AR A T AR A, TRV S B 1%
Bt L T (8 B R R T BT TR T R A T SR B R,
R EE N

R: IRER IR —BRAGHY RSS2 Bl M B B S B R Y 502

TS: BRI RIEEE AT AR TS TSR ARAEAAY, B2 S0k (K: fraHfY standard English) $F, 582t
an Y uh.. LR HIRGRAIEELTTA, 5EE grammar, translation, teaching JE{DUIER AT P, 28 1%
- AlE N BERS, T RE R A HOL A B B S A IR BUE BB HHGH, HE 2 A —EVE Y,
WIS 7T DAL AR, PR B B 5 i (1 B B T SR B B 1 TR PR (R At
REER T, (K B B (AR MY ECER LRI —HE M i RE Rt &R AR BTk
E O3 R 5 IR Ry R SO it v] RE RS BRES & A TRAF BT AT S Y SR PG A 47 At B Rl it 2 B
BB LR M S 5T R 8 T BE A 3 i B TR SR LS B B0 st A & U — (B fth4a 3
PG RS a0, BL M E LS ARG K S M BV 7S, B AR SR R — BRI B0%

R: IR G2 G SR = FH8E i R TLEE T standard English BYZ0ANE?

T5: um... 3k EFE 1B L Z AR A AR SR 2 Z Al M M58 38 FrsE AU {E standardized English 22—,
HAFTELER 8 R ] fE & R SO A S — P B M T RE & A — (D E R & SRS, RE S H
AR ENVIE &E IR IR P RE R & Rei e S — s e A —(E.. — (B e iy SO AR R e
18 (B s ) 5 3 B2 AR Y SO A, IR HA B R RSB 4 R IE A Lo B2 4 2NV IEF SR, B AR AT
B S22 BRAE QU IEA MY 5 t Bl D AR IR R C AR T E O SRR, B0 A i 1 A 4 B2
ERYSOE R R Bk B 5t 1Y R IR E SR M R RS SR — (B (B RIS o0, o B R B e FTE
ffJ pre-reading discussion, JSf£iZ [ pre-reading discussion FeHYZL KISt ZEAE SR A 4 FYal {225
(PSR PE SR E SO AN IR IEHE 12 B2 IREESFE 21, il 2 1F reading section % —¥, T AT BEFF A543
([ S A, A —(E nT BER B 2217 grammar focus, R AE A iE{E grammar focus A%, Tt 78
a8 (T ) S0 B T Y B (A IR PR B MR YA — 5, AR IR SR B SR At B2 0 RV, AR A 26 — (IS Bk /2 post-



reading [{JF{2,7E um...BEESERLSE /Y& — (B summary reading FYRRF e, B — B ZOR AAEFRFIZAISTEN
58—l AT B B OE EEIENE A AT ok ¥ pEFE N B — R E A —(E, —(E R L Z. 8
o B M R N R ARG M ) 74 & IERE, 2/ Vi A BR G BRUE R —RERE BB AT RE TRV SUE
A G R AR AR~ @R AT R B M, BT aR AT SOA B A sl Y R R B AT Rt
e FH S M HIIRF%, 1% in terms of, TR 42 —EiERIT 5858 in terms of (8 FHYFA, B85 T2
R s RR A2 JAAE um...reading reading R post-reading 75 L AE #mA Er 1R IERERY FH HHZIC B0, IR Ry T
PR E RS, N 550 T AR IRAYE B0

R: ANFEIRAVERE b, & HHER H A fEAY. .. variety? it 22 other varieties of Englishes?

T5: FrsE Y variety i@ f —BEMIESCIE? B2 f ... A —&HY accent 2B Z IRETEENY.... variety 2157
BULGHT sz 520?

R: A EEA[EY accent BE & A [EIY. F W RIRIE A IMNE A MY S A §EA /& British English
or American English, ¥, {32 (#R0%,

T5: FLERUE A B HFIFTEEY B AT BT
R: B, AT ZAE LT RE R Y 2 A FL S B A 5

T5: WL HFRAEGERE LIDE EAGH, H ARG R 2 BUg R DL BB By X F DL B B B AR A Fragiy
variety ELER AR — BRI T, IR G AT RE & B AR MAVEE SR, 3 5 L & AL S R — B o A
A A S S E R BT AT DA s PSS 2 D WP R BT, s S HE . oL E
.. BREEE T BT LT AT RE & 3 HY = AT RE T E A TH IR M st 2 W =, B LU TS 21 AR LA
IS AT i, IR Ry B DE BN A R 2 A DL SR B A AN . S AR P B R DI B2 4
$E 1 SRS — TR DI SR B A R DI B2 A F R i, A ME R — RERE TRV, TR KT, T 23R
FEHPAGH PR R OK TS nTRERE — (B R MY M

R AR ERANE? SR A (R B G R R (M 550, VR S B PR 25 . /2 A5 HY accommodation strategies

T5: WL A SR P 4 (G 2 28, PR 22 A R P S5e, B Rl R S 2 T REL BT R T R
FE AR S L 58 A 8, PR ER A LU B — (B TRA Bi & F DU A 38 Rt R R (73 =,
W P da A 18, TR P BRI 1% Homh 7T DURTE M R HEAE 3% (118 T, AT BA pay attention, 247%
R (A R RS AR R ol 25 T R R R B R AR IR S PR A IR AR ok, il Hig
T IR S AP EL IR Ry R B IR T BE ki B FI SR B BR LB L A 2 IR AT RE B R T I,
R R RE FTREEIHT IS LA B R B2 A F RS NG E XTI A R A A& 5
B A B A 8 5 RIE A IR % B2 AR R PR AT R M aA B A DL L MR B B 2 (HE)
7 8 HORE AP R e (P (P R i S B B 8, PR A B IR B B AV U= At
s TG F recast — 8, T & FHE ML HY R OB BTl — MR M. S i ot & R s (W B2 A 5
HEH S B NS (EE2 LR & 57 yes, that's what T mean. Z8{& M AT RERL S Fa — TR A RS K
fil & S5 R 2 Bl BT A5

R: T ARG HOSUAE G IR A @2

TS: IR AT —ERE, BRI, un, BEBRS A SAETOURE, FRRES AR
TR RS R S 2 R — . TS PR RIS A P S e — A, L
T TR ST T TS B — (1K S S R SR 1 P SR A 247 .
S (R A SR R — e (B B B SO B — B AR T L2,
ST BB Ry (IR 2 KO 2R 05 B Bk P CRAE & — B, IR By PR 19
St PR R T L PR 10k SR 7 T i 30 PR B 7 S B R P T
TR TR A S DR T S — B S e R R T
ST T 00 P T LS A R, AT AL SRR R R T — (.. s (R
(19— (... — BRI R, 5 e (R B — (... — (R AR knowledge, FESEIEAT,
R 2 2 3 2 A A TP B S BRSSPk 255 T LA S8 25 4 47
BTt AR 2 S0 .. E R RSO A 22 S R M P FT R A B R R
IEH.. 38, L IERTSE HERI A, BB RRIEE, DB RS EG B B TR A
(AR ARAT I, TGRS G3F), I E R P RAT B



R: {RIIEEE] EML A EMUE RS, SR H AR uh. S E AR S PR b —(E, EMLIRIYEE

w?

