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Given the fact that non-native English speakers greatly outnumber native English speakers
in the globalization, English has been more and more frequently used as a lingua franca
(ELF) in intercultural settings. However, the acceptance and recognition of legitimate status
of ELF have not been fully recognized yet. Especially in the Chinese context, the majority
of English users are still viewing English as a foreign language (EFL) under the theoretical
framework of Second Language Acquisition (SLA) which gives priority to standard native
English models. As language education serves as one of the major factors which will impact
on the individuals’ language attitudes, choices and behaviours, it is necessary to investigate
into the representation of English in English language education in the Chinese Higher
Education (HE) context.

This study brings together language policy and ELF to explore whether and how far ELF is
recognized in China. It is designed to consist of document analysis, interviews, focus groups
and classroom observations, evaluating not only how English is represented in policy
statements, but also how English is perceived among participants in English education in
China. Following Wang (forthcoming), language policy is explored with the focus on
grassroots levels in order to establish the legitimacy of ELF in China. The findings suggest
inconsistencies among policy statements, the implementation of language policy and
classroom participants’ perceptions about policy statements. Besides, while Standard
English ideology has impacts on classroom practices, the data have revealed orientations
towards ELF, more or less, during the research process. The research displays an overall
picture of the representation of ELF in China’s higher education and offers readers’ insights
into the interconnections between language ideology and language policy in China. The

thesis concludes by discussing possible implications of the ELF approach for ELT in China.
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Chapter 1

Chapter 1 Introduction

1.1 English in China’s Higher Education

With the development of globalization, there are an estimated number of 2 billion English
speakers all over the world (Jenkins, 2015; Crystal, 2008; Graddol, 2006). English is by far
spread all over the world and used as the most important international language. According
to Galloway and Rose (2015) there are around 150 million people receiving and exchanging
information with English via English radio programs, and over 75% of the emails are sent
in English. Moreover, English is set as one of the official language in over 88 countries, and
among all of the international organizations in the area of Asia and the pacific, 90% of them
are using English as their working language (see more figures in Galloway and Rose, 2015,
pl1-12). Thus, ‘generated by the desire of the country for modernity and prosperity and of
individuals for life opportunities’ (Feng, 2012, p.365) in 21st century, it is not surprising to
know that English in China has gained an unprecedented development ever in the history
while English is set as a key subject in curriculums; as a medium of instructions for bilingual
educations; as a gatekeeping practice for universities and as a crucial requirement for better
jobs (Adamson, 2004). In fact, English has been taught as the compulsory subject ever since
primary school. In some developed regions, English is even taught ever since the
kindergarten. Before entering into the university, almost all of the students would have at
least 9 years of formal English education at schools (MOE, 2011; Zhang, 2012; Rao, 2002).
As for tertiary schools, there are two different types of courses offered to students of general
majors and students of English major: College English, general English for non-English
major students and specialist English for English major students (Hu, 2002; Dai & Zhang,
2005; MOE, 2007). Though each of the courses is designed and implemented under the two
separated official documents of language education policy (LEP) issued by the Ministry of
Education (MOE), English is still a compulsory course for all undergraduates in China at the
HE level (MOE, 2007; Hu, 2005). Generally, in the first two years of university, students are
required to complete the compulsory English studies, while in the following years, English-

based modules are offered to students as elective ones (MOE, 2007; 2016).

Due to the status of English in China’s education, in recent years, the total number of English

speakers has reached around 400 million in China (Wei and Su, 2012; Crystal, 2008).
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According to Crystal (2012), the number of English speakers has increased to at least two
billion worldwide. Among those two million English speakers, as mentioned by Crystal, only
around 329,140,800 are native speakers of English. That is to say, one out of four speakers
of English is native English speakers (NESs), while three out of four are non-native speakers
(NNESs) (Brumfit, 2001; Graddol, 2006; Crystal, 2008). Chinese speakers of English, as
NNESs, have apparently outnumbered NESs.

However, despite that fact that the majority of Chinese speakers are frequently using English
neither with the speakers with Chinese background nor with native speakers of English, but
with the speakers from other non-native speaking countries (Wang, 2013; 2015b), traditional
view of English as a foreign language still prevails (Wang, 2015a, 2015b; Wen, 2012; Fang,
2015; Hu, 2015; Liu, 2016). ‘English is massively the principal foreign language taught (and
sought after) in the PRC, where it has high status as the global medium of education, travel,
entertainment, e-communication, and business’ (McArthur, 2002, p.353). Meanwhile, in
order to serve personal demand of searching for information, communication, and
entertainments etc. though the features of code-switching between Chinese and English are
found frequently adapted by Chinese people (Liu, 2016), the legitimacy of their ways of
using English remains unrecognized (Wang, 2015a, 2015b; forthcoming). One of the major
issues applies to what Seidlhofer (2011) and Jenkins (2015) observe in other expanding circle
countries, English is still taught and learned as a foreign language on the basis of SLA
theories, with the purpose of “direct learners towards native-speakers’ competence”
(Seidlhofer, 2011, p.201). Although English education has undergone a series of reforms in
the past decades ever since China’s open up policy in the years of 1978 (Adamson, 2001;
2004; Zhang, 2012; Feng, 2012), the ELT in China is still predominated by NES norms for
formal education in China at all levels (see also Hu, 2004; Wang, 2015b, Wen, 2012, Gong,
2011; Gong and Holliday, 2013). One of the most obvious features refers to the CET tests,
the national proficiency tests that evaluates undergraduates’ English proficiency, which is
mainly based on British or American English. Though communicative effectives is put
forward in the evaluation syllabuses, the evaluations are mainly NSE-oriented. Considering
the gatekeepers’ role that English plays in Chinese society (Gil & Adamson, 2011; Wang,
2012), the CET test serves as virtual passports for future graduates to enter into the job
market in China (Gil & Adamson, 2011). Even if listening, speaking, cultural awareness and
functional values of English have been emphasized by the MOE in the policy reforms (MOE,
2007; 2016), it is always in the ‘exclusive reference to NSE’s English’ (Wang, 2015a, p.91).
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Zhang (2014) also points “Chinese learners revere the ideal image of a native speaker to the

extent that it has almost become a phantom” (p.37).

Thus, Wen (2012) refers in the Chinese context, “almost all the students are still learning
English as a foreign language (EFL) in the traditional way based on standardized native
speakers’ norm and all the teachers teach this model of EFL, too” (p.371). A Similar
discovery is found in Pan (2014), she discovers in the official documents of language
policies, English has perceived as English spoken by people from English speaking countries
even if the fact that English as an international language has been explicitly or implicitly
mentioned in a number of the official documents, curriculum, and textbooks, ‘the underlying
discourse of English as a global language has not been noticed and the implications of the
change of English status’ have not been addressed (Hu, 2015, p. 25). As shown at the very
beginning of College English Requirements (2007), one of the objectives of teaching is:

‘to enhance their ability to study independently and improve their general cultural
awareness so as to meet the needs of China’s social development and international
exchanges’ (p.18).

As the matter of fact, in the later on descriptions about the Character of College English, it
says:

‘Under the guidance of theories of foreign language teaching, College English has
its main components, knowledge and practical skills of the English language,
learning strategies and intercultural communication’ (p.18).

There is clearly a mismatch “between the kinds of English that are taught to NNESs at all
educational levels, and the kinds of English they need and use in their life outside the
classroom” (Jenkins, 2015, p.156). The “E” in ELT/EFL remains “curiously unaffected by
momentous developments” (Seidlhofer, 2011, p.201). Language education, which affects as
an interface between linguistic reality and language attitude, maintains such mismatch ‘by
accepting the myth of native English or constraining language choices’ (Wang, 2015a,
p.100). Thus, it calls for a change in ELT, as the traditional EFL points of view is outdated
that cannot cope up with the ever-changing societies anymore (Wang, 2015b). Considering
the role that English is played as a lingua franca (ELF) in the outer sociolinguistic reality, it

1s necessary to reconsider the approaches to language education with ELF perspective.
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1.2 English as a Lingua Franca