TS: B NSRS HE . HEF T EMIEZRTHIER B G M FIHY.. BRI 3 m] AR e, (i IRV R 1R 25 B,
TR IR EERAE 15 8 ARG E Al Y IR SR, N RS A E 5 R B U Hie B =
PSR A ATy 55— (E SRR A 1Y, PR EE R PRI BC E RN R RS 28 M 1 R AR
5 R EMLIR S R BT IR 5 RE TS, 5 RE A TSR L 47 AR
A DA Rl PR R 55—l SRR (K ) (R S E & FTaHHY qualified teacher? HE?F K
[ 25 (8] P R Y R %, S B PR TR SR AT B E 3,02 qualified teacher, JUA teacher J2... [l [ A<HY, i fi£ 55
I [ 24, B2 B S [ A T EL R R A, AE B2 FTaB L' qualified teacher. ¥ BAEGES —EE T AP,
F R ER R RE M M —ERES b TS ? (K. Wiy B8 th S B A 2 B0, R 2 A 5
C A EMI EATE CARRE, & B8 4 2 20 L B BEE S EML AV I BB N R 3RS
H DA 5 B 25 B8 A SR A 2R 1% W] LA R B2 BRI, A R IE B R EARE RS, g Ry B/ MEE
B/ T HSE R, ERVSMNE SR AR ELIR/ D, E AR — SRR Arai B A A 47 st e e T E
{8 SR P AR 5 g5 ME BRI I THY, IR A IR S AL H S R B A P LB SR A H B
G GO, 3 BTS2 ORE P DL B R AR R, A 5 A0 R A BB IR AR,
FE—BRAAHE A REERER A 5, (R T2 FR L P & 7y AR MBS AR, (B R AP A 52 A IR FI4n SR 22
PR [E 2 R TR AR R R R A R B 2K S b R B MR8 ), R Rt g B8 U R A
B, T AR & R ALY/ N2t a0e, VR U A BIE, 0 S SRR, IE R IR AR AR A & PRI, AR % T HE AR A
PRI T MR IR A SRR B AR (K 248 7)), # AR HREEN, i 5e5E
EEE—HREAVERE B! R RER R LR R aE, MR R 8, S St R (e, IR AT 2 iz
U2 5] B P A AR PP A SR A R U SECE PRI AL 5 CAVERAE, BV B CHERYL A B A H
AR AR B A YRR A R I B A (5502 7 B2 B CIERY, B RRM S 3, A e T DU
ks — TR 2 B2 R A E AR AR At W] DR R EIE, FT At AT T DL B R E AR A A,
AT DA, AT R AR PR SR A SR IR 2 B2 AR BRIRER Bl P B B R AR AR 1 - (laugh), iy
DUt & i T 2 SE G S R RS HE R 2 — MR R T R RS S
EIRZHTT 5 (ERE IRATEATK: ), 55 ERtE 2, (RE (8 A 2 Ay —(EF2 R, B B e A ER A
BB A 2B AT H ATE AR AR Z R B R AR S B — (E A R R e N R e 2
A B R AR Y, B T FRB TR T ANE (B2 e &5 Pl complain B REEEE, 1, 241% FACE = (H A2 IR E
JEREAEEEM(?) 7 A 2 211 L GV Y AR L A8 TEAY 47, N AR, /2 2 Bill, 58 3 qualified teacher
BB E AL L ERTEAE N ERRR N A B R RS T R G E RN BT RS EMIL &
At 2 TRA P REE 2R SRR B4R 2 motivate JRSEASHIEATHL LA motivate, B, FT AP B 1G LR IE
REF (BR A GRZICEE TS SRV EEY

R: J 55458 5 BUR, S 2R

TS: 15 HER B GME IR RE e 2V EEE RS ER SRR R IMRERE IR IR—
TE SR — B SOKAE B BRI RES S0, A R A Bl (R R AR, A MR A& 26 Y858
A GRLaR IR B 3, B R IR F T DU AR At B AV L8, AT e R R B iR R B (E SR PE B plE —
g, i 2 3RBI G S B2 RN B B A3 —(E....(laugh), 12 BFME AALE.... 2R BB,
TERT—EFTER ol Re, (K: W) SR 32 (R Ky, 389, B T Mk Pt AFR AEAR 2 B2 fth P A R 25
A —HEHTE SR, A .. B S b (.S (B kSE, M R R E AV BRI R R AR HAV RN R 8 5%
WG PER A 2 1 EL Y I Ry S WG 23, R G- B S P IR S (B PR P B 4 1YL (B AT A o] DA R A 2 A
&R B AR B SR R E 1 % a0y (R i oy BN R A B T E KR &
st (B SR A B BRI 128 IR BB T AR AV S S RE T, MU A, U {1 skills FTRE & A
— 1%, W — 5 AT RERF 1 R — U7 T P A LR 47 fHY input F] AEELEXE MHAY...um...receiving FIRELLER
ARG E] LUE AL PR B — B 7 = UKRF 2 E C B AT IL A B SES m E Ha iR—iiy 5
BB A — 1% C R E CHY R, AR H B O ELRGR 8 15 (8 S i PR s ey — L 15 2
B NRR.

R: ARIRAVZER b IR 1 (8 R 25 2 3 SR P I s (W PR e

TS: R, (laugh) $%52 43875 o 9268 5L 32 P93 49, B T — 7 DA FRATIFT38A9... teaching
philosophy, £ — £ i i 38t f2t use English, #7455 — (it /& critical thinking, 15 e H A AR A
1 R 2 5 O 1 — 2 B 3 T PR OV B B A & B S 6 P LA A P AR IR B
. HE T (PN M 5 38, L TSR P 8, 7 L A1 5 T T B P T8 S ot
SR A R A TR R (R TIHAE... B T I R B S R A I AT E T s
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JF R B 4, T EL L I o R 2 B G (A 1 SR P I A, R B R BB HUE R aa fth
T R EBEGMELRES 1,55 U8 N ZATRIER 4, 12t G Mt #Y, % 50U i i A,
PR B g 82 255l AR R BRI IE M T A IR A HE AT SRS TR Y, 1 &
THTRPEA K1

R: ¥f, B[ Z/RTE access 242 1Y...proficiency IR, (Y SZRE T HYRF 2, IR UEAE. IR G AE YR 2 (Y
comprehension ability(G: IE) i~ ZFTEE Y language ability

T5: uh. HEFTREI AR A EFR IR B L, 8 2 A —(E FraE Y language section, ] 23R
content section, 5L /2 T35 comprehension 2 —#f & EEFLE Y, E 505715 30%, F] /2 language 75 {EHEi {7
15 20%, 5t/ sR il 2/ DEEAR T A F 45 R 5 IR A BEEE ARG R 58 K22 (4 FaE Y .. .uh.. =03 S F A DA
Mg, vl B AR E DL S IR R T D AR A E R AR B T B RAR S R AR —
{&....uh. PR —{EE R A G T ST T, IR Ry mT RE 2 3k A3 i v ST BB 4548, Dt BT BE L 56
YR EIR S 7, ¥ BB S & 2, v 2 A el R E S R st 2 B R EEH s Ir 2D
FEARZEREA O] DUSEIS RHERD, B A B 2R e S i TR AT 1], 28 1% T S R 1R DL A A s {302
B IABR G E, 1 2 28 N EEE, 1 2R A 2 R iR 28 AR ] SN BB SRR A
BT AR 2/ gL A S B B A P R FREE R R A, il 2R 2/ iE & E R AR 22
REEAE T AR AERE 5 18 — I U M A ZERE SN S B VB AN B 2 SR 6, R R B 24, world
English ¥t AR GEHE 150 LB R F IS Estdr 7. 0 2R A B2 AgHME CE —sE 5. A%RINE
{E R PE S R R —sE S 0V R —(E 200, B B EOREE 2 A R B, (& 0 SV A B A e 0y A 5B I
SCHEEL IR TE R TR, R B I AR B AT AR E S S (EES 2. AT B SRR i R S5 S AR R
1, N% A HE AN B R IEHE, ol 2 A A 2R R, IR R R R R AR R sl (T B BB BT
o] LB 0.5 VIR AR RE = 15— ET o 45 TR = BT 2 i 28RS TR 0 1 e, & 2R e T SR A
SKREIWR, BB 2R RS T, AR R A Y transition SR A& B R e BN e AT LEt 2R Ex
RAEREN, B (EE AR ERE 7 1, 1 el BRI e A MBS R R, R B T 2R 55— 1%

Vi==%n
ZIR&E5

R: AR A RSN AR L R TR TR BB B M FT RIR AV ERAE 22 ATEHY standard English £y
e (G: W), il S AE ARG A 18 R P 71 RE 2308 8, 2R 5, b (B U e e e 1, L 40 SR P o =S SN ERA
TEAE AT AR IS 2R, IS (AR L ISR e SR TSR R A T AERY. 0 32