While NNESs have become the majority of English speakers worldwide, conforming to NS
norm does not necessarily suit NNESs’ purposes of effective communications in intercultural
context (Dewey, 2012). The need of communications has now crossed geographic and
political boundaries, the speakers with different first languages in intercultural settings
appear to be more frequent (Jenkins, 2007; Baker, 2015; Seidlhofer, 2011). Teaching and
learning English as foreign language can no longer be described the pheromones of English
used among NNESs, either. Instead, English used among NNESs for communications has
become more and more flexible and dynamic, which is highly variable concerned with its
functional values (Jenkins, 2015; Baker, 2009; 2015; Seidlhofer, 2011). Thus, it has resulted
in variations, and the term ‘English’ has actually developed from singular to plural (Jenkins,
2015; Baker, 2012; Cogo, 2010; Seidlhofer, 2011; Wang, 2015a). The focus has also shifted
to not a specific language or culture, but a process of ‘trans-’, e.g. translanguaging,
transcultural, transmodality, and trantextuality among English and other languages (Garcia,
& Wei, 2014; Pennycook, 2007). The speakers from different language groups can come
into contact with each other and “function at whatever levels within the latter’s linguistic
environment” (Wright, 2003, p7). With such facts, English is much more frequently used as
“a contact language among speakers from different first languages™ (Jenkins, 2009, p.143).
To be more specific, English functions as a lingua Franca in intercultural settings
(Canagarajah, 2006; Jenkins, 2015; Baker, 2012, 2015; Kirkpatrick, 2006), where ‘any use
of English among speakers of different first languages for whom English is the

communicative medium of choice, and often the only option’ (Seidlhofer, 2011, p.7).

The emerging of the study of ELF can be traced back to the early 2000s, when Jenkins (2000)
and Seidlhofer (2001) proposed the concept. After years of development, the concept of ELF
has gone through a process of interpretation and re-interpretation through its natures of
hybrid and fluid (Jenkins, 2006; Jenkins, Cogo and Dewey, 2011; Seidlhofer, 2011). ELF
provides us with a new conceptual framework of English. It is different from the traditional
view of English as a foreign language that follows the NES/NNES dichotomy (Jenkins,
2015; Seidlhofer, 2011; Galloway and Rose, 2015; Wang, 2013), as the traditional use of
NES and NNES suggests a power hierarchy, where native speakers are in the positions to
decide language norms (Seidhofer, 2011; Brutt-Griffler, 2002). With ELF perspective,

however, as the majority of English users in intercultural settings, NNESs are considered as
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the co-owners of English who have the equal right to claim the legitimacy of using English
(Jenkins, 2015; Cogo, 2009; Widdowson, 1994). That is to say, the study of English as a
lingua franca has extended its focus from native speakers to a new agenda, focusing on all
different Englishes used by non-native speakers’. It not only focuses on NNESs’ use of
English in the sociolinguistic contexts; NNESs’ ownership of English and attitudes towards
NS norms, but also pays attention to NNESs’ identifications of being speakers of different
kinds of Englishes in the process of intercultural communications etc. (Jenkins, 2007, 2015;

Baker, 2011; Wang, 2015b; Seidlhofer, 2011; Graddol, 1997; Widdowson, 1994).

Thus, other than linguistic competence, pragmatic strategies (Cogo & Dewey, 2006; Cogo,
2009) and intercultural awareness (Baker, 2011, 2012) seem to be rather and equally
important for speakers coming from different L1 cultural backgrounds from ELF scholars’
points of view. In the intercultural settings, English is “a dynamic, locally realised enactment
of a global resource, best conceptualised not as a uniform set of norms of practices, but as a
highly variable, creative expression of linguistic resources which warrants a distinct
analytical framework™ (Dewey, 2009, p.76). It is therefore also a process of “borrowing,
blending, remaking and returning” (Pennycook, 2007, p.6). In this case, to facilitate
successful communications, it requires not only widely strategies of adaption and
accommodation to achieve effective communications (Cogo, 2009), but also it is compulsory
to be equipped with intercultural awareness in ELF settings (Baker, 2011, 2012). This
requires NESs and NNESs to acknowledge the equal rights that NNESs have and the global
ownership of English redefines what was mentioned by native and non-native speakers’
norms in the ELF settings. And furthermore, it requires NNESs to challenge Standard
English Ideology, where native speakers’ English are considered as the whole meanings of
‘English’. The issues which are related to the ownership of English and Standard English
ideology will be explored further in Chapter 3 Language Ideologies and ELF Awareness.