T5: FBEA K FEHE L), B ARESIREE T EAE —(E guideline, B SRIEEEH —(H
basement, ¥}, K RS R AR ZHE —{E basement, (/R PG EE 2 H —(EHERIL AR 38, RAESEAMA
FARGEEE confuse &UEE, LR, B 0T SEFL & EE, r 2 W R /RE —(E guideline, B EFTEEM...—
{i guideline, BN E@sR R —E ZH X follow B, H 2 E & (B 2RI 2K E W, A A3k MR E S € E it sR AT
BRI E AR B IER IS E R AT DL T 2, B 2 IE RS, 2 /07— guideline 7] L)
follow, HRAN5E EL A N 77 &2 A ¥ A 78 i I 2, iE R TR AR 1532 (8 guideline it v DASSHEE A, A DAFRAZ
5 guideline B2 A FIEMN, Tl @i AR —EHH 77 2 it 2. follow B, & AT HE M, BRAE & 1Y
e L — BRI T B R A E NN, H R R ME & iR A4 i R B, A
S, S RN PR (T 8 o AR VS s IR H B S Y S BS54 B R IR OK fef /i) 45 N 5515
RHEsE BAZS R OK [, i HIRAEHE . HEHIEMN/MNE M A K& QU IEIRIYSOE M8 5 TR IS8
SREF T AR AR S E g AR R A Y. A B, TR S B R B AEE R AL 4
St R R ERE SRR SN N i R AR B PR AR BN G A T, n] 2 W AR E R FTEE Y academic 32—
B E AN DL RIS — e — I 2 — 0 s E S 1 — 300 o B AR A A 2B T S R T —
BE A BE ST F AT 8 — PR B 4, 35, IR &.....standard...standard English #2 /28540 Bift /£ academic 15—
¥R By @ B M A academic i2 — R BE NI TS FTaE VG 8, H 782, B B B2 B T 5L R — 1
i1y E

R AR IRBEBRFE HIRELE, SR IRABOR — L0 (G: ), 55 Al {2 28 w] LUBEE B RRF% (G: 1), A (A
iy criteria 2 IR & I R 2L IR E B RS

TS: BELAFE B E RFUHRE RFEA R EFE MUK —EgEE K. um. 53R %A
—{E ERE AR ERZE N uh. ARG BN EREERE W EER . M TS N SRS
E2/EH background, il 2/ #155 t FREEA —BEERUSHY MRS KENERA TR A EAR SR
e, B TE AR Y S B, P R 48 Se s PG 3 A 2/ NI — G A LS Y S8 AR B & 788, IR BRI
— R L (B R R B R, T BN sE SR Rt R (it AR R DL A S R R SR 15 T DUR



B R R Py H B2 SR AL M RE = DA I RE SR bR 12 8 SR PE ER 1Y background &5 & LA &5 &
FEAC R = R DA AR, & & S LR i B

R: #E culture E{H B FEIE?

T5: 35,0 & &AL T LU B culture &2 H i Y — B, U R plalt s e A — a2 L3 BL
AT e LR o L SR T S S UERE 1 E, G US R R, compare BR contrast 75 {E BRPE
AR

R: TR AR E B EINAEEL A1 culture awareness.... 5L 2 ¥ culture differences Y35 ([ awareness.... ...

T5: JALISELEAF. (K: AELidy B2 ?) IS LEHANEEARAY G PSR N Rt FIR EITR
&R 3, AT DAL MRS A R a5 i (1 S BRR B (E U B R — R Y SR B & IS R L AR FT BE . AT
HREEERAMPIHEIAE culture awareness PRI —BEES, AIE HAL S M P LLE R IRIE & (8% E
AR 22, IR0 32 B, H A 36, R By 52 VB B AE A {8 B 52 EE SR AT Y, B DA PT 2 20U bR RIS L 152
JEAR S 3 F AR S AT DU 2, AT A SR S B S b M PTH BZ A RRRY S P & 52 153
PRFEE B AT R E LR AR MR B G P S T EER S NS
A2 2 AT E B A Pl S 1R SR L PTil & 35 E AR R A B R, AT 2 R, Pt & R A (R A
RETS 30, AR B ] DATE 4 N TCE i (8 =, M YRS B APV UR T2 A PR AR B A DU B PR A3 3k qM
T BRI Z S i LS (2GRS, I E RIREE 2 (8 P M EL R S FT R R H A EE AN E AR AR
Hu%F, N R UEIR 2 &R 3, FT R A AU L PIA T i &K S B R B E LU AR . A S E
ISR . AR AR RS B AR B T AT AA I i R .. (K: &R R %)
BT, 2 A BB RE 0, B S AR, A & R MR B B B IR A S e B R E
TtER DL Ryt S iE Ak T R IS R B B A AR H RS MIEY culture awareness S EEHAPIHL
— RS T B PIAE & L IR B R — R HE AR A B — B e P st EAEHE T,
BTG {22 5 T 26 218 7 0] DASE — K HH B H R 5 A S 2 B o, iy AR SRSt (P H E 2 Ly, AT 2
HWEBFIRFTERN culture awareness, WIS B CA T Ay L. A iE 8 S5 &, A HE 5 2 59005 17, 8, R By
B8 NHIRME ARG TR IE R, $E R TR 2 B 5 A AR T A B I AT sR Y SO B RIRR M
SRR, B N\ SR, B R A ARVE A IEB RGBS , f 2 B U AT RIiR T
HER. AR AT DLRFHRE 5 # MU b2 8 e B M IE AT SR sl B PR S AR R M H
CHISE—EE PG & influence, FT LUZHLZ P54, E22E Ml 2 7T REIR A S 2 B b2 2
EE CHVEFECU bhE R MR & B IR IR S (AR E 3, B R ARSI,

R: 47, [0 FEE S 2 (EE (0 (G: 2),58 5 HVHRIE N BIER SR Mk CBE R E SR M,
A RE R HVER S E A 88 BT B IR I LB REAEIRY, (G: 2, Balkan) T g% L. 5 2 H
PR At S P B B2, A G (G J2)

Ts: B, MR &4, (K ) R4 LHE um. i 2RESEE....

R: [A By fth & 10550k, (G: 3%58) B2 A 10V SE — Rt/ a1 G s il Y S AR B R gt
OB repeat — X T M8 E R TH LS B 2258 15 2K

TS: &, WY, i RS2 A, U2 B A BRI A At A DR EERE e D0, it e g
R: (R RS L S /2 N R FE A standard English FYRES S
Ts: ENAENA BRGELE —EH RIS 2k

R: $FT LIRS AT FEZE AT R B EN T Bl s SR HE R R gl F X
DG VR R 2181 X introduce ML THEE. (57 _EAVISHE.. 5L SRS YIS T HEY

T5: WL H BT (5 Fealr s, DA A, B B G HL M = Al S T L, AT ARG i, ok (e S M A, At
T M2/ DS Ry T F A T L R ER 2 A 5, e — R B iR — e B PI5R TR 2 L IR 2E,
HA KB IR, 2/ DI FIEIRE guideline 7E, $R AR IR E guideline 3,2 2/ I (R
AT RV RUE RUEE AT RE & A TR A 7T LUB R R Ry B2 A 12 T I HY concern JEIA] Ry fth {1 5E
EE S HIHIE_EA I AR ER AL Rk, sl #  BAPI A RO A (R S (Vo A0 A A & B IR 2R
A B S Gy M ) T AT RE R TP IS ) 1 LR RERR T T ok, LRSS TN By g
PR T et ey RS T A F A AT R A, AT AR SRV RS R AT T IR A s e P e



iy standard English FHEE repeat — I (R FA & e, B GrEE AL —E WG WL K R BRI,
[EE2A] LT il (B R FRmh S R Y 88 i — (] reference, & t5 3357 ok, RS YR, K 58 1 il JE o it
& AP & T IRAY 2 S P — I R sl IERE S COA S — R &G IR MR 2 2 L B CREEIEk
)~ AR 0 o e RTS8 T RE B BB L A AL T K AT BE L G EEEO L T, PR B A S 5
(K: TEIENR), #6508 RIS G ARG E CA R RE SN 1.5, iUE st pER M0y s G %Y,
A S PG R guideline,—{& reference, /R A1 RS 11 AE AT LU/ FERE 33 & B (5 B e, T & LA
TR U ES E RN E, B R BRI HUE ARGt IR A S R —E B (R s A R MTE
JERIE (R E R BB e i B RIS RS 8 P LU (s AR R i, B DAt sk A 5
&3 AT DA B S (Pt S PR ER A S a0, VRt R B N IR HH Al s R BB R AR L 2R R A B
& PR G, U 8 58 58 I Rl 5, th 2w AR o] ! 35 6 o 3 o S st s o Ty L LB AR 2% 721 ER G,
HERAEEML, S EFTEEAY world English, BCUZFTERAY um.. JRIERERE BIEFEICRAN IRV, 75
HERE T IR B S — E R M o (5 PR R R SIS — B 2 T UG B, IR By TR ER AR R
Heast i — B #D EL AR Ry Bl 2 12, S MNEdAVE R & LAY QU IE M, (th B SO A R Fe— %, /N A Er R A
St PR s e R E R 2 MR R B2 & a0t B ~ R AR B R s e At T IOl S 4 AT AR 15
ERkBIE—{H, practice, KLEIE —(EIF LTSGR S 21818 5, 8% Bl A6 AN 52157 7T LAEs 281 FE 2K
telerete Ko — Bt RETh e, st ie 18 18 A8 w13 ATal By, 47 R 5 S G S (E AT s AR AR O B
T IERERT ORGSR B AR KRB TS A ARE SO HYE e E S AE TR SO E R E AR
SR B T4E R R E AR PR RIS (Ko = EHEE), 3 R R i (S A L I r i = (& AE—
LA A EE? 2 DUSE B R FEAE NS ?

R: R Byt 2 DA—1{[f native speaker 3 fififZ4E o]

T5: 555, 35 52 e ASS B0 B 2 36 BT W] RE D 235 5 2 i AR S 15 FTaBifY standard English,
YRR E A ZHEFTERAY standard English £ — {8 & EHE L AR B 2 A RT3 30
AT A Bt P02 native speaker [], 32 A B ECHE A, 31 3 2 (18 A2 1S AR

R: AB.... 5128 (G: {FHY) 12 KER47r, ELF & (@ 5 7H,English as a lingua franca 2 fERAE. . B2 Fe Ay T 22T
FRNERTY (G: &), 52 FTaEY. . lingua franca BT, A0SR EET7, /B 155 7 sa R0V 71 first
language E3R 2,8 E = KA H B —J71Y first language /& 3530 IBEMT A B EDY. IRE S IR
(G JB), B RHETL SO as a lingua franca, 35 {8 575, ¥ 74 28 (EME S IRV AU A2 (TR BTN B . .
B (EE(EREE. .

T5: ArsHiUib e R et E i nyEm =5 B2 (K ) stER A HATEEn....
R: BESR AR A TE B S

TS: DA B BB — B TR LB A — YRR DB AE, RE. A G, BB R A
CRALE. IR ATN, 7R 1 5 30 S M A 3 T, .. SISO, FT A R R 2 A0
B

R: ¥, /R EEEA.. — ENEEN T

T5: BhAGHARIEIE T, BB B T guideline 2/DIETE (K: #), /] 2 EEA BN E—(EFH T
SR IR Y

R: ¥f, B E AV Z ATEEHY....communication intelligibility

T5: SfFal ], 2 e AR B2 5, 28 T og e B R, I Ry IR B R AR PR RS MR A SR A R AE AR P, A &
Bl A B8, BRI A BT — 0 s ET T 0 s, BB R IAOE, N RIS/ NE M 52
SRR HAES T L DL AR E RS — X £ 55 H A IR T IO & a5 s & 4

R: ARAEEEE LIE? SR BB R AR S AT G 1G5 et 2 BB ERE(G: SRy i) IR
T Pt AR SR &b VR S BT

T5: HEHA GRS N BRI AMEIE R HOLA N EG 24— (R R AR R R e Y O A
R EARAYZ Bl PO A A, R B IR ARG E Hs8ER, R 2. 56— (E A/ native speaker, 55
WROVARL 2t R RIS BOE A AT DAE F A, uh.. BE S8 i EL e b2 20 R A 2 ek o] DL T R D
GEREE AR MR RS REZFR SRR HOL BE AT R AR RSB AT R RIS A E



6 FER AN G AL A A SR AR L A AR B A (1 R P ] RE S 5 1 B R il R R TR BE &S TR uh.. 5
IR G R IRAIRE 2. 281 2 /0 IRV T RE AT, 2808 55 (Bt 2 PG a8k im 2% 828 i LL— B da il & ik

2R SEER B R PE R B L (H R A SRR R S UE B 0 Z A BB B 1 00 2 MR S, R EE 3
A 2,5

R: o[22 AFBUERUR SIS PIRE I (G: ) RPTEUE IS S S R AT standardized
English, SR BB B 75 7 R RO SE RIS LA 5 R A

T5: 3, AR HAGE LR, P TR PR LA RA (R, S IR PO LA B (4 B, A RIS 2. 5
AP SE A B EEREVIRTG AN AT AT B B2 (R ?FT DL RE S i, Tt —RER M MIAE (22 5%
Pt BRAY R L S motivated, 55 /2 FME—RE MUY, IR Ry PO A it =5 S AT SR PG P (K 0,y
DI EEMRE LAY, 2 e OIS S E B A R % B2 4 IRATaR 2/ D BRI — 53, 2 AL IR G
HHEOCHER T R Y B C AR AOE WG H CAFE HF MR B ECEE P a,
ERPAEE SR PR E L NS HREREAHEL SRR O T A B —
—EEHARE SIS (Y IR A A TE4E —(E B2 H, 50 (B 24 M RE SR A M5 48 % 55, B AP A, B, 03k
REF R LA R, 2/ DR MWLE be motivated, B MR AE RS, AT AT 15wt B B APIM RIE £y, I A B —
FRARIILAR L 2252 2 g PR AR R P R o U 2L S 5 B L, T EL M & S 151, Al i U8
BEBHAGRCIHGZ A B (5,745 B 8 Z Mt &S S R AW T BARA A Z L R IRA B0 AR 47
TEAE I IRk B (5 P Y 22 A B8 — ol - BRI BRI (i (PR RIS 2t 252,02 T (L B2 i e e
(55,2 R (i E B IR = BB 5E), AT LAY B B RS S (R 2/ D EGHE, TRt e k.58 T 212 (M
PR AR AR &, B SRR TR E B A PN E R R R F R IR T R E R A
s, IR A S R S L 1 L AT AR AR o . ARl 17 B DA P st AR B, 1T EL st .. P15,
IR 5T S B 25 TP O T e e Z R AT RE R PDZ A TR Bt ER RO B g A TN T,
ERNVRET B EE, IR AR TS P (1, AR R R IRl o L SR ELE BE 0%, PSR S H B At P
AEHEGH(E L HEIRURSEA, A RERGE MR Z IO B R R B SE IR
505

R: f 515 EMI?EMI L FHRYSU(G: /&) B ATagHY.. A R LB, B2 15 EMIJE FPCE
language 3 content(G: ¥f,/%), VS A AYEE M EELAYSE content BE... IS (.. sREHY H AV E FEKZE