Galloway and Rose (2015, p.150) also summarize the following findings from the studies
that are related to the features of English that have been used as ELF in practice:

e ELF has a global ownership;
e ELF users exploit the language in different ways to suit their own needs;

INESs and NNESs are adopted in this thesis because the traditional distinction of NESs and NNESs is
internalised by the majority, it is easier for people to read and comprehend.
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e ELF is a very different phenomenon to ENL or EFL;

e ELF usage, and the use of “non-standard” norms, are more than mere “errors” caused
by the different first languages of users who are somewhere on a cline towards native
English competence. There is a degree of system to ELF usage;

e ELF users in their negotiations orientate towards content as well as their
interlocutors, as opposed to “native” English norms, and exploit their linguistic and
plurilingual researches to achieve communicative success.

Given these, viewing English as a lingua franca not only challenges the traditional standard
native English ideology and emphasizes the global ownership of English for NNESs, but
also take into consideration the “issues of language contact, variation and change, linguistic
norms and their acceptance” (Seidlhofer, 2009, p.236). and put forward the effective
communication in intercultural settings (Jenkins, 2015; Baker, 2012; Cogo & Dewey, 2006;
Cogo, 2009).

1.2.1 ELF and WE

The theory of WE emerged and developed rapidly in the 1980s when Kachru’s (1985; 1992)
work challenged the traditional codification of English and called for rethinking about the
appropriateness of taking Standard English as the norm (Graddol, 2006; Schneider et al.,
2004; McArthur, 2002). According to Kachru (1985), the research focus should move
beyond native varieties to look into other non-native speakers’ varieties as the legitimate
ones within their own speech communities. Language varieties were seen as identity
markers, reflecting members’ identity of specific community (Schneider, 2003). Kachru
(1985) further proposed a ‘three circles model” based on the environment of the spread of
English as a world language, which had a huge impact on the development of WE studies.
In it, the inner circle was considered as norm-provider where English was used as ENL,
while the outer circle and the expanding circle were considered as the norm-developer and
norm-dependent where English was used as ESL and EFL. Briefly speaking, as Jenkins,
Cogo & Dewey (2011) mentioned “World Englishes research has always been, and remains,
interested primarily in the study of ‘bounded’ varieties of English” (p.284), and focused on
‘a narrow selection of standardized forms in particular communities’ (Pennycook, 2007,

p.21).

The relation between the paradigm of ELF and WE, as mentioned by Jenkins (2017) are
more like “complementing” each other. Although they share the common grounds, they are

relatively different. For example, both ELF and WE paradigm challenge to Standard English
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ideology, native speakers’ ownership of English, and both of them ‘attempt to
reconceptualize different ways of using English in non-inner circle contexts’ (Cogo &
Dewey, 2012, p. 8). However, as Jenkins (2017) concludes, the development of ELF has
undergone the periods of emulating WE; complementing WE; and re-thinking the paradigm.
The concept of ELF ‘address (es) precisely that gap left by the holes in the WE model’
(Pennycook, 2009, p.195), and move a step forward. On the one hand, although all the inner,
outer and expanding circle countries’ varieties are included in the WE framework, the major
focus is laid emphasis on the outer circle countries’ varieties. English coming from
expanding countries, however, is perceived as ‘lesser proficiency’ (Jenkins, 2009), as norm-
dependent Englishes which is always regarded as interlanguage. While ESL coming from
inner circle countries is allowed to develop their own norms that are different from the ENL,
EFL coming from the expanding circle does not seem to be accepted as the legitimate use of
Englishes (Jenkins, 2009, 2015). On the other hand, WE paradigm believes that developing
the separated stable English varieties in the outer circle is to ‘define the communal space in
which they can invest their identity and in which they can feel socially secure’ (Seidlhofer,
2011, p.77). Yet, along with the flexible and dynamic use of English for communications by
both native and non-native speakers worldwide, the use of English does not necessarily have
to be ‘either this or that’ pointing to a specific country belonging to the inner, outer or
expanding circles. Just as Jenkins (2015) mentions, ‘there is often a grey area between the
outer and expanding circle’ (p.20), which cannot be simply attached to a specific culture or
language (Seidlhofer, 2011). The hybrid use English has blurred the lines among each fixed
speech communities and national boundaries (Cogo, 2012; Jenkins, 2006, 2007; Kirkpatrick,
2007; Seidlhofer, 2009, 2011). Therefore, Mauranen (2012) argues that, it is inappropriate
to describe the sociolinguistic phenomenon of ELF with traditional understandings of speech
community. Instead, ‘communities of practice’ (CoP) is accepted by many ELF linguists
(e.g. Mauranen, 2012; Seidlhofer, 2009). Just as Seidlhofer (2009) explains, English is used
not only within the communities of inner and outer circles, but also in “local, regional, and
global communities of practice” of expanding circles where ELF is used for communication,
“and, importantly, across all circles” (p. 239). So the ELF users may “process time for both
(for example hesitating, repeating, and pausing), assist in mutual comprehension (for
example, explicitness, approximation), and help achieve positive social goals (for example,
repetition, co-construction)” (Mauranen, 2012, p. 57). In a word, Instead of codifying and
constructing English varieties as WE paradigm, ELF pays more attention to ‘the process’ of