=3

TS: $EEER T content? 415D EMI G, F5# 13 content HL i 832,35 RE IR EMI i — 40 el
R P 60 62 03 A I, B LR 2 0 B8 B J 7 O, 4
BB R 0 T DL BT TR S A B sl o — AT (R M SR T ATl B A SR 0
13350325, M 2 PR T TERE 28 ALY content, EZAREIRSRE T K T AEsAF T HRE e e
VR R B4 Tt B S 312 U TE BT T TR of 0 B U RS F DL A2 1 (5
FE S22 3246 language teacher AT LAEL BT EMI FrY=RATH i PHELAS 22 £ P ST 2 et — PR S b A,
B IHE 6T AR DR i — SRR T A, (K: B SRR A R AE SN ) A S I 5 2
PRI online(?) thinking, B, 2414 B #0141 535 MFRAEBEEI B8 MU ACREEE 4y 7 2 WP key words J 7 L)
HIEEAY, BRS04 FOB . TS content teacher FEHTI A 25 HTHE L B 1 EE SR M3 25
R BT R R IR T I T 7

R: AE R MPFRAE L 20K EMIAYEAD.. 3 5 o0 2 HHSC TP 5 A S TS ok
Ts: ¥, HE
R: A1 [HI Y, B IR S5 6 e B I 2 A 0

T5: WELFT LA & A 1R 2 I RE, LB EMI HAYERAE H AT R 22— REBEAT G, (% teachers training, 212 54
FHIEFTERY certificate, iEfE A PY, 5 B EIEALEE L REW E A B 1 E 2 NS EHE RS S H M
REL AR ARG EMI E Bl A S 2R S 2 (/2. EMI = Bl Rl £ R -

R: EMI ZHHY training, fifl 5 CA S HYFLEEST /& OK HY?

T5: fa], S5 RE T] ok, BB FREVIRH B2, B s B AN M2 B L B S SCH EUA 2, iR M th 2 52 S e ay Tk M5
BB SAN (B2 W] DUB 2, I HL B2 A (P AR B g _E 024 IREL st B 3 PRI s A st 2, Kl o #/2
BB WA — B o ISR A R, R By fth mT DS i o (E S5 N A 2GR, Mt

G P S MR A B ORED 3 I DA T R A R (i O AR L R (R e S R Ry i) 1

1ar1



GEREML R SR B, B, TR R A MR T A PR key words, fifl 7] LLEIE T AR B
& OK BB, AR E At 23R, I A R e, T A R A B A RS A sl 2 Ty B T
H Y. AR A H R, B SR — R LA SR FOUN 4 it 37 2 a) T 45 G =
RS AT sR AR TS A i 2/ DA ERE 48 S RE e T LB - B A e 0y 10 2 R At
IR REBE ALY, A & FH Al BLEY 0 AR 22 (8l TR ERY content. R BEH] plain English, Zefifg iz (i
SEMVERPEH IS E R GBEE EEEAT RS 2. R —(ER RAYPRER, (G R (5 K fE
—fél...(?) transform % T 2 (& fth AT RERLRAL IS (B AU EE— T AR EHE FH B S EE MR BE(E &
TR B, A TS R B, TR A i RN B TR B ERE MIT B9, B R — 1At
GRS R o2, B G W BT EUE — R R IS B {45 A9 15 F B B At PR AR B B SRS, g,
WSO KER, /K KR, B ERGE (E PR PG AT AR 18 B N R R B2 e, rTsE T M1y EMI AT
AT ESERE IR, IR AE M AT a0y — M. LB e ahRe ) BB B AEFTREY.. — R4S G ehE N HEE
G M AR EBEE RSB, BRI EN

R: (A R B APTERAE. B = S s WSR2 2 5 P EMLISF M 2R AVBLZ TS academic JL3CHYRE ST,
(G —fAEEEEHYEE (G BN SEMLE) FTRERLE s 1

TS: g R Y plain English HEZ R 4FHY (K: yeah), ¥, ]2 RAIE H TG VU {EE EliIaR, @ mh
— {5 Bl FH Y 35 SR B2 the native speaker. SR 2 Bil, (L FH E55 SR O[] =22 4R 1 P 9 35 S e P B A
g, FHE YRR

R: REA B RGH. B E IR E — P daag B A — 2k Bt OSGEITI.. (G R .. &) 1
R complicated, L USRI IR

T5: B iE R — (R 8 AT LABSR S, TR S B E B2 PR G2 AR R M th P s B2 e L
FRAA —E BT EZRE AR SRE R 7 A RS T, PSR SRS A e H B e 3,
BARRIRER, 2R TR EH SRR R R M. IRE B MY O A E R 5 a7, A ER AR B
HIR D% R 5315 2 e Al S 2 4, 2818 5 S IR (2 75 1 L AR BTG 12, FRR BR A S S0 VR L R B
(laugh) IREETEA AR ER T4EIRE S E 2 550w ERMER T E 252, AT E M2 ReE A 2, By
(TR E A B —RERY ., T LA T AR I REE 1E SR B 554 h— (8 TR, B (S A R
— LG IR AR B S R R B R AV SRR S B4 1,5 wording, that's fine IR /R FH1RAR
PESEHVE PRJE extra credit, AR HISRIZIE, ok F, PR IR R & 0 B A YA 2 A R Z AT E
B —JE R L B E UL 5, P RE 22 FH EI T3 advanced word bank, 8% 7 F& (1 LA & %5,
BHRGEA—RAEK

R: RGN g EEIRFZ AR A RE? (G IB)EHEZEE SR AR —18, A R S SE P s fl
standardized ... & &5,

T5: HEWSEGEEEAR AWK — R MR AT R IS FIE R T E RS (ERE,
B SRR GBS (FEEEUR, 5 — (I 2 culture shock A HIBEHZGEA,
HWHIETE shock Tt RIE, R B RN EEE D, BT LR BES AL TS/ o AR T 1S R (1
BIE %5 2college student By EHEHIZEE S B\ ML, 4% . ARG, HH¥ o ERIAVTERE,
Pt LLER A s AR IR G R M 350,02 7 S S Al 0 A B A, R A (B 2 Bl BB B R — R A AR R
PRS2 — (B, AR B A 2 A S A VB RS IR R, B (RN M — B
SETA RS A e R G E AU TR E MU EER reading, ZZAFAFHY, B AHEZ M IR, fine [N Ky IR /2
college student, {17 BEFEFE A, BRI (R Z HY SR PE, B G TR M EEAY, (REURER T IR R B 2 UL IR e
AT 5 SRR T PR B — (B (R 5 R A, B 5 RE TR 58, P b B DATRAY IR — 2 W] AR SRS TR 4T, 3¢
FLEAIE 7 AT, 3, AR A P PR e A F R S TR R (A DS ERE iE — Bt B — (A A .. 5RIE,
SR B 12 (18 7 T H 8, ZS AR A LAt Y weakness, R By gk (G 1Y, i & be motivated 18, FE 159,
BRI MM AR AT 9, 15 R P 52 58 42 42 (B SR 0 i DAFAER 40 SR U P9 S 2 8 5 R G S,
PR By A G AR 2

R: final question (G: ), H /v —BAA S BIBMEACA LI C B HOUE(A . A0BA BIRE C AL
A

TS: BB R B YCGERE?

R: 5B 5 EMES. (G E(EESNS) &/ NERAE. . Fin s



T5: 47 P/ NEFHE SEAS B2 5 SE — (FIR ISR, IR R s B SCHF GAR S,  3, B NRFH i b 52 15 A S o
FLH NBHEASFERAR...... fashion, PRGIFGARA R I GARE B B REEE,/ NRF S BE SRS, B /&
... B S (AR B H B S E Bk 212 B R A U R N R N R B E R LR
starbucks [, 5t 5Bl H Caaf s (laugh), i —EUa iR G SE g R BTG ES. MZE
BT DRI ERRAEN TG T A BIR G (laugh) BIEEEARA — W B EE N B ERE A
A HL A B G HOCERER R E TR, CR R A A R ey — (i LB 2 g ry TE A
HRMREHEEES A EEES BOLINERSIZER L, AR B B3 AT DL AT AR, AT
DUE— (&= fili, i B2 ] DU S R ARG BAR 524, LB R SO e A S B8 4 FRAE [0 K2
PN T AR R LEFAT S B 5 AT, PR B B2 A N B M R, PR st B2 28 B A Pl DA PR T S AR
4 B ERENL RV OS2 EREE LI L ESEFRE I URRE A S TIERE
RE LTS & st IR [0 B8 2 1 O &Rl m R HHVRBESE A S (0 LI EL AT LS EZ. MR LIl S
REEGEISCHELLECN & T B G 5215, SOE WA R A AR, (laugh) 1] DR SR Rt 5 8 A 225
(laugh), DURTE S5 5 URBE A2 A S GRS Gt I8 47 5 & s 4 (5 EE RS (laugh)

R: OK, %, 3#f3f



Appendix 7: Focus Group Example (FG2)

Duration: 42:30

M : (R ISIRIM B & BRSSO AR A 52522 which variety?
S1: BAEEEREEEH CE?