hybrid and fluid use of English which blurs the national boundaries (Cogo, 2012; Jenkins,
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2006, 2007; Kirkpatrick, 2007; Seidlhofer, 2009, 2011), providing a better explanation about
the ‘real life situation’ (Wang, 2015b).

Based on the understanding of variety and community from both WE and ELF’s perspective,
ELF, as an emerging area, has been ‘far removed from its native speakers’ linguacultural
norms and identities’ (Seidlhofer, 2001, p.134). Especially within the globalizing world,
ELF, as a language ideology, has moved beyond norms and varieties based on geography
boundaries, and ‘is simultaneously the consequence and the principal language medium of

GLOBALIZING PROCESSES’ (Jenkins et al., 2011, p. 303).

1.2.2 Empirical studies on ELF and WE

Not only some theories, but also a number of empirical studies on ELF and WE have been
conducted, both in general settings and in ELT settings at linguistic, culture and pragmatics
levels (e.g. Jenkins, 2000; Seidlhofer, 2004; Cogo & Dewey, 2006; Mauranen, 2006;
Kirkpatrick, 2011). They are influential in directing the author to carry out this research.

In recent year, there are a number of researches focusing on linguistic features of ELFusage
(e.g. Jenkins, 2000; Seidlhofer, 2004; Mauranen, 2003; 2015; Kirkpatrick, 2011).
Mentioning ‘linguistic features’, ELF researchers are not identifying English varieties, but
explaining the existing ELF phenomenon.In terms of phonology, Jenkins (2000) looked at
ELF communication with the focus of phonology. In her study, she demonstrated that that
NNESs’ features of pronunciation did not affect their communications in the intercultural
settings. Thus, she further concluded, non-conformity to NS accents did not necessarily
impact on effective communications. Moreover, such features had positive effect on
intelligibility, while NES features sometime failed to achieve intelligibility for ELF

communication.

Yet, it has been found in a lot of other empirical studies that, even if NNSE features are
intelligibility to the majority participants of the study, it is always the case that NES are
preferred. In her later study, Jenkins (2007) focused on different English accents and teacher
participants’ attitudes towards various accents with ELF perspective. She discovers ‘the

participants’ unanimous placing of NS accents at the top of the English accent hierarchy’
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(p.220), and further mentioned that ‘it is by no means the case that NS English accents are
universally more intelligible’ (ibid).In her study, she also evaluated Chinese respondents’
perceptions about China English, and found that although quite a number of the respondents
held positive attitudes towards their own English accents compared with the average ratings,
they still insisted in native English. Similar results were discovered in Xu et al (2010). Xu et
al.’s (2010) research investigated six pieces of speech including British, American and China
English and evaluated university students’ preference of accents. As a result, complex
attitudes were demonstrated. While the majority of the students believed that whether their
English was acceptable or not, it should depend on the degree of intelligibility, they tended
to choose native English instead of non-native ones and expressed the equal favour towards
British and American English. Although Xu et al.’s (2010) research adopted WE framework,

it still indicated the fact that native speakers’ accent was preferred.