M : FEERRCER

S2 :JERZIEE]

M : (&R IRIESNEA B 2B
S1:7&» =3

3 : ifE(FEA)E A

S2: FiEE

S1: Fetf @3z

M : RER 7 EE G

S : A —(E4 s

S3 : EWIEEHA

S4: Ug, PATERMER S5, I 2 e — PRl BRI R (B AR R SR AR (2, BT DL E B8R DIER
FE$

M : ok, FTLATE G783 i 2l s, PR PTG 2 DAY : 22U 2V R AT LS R 12

82 : EA BEEH

M : RIS ERAE B8 A\ X B AT (o FH 5.

S1: 35

84 : EHHFBIREFFHE American Headway B HRE4F AN ALE T fEZ E2E A @QQ@
M : it A A T 50

S1: AIRFR B AGER AT AR 25 B2 A0 it M 35 oS 1R L

S4 ¢ e, 2T

M:E..

ST o Il R Ry PS80 52 15, AR 2% B AR A0S (P B R D s,

S3 RHIE, TR A SRR peaky HEETEEEE

S1: ELRYUE? Vg FA 47 % (2 A PRI (P S s igdiee, 1 LA FIFE S S 8cam B
S2 - A i ]

S3 : I~

S4 - AN



S3: A Z A2 HRBEEAE(S] JBEE L) E /£ follow AfE.. L ENEA FEBSH 2 IR ELLL
GBI R B IRER A E BTG 2 B TR A Mk 2y M AR/ D & 25 3l o S B DA A BE S Uy
F . (S FERTE ) EXF B UNRR B A FE A EER BCE B b A BRI EE &,
] Rt e S S M L B Y

S1: ¥, REFIBRZ KR E I B4 B WE N

S4 : R Byt FIHEAR _EEREE

S2 - #§(2) it ff

S3: B Zrav g

S4 : JFEAT E~EHENZ AL BRI (S2: @@@) S1: @@@) @@@ A HFE BN T @@

ST :xxx, fH#H 448, &

M :JZRA %

S3 : focus group FtiEEE T

M : FERIEAE— TR IR LA & A Z AL SR A E B AT Z AL IR0 B RS SR TR
THYFESL

S1: PO AR 2 B RS A S LIA N\ — Y B AR B2 A4 H B RE S B i, 281 T BL
WY FIMREE BRI LLT A — B B AT EAFOCE R AIL A

S2 @ EEME. . CHEREMN,GAEREILS
S4:8H

S3 : AP AR E— AV VAL B AR ZHEE AL AR IF(2) (S1:@@) S SUAZRES IEME(M /R AT
ST R (52 : @@) /2 A4 IERERT IS (B EAR AR BRI T (£28855)

M : AR AT SR TR AR A S SR A TR Y 5L
S3 : BB AR AP LE ] Sy A AR P A FECIE(2) ]
S1: )R A ECE IR BUE )R BT S T

M : ok, AR MBS AE IR FIIE A B G EC AL IR PTR8 R (T RR AT S A R A A 678, L 5 TSR
A A, (TR R B A R P & i M2 5 Y

S1: B N\ B BISFEZ B A A4 F S I — PR IR R S0 & B S A VS e
—E % use, ¥f,ATLL communicative 12 — ¥R IR LI E T, —E IR EN Z

S4 - ER N\ PSR EAVE L (S3: ¥ S2:F) A G HAYZ M A S 2], A RRAEANE SR AR M EI R
TIE M RIR

82 N R MM Z AT = SN A (ST - 3) AR A2 drilling (S1: %) (S4: #5+2) ARE H 2
S1 : memorizing
S4: B ¥

S2: AE HUE R M ELST : 5t B AMEE AN AL, (1) ArMRE MRS S 0, il A 2%
&

M : ok, AT AR IS & B2 P B EERL focus FE(E I EL (I EERE S



S1: FL35, M0 AR MRS B2 0, 3 S Ay SOAML B, A S48 SO TR S B i e B, SUEH)
G AT R AR 48

$3: [ B, BB LB 2 B R R ARSI s, B IR o e BT T R R B () Rt
LR DAL B R PR PE BE IR — R R AR B S AL B (R L S PRI 77, R B BL B A
SR IR E DA AT T A % B B ST R e R, 0, LU B R = AL A B,
SR A BE SO VA R S B Ly

S4: 1 HL B BT AT 25 FH IR (20, xxx, FEE R RAL 25 P B (2 0, 2 P A B A I B — 2t
o R R A AP Y SOE T AR — K, (S1: ) 38, BT DAFE 28 1, (e, B b £y A0, o L 2
A )52

S3: HiE, ENER

M: (B =, A Ld B R A - R PR S
S3: B EEFERE[
M : [P — e 5 S A AP B AR Y

S3 : B R A HE R iR & 2 2R bt 3 &R 2IE? B S H TR A TEER A =2
WYL SLA R A Y S BT e A% 2 af A DU Y S0 A R PR M Z SR AT RE S0 i 21 Y ,(S4: 1R
WAL fn 41 52 o DU S 00 SC BR N 22 18 AR i, 25 U S RN 508 388 AR S 0], FH B A 9 7 SRR
NG m AR (1)

S2: FHFEEEE XAyt e DL

S3: yeah, iKY

S1: Al EfRaR b AR B fe S A B AR A ST R S

M : ¥f

S2 : R B RE 7y S SCERTHNE ZICHYEE T AR A DAL — 8 Z LASE R S iy 77 = 46 5248
M : RERIERE) 68, E AR ER T H 2 E I N EAR A 0] A & sk, . 2 & A DO, R Ry 3R
TER B EN A A D B O] §EA Lo S Rl 8 <2 B 5 B 7 S, A3 8 e R S s 2 5
JE@@ (S1 : HFartfn]) 22 ([EEARA TsEmL P H &% B Al B A AT CER TR

S3: BEIEEAT

M : FMRA S — S S LL#ER attractive

S2 : E{EHFEE{R personal T @@

S3 : $ffr]

S2 : 3Z{[E/E individual like, individual preference

S4: AT 2Ry (1EE H] attractive ZKEEsE S (S1 : ¥HIA RN KIH#

S1: {REtEf ey — B R tb A R 5 | 17, 25 MAVsE = FVA, B 245l

S3: Eig=

ST : R Fy, ¥, R Ry EL B A, At P9 e 28R — 16, Bl @ RS 2 — B,

S2 : ], AR R

S1: ], KHS b2, SOE R BIGERE

S3:8HF



S1: A —HE(S3 - S A — 1, B0 slang A —H%) S35 1 —HE AT LARIEAY attractive S22
82 : fth HER[FIEY dialogue

M : 4 R iE ik Tt s — 1 T =G, IR S — =TS CZ2 (1)

S1: ELEE Y

M: % £5(1) Fx By KAk acceptable HY

S3: fEGERYEEH—EE 53 (S1,82, 84: =)

M: 1E & EHEA

S3: TR I SR, P SR T A A Y3 L (it =

S2: &

S4: B P I AN B (a4

S2: &4, B R B AR e G A M Ml & 153

S1: FFHHIL

S4: ¥

S1: IRaS, P40 S5 e P asi- - B — {1l B 2R o PH 55 S e B Tty 3 35 B0 B AT s it i s =
S2: S, i w2 R AE AHY preference

S1: LA 28, ] Ko (172, AT AE LR TR LA T, R ol B EA B PR R A T 38 A RE, 1T L
fit P i ELd (1), polite, HA%X5 i EESEE A 47

S2: sophisticated

S1: #f, ironic @@ synonym, {R=8, ¥, 815, P A 1SE R PGB ()8 (8552 7T 512 A My AR
S3: #E AR A

S1: #Fr AR —#%

S2: 47z A &l yammy [ 2

S1: $HHA T DA SR 2 P E A SO E 2 — 8

M: ok, AREIEIEER ., IR E CHYBEREEER, IRFIRASIRTT B RIAE A5 K H o 2 B i I — Ty 5
3, B AT B O, F Rl 2 R PR S: sh AR S iy 3 S BRAE R AR P B PR R AR By

S2 : AR HA G AL i FEEE, WATRETHZ SRR B T I FE(E 5 oh colour, 2472 Feiit
NE (5 Fg i i (E S NP ARRSE S B HFAA — 8k (S1: $,583%), 504 & manuvour, (£ £ TRE TSI
manuvour, FEEESHYERIE, BB G RR M S SR SE A F SIS i, W T A AT LA g R
S

Sl SEAEEEAAE

S3: 2, AR Gk A, H & LAk, TR S HGH B R LR (R 52U (H R A D B R BT 2 I 9k,
At AR & H A B A AR A 88 T, 0k & pR A s 2 (2 S A P (B R L A A
FERE S RERIIRF g2, B0 B AE youtube Bk —ELERL G HUIE A FIHY, AR AHHE, Gk Z mg A 2t
g, A — s R RSt AP s A LA, (AR 55— (EACK, T ELA 25 lexus HYEL 2MZ Bk 1S
1R18, 2R A AT R 2 R R R R 36 (2] B B R 2 AR A Pt (PR S sl backu(H = #430)
(S4:@@) 2R PEEBAMER 7, BT ATAR R 7 P02 S AP na sV 5, AUE B G B it 7 25 2



ZAREEY(L) TR AT, IR 1% i35 "reverse, reverse la, aunite, reverse" (S1:@@ ¥ ¥, Frinizsar)
(S4:@ singlish) TR & i = FRA AR BV ARMEE IR

S1: ], Pt )2 A 50— e RS A SR A E B A BB L R, U2 (R U5 Y, world English

S2 : 3, L BURREAM T &, Hesh & ], P th A PR R JERERY, @@ #i/2 TedTalk & oA —(E IR & T
3t OK

S1 : OK [, B & ol 88, B A e 88 s miss 3, I R S B Y BN I (S2: Tl E o ) ENTFERY
HAL A (S3: B RIS ATRAAY IR EERE A T AREI 553

S3 : FRIIBAEIRAR AN (IR AHEA(S] I EIE) BB S Ez

S1 @ Bl FHE—(E = oy AT e FE LS BB 4G MM E, B2 A4 2 SRR B A HR I T i

S3: FEER A 2 — =

S1: HC &M —B, r] @182 B 5 2. rl BB SRR AN 2 E L DARTIF(S2: ¥1¥#]) DIRTAyEE £ ]
BE S SRR By (T TERR BRI A TRAMTIE? A BB A B Rk 4G M EE? vl @R EE AR g,
g s BRI TR, (S2: ¥R &) R AER TS M E I A M st B2 FE b 4r

S2: ¥, IECIFEIRE — (I & A, DART RE VIR A 2 A miEi B AE (E A 2 (1) (SLELY), B2, A 2R
HYPESL, Pl il R ME— T varietS3, 2 FIRAY IS ARG A S M IR, AT ARG E ok

S4: il ELE

S2: HEARG T

S4: DIATE R Al e f s A EE L (2R 1 AR B S R AR N S IS FE &0 _ B A 52 7 AN SR Bl FE. b
JEELE(HF bR aE 2 L EXEEE ANZE R, K EHAFEN AR AR LRI E 28
TRBE ST AL 47, IR B Bk ER A T30 AR BRI AR E A RS — B a8 .M R EERE S

RIS B AR PR [E AR B AR = A AR E () ANE, A ETE SRR ZE, B AR
5 (8 35 F R T EEER 2 — (S 12 )

M: (Rl B FRACGEBARE] R ESP i —EH(DNNE L ZRHAERAATCORBIGAER
PRy ==SE Ny

SL: #.#H

S2: AIERIARHRE AL EEEA @

S3: AIE (1) Al AmEIENE? A AEA — (8 5B B R E M HAT R AR L Paul
SL: RyfT Ve

S3: R TR 2 AT xxx, PR Ry R] By R AE FRAPTAE b ARy A BT R0 At A, f . B e S AP
orientation Ui, #A1% 9% =/ induction (A A : B) FrAIkst A —(E, F—®R. A —if i st EsER
induction, /A ## % induction 3= (& 5 PG, A FEt A induction, &5 R AME TR A\ EAFERER PR EEE (T
JEFIRAEAGF " IE S 2] IR B g A B A\ & A A1 induction 1E{E 72 (1) fi
TEIRIE IR IRER AR S IER B TR 2 G i ERER FAE bullshit (@@)

St : iE{EHEA K1, A By Paul Pk #] LA

S3: FAHIE Mt AT EERARAEOK PRV (S @@) T B (AL ED R, a5 45 (A B AR (E A AT LA,
AR IAEER induction 52 R 2 S\ HT AT ] [

S2: (B SR NFERP ARSI M
Ty

S4: RE{HI R



S3: 148 FH
S2: &8 A\ EFFEE]AE B VAL B A E? @@

S1:@ 3. R (3 I LA ST background, HFH11] backeround 7 23 8, ML L)
&% induction & {5

S3: #f, "] /2 MREREE induction & (18 EZ &, LLUNER RERBHER SR & A HY 5P (S4: WRNEIR) Atk 2 2k
#ll%R

S1: "lE 2RV EEFE H] orientation

S3: g, HIZ

S1: A FRHYERE M orientation, 7145 H induction
S4: Fefi& orientation

S3 1 HHYI?

S1: eHVERR A H induction, Fit IERAE AR B & IR —HE
M: induction, F "+ ] induction

ST 35 Fr AR —RRAV IR AT RER R —1%

S3: mIE LA FE E P AE

S4 AR

ST : FffiZEdL,JLZH orientation FH[

S2: fREEEZAEILHED

S1: 3 York HR#z

S2 : iR 2 York 18?2

S1: 3k York Jorz, R KE#, Cambridge FHYF 52 A 2 8 R ¥ AL T —(EJEH Harry Potter By, A
% 2R FIRAETRE R S EIME T/ EEA(Ss: @@) m FITE R EAT—{8F.(S4: Bi— & % & Harry
Potter) AJgE A = EHEA A (M 2, Fr AL E /2 H] orientation

S4: orientation fjj]—

S3: L HE A A B SRFE YA (72, FUHIERAS B2 HRM B9, 72 H] induction, ZR{& st A EE
wT

S2: WHRER VR H M =45 R 508 N\ B TS R ET
SL: B @@

S4: [fiy HALABE, A BEFH IR I

S2: ¥, Ml BEREZ M S8 15 B F] RE F IS T B Y

S1: 08, Paul 25 1L RS RME & @@, K Paul BRI T B(S3: ELHGIE?) #1187
UM A ST

M: BMRER 1% IR A AT R PE S ?
$3: HvH @ F R ...