Besides the phonological features, many researchers were interested in studying linguistic
features at lexical grammar level (Seidlhofer, 2004; Mauranen, 2003; Mauranen, 2015;
Kirkpatrick, 2011). Seidlhofer (2004) and her team conducted a research on Vienna-Oxford
International Corpus of English (VOICE), a research project that investigated into lexical
and grammatical features of ELF communications. She further suggested, instead of
acquiring the linguistic knowledge in advance as pre-given, for ELF users, their linguistic
forms were established while negotiating and accommodating in ELF interaction
(Seidlhofer, 2011). Mauranen (2003) also conducted a research that was related to ELF
copra, the Corpus of English as a Lingua Franca in Academic Settings (ELFA), which
specifically focused on linguistic features in the academic settings. More recently, in the year
of 2015, the Copus of Written Academic ELF (WrELFA) was also done by her. A similar
research was also done by Kirkpatrick (2011), who listed a number of examples of linguistic
features based on the corpus collected in ASEAN context among ELF interactions. His study
offered insights into ELF communications in Asian context, including China. According to
him, the use of English could be different as it was “shared by people with whom they are
interacting” (Kirkpatrick, 2011, p.220). Mauranen (2012) also mentioned that “the
dominance of the ENL model is likely to diminish, because the determinants of language
use lose their connections to a national basis” (Mauranen, 2012, p.68). She then proposed a
concept of ‘similect’ offering a theoretical explanation about the way NNESs use English.
That is, ELF users produced ‘L2 lects’ due to ‘the parallel L1 influence’ on ‘L2 English
speakers’, which contributed to English variations (Mauranen, 2012, p.29). Such linguistic
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variations, however, were considered as incorrect ones according to Ren, Chen & Lin (2016),
in their study of students’ perceptions about ELF in aspects of phonology and lexico-
grammar in both mainland China and Taiwan. The researchers found though both groups of
students were aware that it was impossible to be native like, and their use of English reflected
the features of NNSE at lexico-grammar, such features were still considered as incorrect

ones to them.

Other than linguistic features, quite a lot of researches focused on pragmatic strategies for
ELF communication (Cogo & Dewey, 2006; Cogo, 2009). In Mauranen (2006), she explored
how ELF users used communication strategies to avoid misunderstandings, e.g., repairs and
clarification. In her research, she evaluated a number of communications strategies such as
raising intonations for questions, using repetitions, and confirmation check to prevent
misunderstanding. It turned out that effective communication could be achieved without
conforming to NS norms. Similarly in Bjoérkman (2012). She looked into students in the
higher education context, in terms of their ways of questioning. As a result, she found that
the students tended to be ELF users and were used to using rising intonations as a strategy
for effective communications. In her research, she also paid attentions to students’ way of
processing the three types of questions, e.g., the interrogative pronoun and adverb of in ‘wh’
questions, the rising question intonation and the word order. The finding suggested that
communicative effectiveness was ensured while her participants did not conform to NESs’

norms.

Cogo (2009) was also interested in accommodation strategies in ELF communication. In
particular, the use of code-switching was studied (see also Klimpfinger, 2009). Throughout
the empirical research, different from the traditional SLA’s point of view, Cogo (2009)
identified code-switching as one of the major strategies used by ELF users in
communications in many ways. One of the most obvious one was that the users of ELF could
easily draw upon the multilingual recourses available to them with the use of code-switching
so that people from different cultural background could understand each other. She also
found that by using code-switching, both users and their interlocutors could develop their

innovative ways of using English during the communication activities.
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Yet, effective communication cannot be ensured only be equipped with linguistic
competence and the use of pragmatic strategies. Cultural factors play an important role in
ELF communication as well. Baker (2011) did an empirical study in Thai context, and he
identified the importance of intercultural awareness (ICA) and intercultural competence to
achieve the effective communication in ELF settings. In his later study, Baker (2011; 2012)
further identified the components of ICA at the basic cultural awareness, advanced cultural
awareness and intercultural awareness three levels. According to him, ELF communication
did not only require the basic cultural knowledge, but also it involved in the understanding
of cultural differences. Moreover, it also required the interlocutors to be able to negotiate
and accommodate such cultural differences so that they could co-construct the
communication, and made it an effective one. In addition, Baker’s (2015) discussion of
interculturality challenged the connection between English and ‘authentic’ English culture
and added to the argument that English was not tied to native English-speaking communities
but relevant to communities where English was used for intercultural communications.
According to Baker (2015), ELF users co-created intercultural cultures when they were
situated in international communications rather than relying on native English cultures in

order to accomplish intercultural exchanges.