S1 & S4: @@@@@

S3 I ARG PR A LG M E  Feh 2 FUME SR 45 {5, Fka HRM g2 H] induction ff,
SUHIZA SEWL AT LL(L) WA R A1) 2R AU Ry Fay NFRFE R By Fay /238 55 B0 BT
DU b 2

M: #ffu], Fay j& 5200

S3: AT AT AR A B (H R MERZ /2 s e _EERAIHig PR AT Er R 2R AR 5

S1: induction 7, 7] DL

S4: fR 55 #5472 F induction 1

S3: ¥

S4: 772 F induction

S1: Fki&F orientation

M: Fit MR IR — &b (2) 5B AR, A =B AR

S2: EEARN @

S3 : FrbliEi A =AM @@@

S1: 1 &

S2: H[ & scientific american 2 & B EGEM (S1: $ff0], B EEHEEE) TR HIGELZE scientific
american tH A< ] FS 2 2 B A HERE

S3 : B E R MY E BER, A A S AR, BT A& A &, 5B LL sk 12 — A M i 2 SL B AR

e, BT DAMLARE = 38 2 Y AR I I S5 4 h— A v BB /2 35 B\ e, Fr DA 89, i 9 A At bl E
FE TR E G TR AR AT G R o7 #hE Paul FERCTRELER S

S1: AR A (E5E R\ B SHEUR B XS E B T E A R AN E

S2: Ikt AEIS

S3 : BB IEZ B FHERIE LS 2B ML BRIERERBET) (RAFZEH 31 slang

S2: [ H 2 g8, F B G LB g2 thi %

S1: fA FyiE (E 2R E RESENAE

S2 : written form FE# 4 A =A%

S1: N7, 7 E 15 spoken form FEL#: %, L HIZ conversation, (R £y £y (1/8? (R A H—EILE R
HVERRE M2 S B0y, st R O BRI e R R B A 1 P #0 2 S50 sa, tion, 281%
(1) TR ENAE AR M A AP TR — T, er & re,ghig i LA BAZSRIAR KL E
7 —"F publisher,1YHE RS E], LA — A2 A ABRIE MR GHE R

S3:aEHE

S1: HF 4B R —1%

S3: Al BT T Re g — BhEL R Ry A K i il fA 4t HL B (1) American Headway #x il 5 2a i 2
Headway, [} 1% 5 ftfl 22 RE 4 B2 38 2 BRELERRE S0 327 T DA AP A 088 — 28, Fy AR 88 . American
HeadwaS3,Fft DUt A R E, 24 1% Headway Pl American Headway H9 (& H3 (& % 4F 2 A — Blieh, 22 i A — B
Eo= BN By Headway 4522 F3 {1 /85(1) um preliminary intermediate 72 f& 2K 47,947 35, um American
Headway fY5ERLE— — = VUL, AARMAMHVHESRHE DTSR A —RBR —5

1rn



S1: FrEEI4mHER — B2 fa?

S4 : FAH13E Headway 12—\

S3: F IRAESH T E R EA BN Z IR A B A —, 52 American Headway 58, F 2 1517,
MHYEES X, ARG S,/ A {5 American Headway CLEZIEEIR, HE A A Headway, R B3R EE 5540 —1{H
R FRVRHEEA FHE| Headway

S1 : /& 15 academic written form ;¢ A 72, FE S HTFHE AT AE 2 A EAN

S3 : AR —EEE\

S1 - R BIAES T IEEE v R R A BT & B (R 2 B B AT M e R R E R — A8 28
1% uh...

S3 : ([HHEFEHIHERE & A i #eHy T

$120:48 : #, WG A REME T EE N B STEGT RN EETHT R TR EE
aS2ademiS2 45 7 FRIEMIE A LRI EE P E S2uS4ture, S2uS4ture issue invoS4ved, Tk B 154 75 AT AE
72, BAREE BT, LR A, REN B 598 RRIER, 2) IR B LB A FESE() um
sS2ientifiS2 AmeriS2an FAZ Y written form HRR G, LB A LA FER —HLAHER-IF & —
BB — B, AT R A A RREI AR E

S2 : RIRFRBEE LK Scientific American FH L] A 55 L F

SL: ¥ JWAEB T LA RE & A R — 1%, iR 280 _ L BRI A AKRITR — 8

S3: RHEIEZ BT E

S1: Ry, written form (85 7%

K2: LA — &S A (D) IRPIERBRHIRHE A LI E4E & B 5 local HY—LLTT RS
S1:A!

S2: gliER

S4: Z et A

S3: HEN EEEE

SL: g AF—K

M: P A e Bl & BB B A SR

S3: WERE, AAE A EE GENIGRIH AR ELH Ak,

S1: R B fth EL#ES science }8FH

S3: BRI A\ EEHENIZH

S1: (RN RyiE /2 5 genre Ui, -1 ¥

S3: ] e

S1: AZERE— &2 A P, ELEL localised

S3: B Z PR R E LA H, um BEA — S R A (A — G, 28R B R A E (1, R A R R A

—ARAFGIE Alisa TR, BN RE A Ta s Pt A Le 72, EE 05 T L RA T AP L b2 A3 B A St ey P
DI ER L ERH

1r1



St BHBERIEAT

S4: W5 H S HREHRER A (G B i A 5 77 [ 28 B2 FH BT & A 1 (P P R s S e A
WG S S ER o GRS 14 AR ER AR B R R At 2 FH IR B CE Y — e e B YRS
BN Ry (B kB

M: ok, HRRAE IR FIARZE 4G B2 AL A2 BB RR AT 55

S2 : EE ] LUB YL (S3:@@)

S1: m] LAFIHY, A 22 AE AL AT DA

S2 : HSERE AL IR A MBS B ey T

S1: Sl Al ZERE S FH A H] DA

M: BMRFISEAG 8R4 B A B2 A 7 S P ER B (- TEEAR Y

S1: ®] LLRIE(L) At ff oy S AE B2 2 AT LUIAY

82 : AN —TEM, SRAHHIRH i th 7R E A LM AT RE L A

S1: —HE, AU @@ AR 5t B AR A [F RIS, AR R Y DR M

S3: JERZ R A LM H B (12

S2: KBTI S R B PUESCIOE () RIS -5 . (Rt GBS PIIT written #5757, TR
FLBA written 49, 7T5{E] writing class #1147 \TE_EBRAR.(S4: fREHE) L0 T A8 LIRS IRAURE,
TR PR 2 S (iR (SLERAT)

S4: PRSI Y E — (B TLEP M AT DS B Pl S — A sk T B VR SR MR
S2: fhER S H C AR EIR
S3: FEAATA] (S4, 82: ¥f!) (N R FIEEBAEHATA (S2: B, DI £ 58)

S4: P RATIE AT I A ISR — (8, — (8 — (8 — (8 52, R M 7 B 2 R AL A & wow, 24
&AL RS

S2: EAIA R E PG, B

S3: S, G B R, U AP B AR (S SZ A AR, & L IR A AR A 2 A S s s e " B 1
BRI PB TS um b E 2 A (R (4"

S A2 B (70!

S3: el FAHESR

S4: BB HRAAG 2 B (A0

83: IE—FPIRR XA ISR E B 5laR @ (S1: B nl 2wt & iatess, e fearE (R,
%Kjg?k (S2: il EH Y B AE) ¥, H I B IS AR G (S2: )9 A EB), st &85 B EE FiEE
S4: AT LUy 5, BAE

S1: HIE R ASAB R At FIAy F REL At P 28R 4 B A AR, (L 40 SR 5 R S e A (25 2R IR R,
AR S KB T AR B ol R4 R BERTE BUR R AR AVERM(S4: [FE D Al /B &G AR BRI LIR?
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Appendix 8: Numbers of Taiwanese students studying in the inner-circle
countries in 2010-2016

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
USA 15,890 16,023 15,219 14,563 14,135 14,547 14,332
UK 3,610 4,446 3,378 3,367 3,826 3,408 3,272
Australia 3,633 3,149 3,198 2,553 5,237 6,651 6,493
Canada 2,814 912 826 1,771 1,109 1,271 2,282
New Zealand 379 743 250 553 540 671 772
(1) Total of 26,326 | 25,273 | 22,871 22,807 | 24,865 | 26,548 | 27,151
students
studying
in inner-
circle
countries
(2) Total of 33,881 32,427 | 28,798 | 31,192 | 34,625 38,166 | 39,853
students
studying
abroad

Source: Bureau of International Cultural and Educational Relations (2017)
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