Having discussed the empirical studies of ELF and WE, it was acknowledgeable that the
intelligibility could be achieved during the communications among ELF users. Yet, even if
the fact that non-conformity to NS norms did not impact on the purpose of effective
communications, and NNESs’ use of English has contributed to English variation, the
majority of participants tended to assume native speakers as the major interlocutors that they
would come across in reality. Thus, though they were adopting accommodation strategies
and using ELF for communication in practice, deeply inside, no efforts had been made by
ELT practitioners to recognise or informs its legitimacy. NS norms still predominate in the
context of language education (Jenkins, 2014). In the following part, attention will be paid
to empirical studies of ELF and ELT in terms of the issues that hinder the development of

ELF and the implications for ELT with ELF perspectives.

e Empirical studies on ELF in ELT in China

In terms of ELF and ELT, one of the common features concerns with teaching and learning

towards native speakers’ competence (Seidlhofer, 2011; Jenkins, 2014; Wen, 2012). Jenkins
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(2014) looked into English education in international HE context and found that the
education was still operated on the basis of NS norms. She further mentioned that
international universities “have not even begun to consider the possible linguistic
implications of their diverse student and staff make-up” (Jenkins, 2014, p.5). It is the same
as Chinese context. As discussed in the background of ELT in China in previous section, the
view of English as a foreign language that prioritize standard native English is still the
principal for ELT. Zheng (2013) finds learners of English in China tends to ‘construct the
ought-to and ideal L2 self around native-speakers’ norms (p.341), mostly because native
English model is taught and learned in ELT classroom, and the spread of native English
cultural products all over the world. Thus, she calls for a re-consideration of the predominate
native-speakers’ norm in the current ELT settings in China, and suggests bringing ELF into

language education in China by raising classroom participants’ awareness of ELF.

Teaching and learning towards native speakers’ competence has also been noticed from the
increasing number of researches who is interested in finding the most effective classroom
teaching approaches in China. Rao (2002) investigated into 30 Chinese university students’
perceptions about CLT with focus on evaluating effectiveness of communicative activities.
The finding suggested that students did not care about using code switching during the
communicative activities. Moreover, it was necessary to consider the local context when
applying CLT in classroom teaching (Rao, 2013). Yet, although the aim of Rao (2002) was
to explore the most effective and preferred ways of teaching/learning English based on
communicative, it was still centred on communicating native-like English between teachers
and students. Jiao (2012) also conducted an empirical study on acquiring vocabulary in
China’s ELT context. In it, she specifically mentioned that “once patterns of non-native
deviance have been discovered, students can be explicitly made aware of these patterns, and
that, given time, motivation and the opportunity to practice, they will eventually be able to
modify their linguistic behaviour into a more native-like direction”(Jiao, 2012, p. 133).
Obviously, NNSE was considered as errors that should be corrected to Jiao. Both Rao and
Jiao’s research was based on the view of English as a foreign language in the reference of
NS norms. Such facts are in accordance with what Seidlhofer (2003, 2011) mentions,
English is often taken granted as ‘the’ English which is originated among native English
speakers, the competence in which corresponds with what Chomsky (1965) describes as

native speaker competence (Widdowson, 2003, 37; Jenkins, 2015).
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The gap between what has been practiced by Chinese speakers in real life communications
and what has been promoted by English educators in respect of pedagogy urges some
consideration of what can be done to make ‘English’ in education reflecting ‘English’ in real
life that is relevant for those who are supposed to benefit from English education. Hu (2015)
examined teachers’ orientations and implementation of English as a medium of instruction
in the Chinese universities through questionnaires, interviews and classroom observations.
She found that, ideologically, English was still considered as important for many teachers to
become native-like. But in practice, communicative effectiveness was the premier
consideration rather than aiming at native speakers’ norm. She further suggested that,
English education policy in China which was based on native speakers’ norm, should take
into considerations of students’ real needs so as that to catch up with the global use of
English. Similar in Pan (2014), she also believes that English education policy plays an
important role in impacting teachers’ and students’ decisions about their language practice

which need to be considered for the implications to ELT.

Wang (2015a) further investigated into the university students” ELF awareness in China, and
identified language education was the major resources of language ideologies. She
mentioned that the major gap between current ELT and ELF is ‘English lies in the isolation
of learning from the world outside the classroom’ (p.101), which impacted on students’ ELF
awareness through their language choices, students themselves, and students’ capability in
explaining sociolinguistic phenomenon. Thus, it was necessary to raise students’ ELF
awareness to offer them informed choices in forming ELF-oriented classroom (Wang,
2015b). What’s more, learners’ needs should be taken into account. She also purposed the
term ‘imagined community’ as one of the implication for understanding ELF identities in

raising students’ ELF awareness.

Liu (2016) adopted global English perspective to analyse how English was stated in language
policy, implemented in classrooms and perceived by classroom participants in China at the
secondary level. By evaluating the consistencies and inconsistencies in both top-down and
bottom-up process, she found that contradictions on English, English using,
teaching/learning. Standard English ideology was the major factor that had a great wash-
back effect. Thus, she suggested, it was necessary to offer students a set of “global English-

informed” (p.212) textbooks, tests, curricula and classroom activities to bring ELF into ELT
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classrooms. More information on implications for ELT is discussed in 3.4.2 Implications for

ELF-oriented Classroom.

1.3 Rational of the Research

My interest in this area comes from various sources. The most influential one is one of my
experiences. As a non-native speaker of English, ever since I first started studying English,
the NS norms have been the model for me to achieve. This belief has kept dominating my
growth and that was the reason why I came to New Zealand, a native speaking country for
undergraduate study. During the time overseas, two things became particularly apparent to
me. | started to think about the questions that probably the majority of Chinese English
learners were also eager to know. Why were a considerable number of English learners in
China still unable to communicate in English fluently despite several years of English
learning? What was the most appropriate way of learning English? I also started to see even
It 1 was studying in New Zealand, almost all of the teaching materials | was using for ESOL
classes had been published from the US and the UK. Occasionally, | had the opportunity to
be exposed to the materials published from Australia. This phenomenon was shown more
seriously in China. Teaching materials published overseas from inner circles were regarded
as the foremost ones, and only the students of the advanced classes were used to teach. Yet,
the content neither met my needs of using English in reality nor matched the classroom
environments | was exposed to be in China and New Zealand. In short, what we learned from
the classrooms was very different from English spoken by people with diverse L1

background in an international university.

Besides, I started to see the gap between my expectation and the reality. As a student of
learning linguistics, I came to New Zealand, a native speaking country for its native English
environment. But in fact, my interactions with NNESs were more than those with NESs, and
the majority of my interactions in English did not get involved with NESs. Accordingly, the
question of whether to conform to communicative effectiveness or native speakers’

correctness has gradually dawned on me.

Those confusions remained unclear until I continued my postgraduate study at University of

Southampton. It was the first time that | had been exposed to the theories of English as a
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Lingua Franca. As another new door was opened to me, it offered me understanding English
with a different perspective and | started to view English as a Lingua Franca. | came to
realize that, as the matter of fact, communications with English were much more made by
NNESs than NESs in reality. Communicating in English among the speakers from the outer
and expanding circles was far more than that with inner circle in Kachru’s three circles model
(Kachru, 1985; Crystal, 2008), and NNESs’ aims of effective intercultural communications
could not be achieved only by conforming to NS norms (Baker, 2011, 2012; Dewey, 2012).
Therefore, | began to ask myself. As a non-native speaker of English, why did | bother to
concentrate on becoming native-like as close as possible when | could successfully
communicate with people from different L1 backgrounds? This ideological shift pursued me
to carry out a MA dissertation on evaluating English use and the perceptions of ELF among
Chinese teachers and students in university in order to bring ELF into Chinese English

language teaching (ELT) classrooms.

In fact, it was noticed by the researcher that English was used as speakers’ neither the first
nor the second language in China. Instead, it was more used for intercultural communication.
Just as Wang (2013) mentioned, ‘Native English speakers’ (NES) communities are no longer
the main communities that Chinese speakers aim to align with” (p. 257). However, the
majority of teachers and students seemed to overlook this fact, and still adopted traditional
way of English as a foreign language based on standardized NS norms. Though teaching and
learning approaches were different in many respects, there were three similar ways that
English was usually described. Firstly, English referred to English spoken by native speaking
counties, particularly referring to UK and US English. Secondly, English of inner circle was
considered as “appropriate” and “good” English. Thirdly, the ultimate aim of such approach
was to achieve native-like English as close as possible (Chen & Hu, 2006; Kirkpatrick &
Xu, 2002). The concept of ELF was still misinterpreted as deficient EFL (Jenkins, 2007).
Even if a number of participants showed their awareness of ELF (Wang, 2015b), they still
had a second thought in applying such ideology into classroom teaching.

Followed by what | had found from the previous MA dissertation, | realized that there was
a huge conceptual gap between how ELF had been used for many years in communication
and the acceptance and recognition of the legitimate status of ELF in ELT in China (Jenkins,
2014; Seidlhofer, 2011; Wang, 2015a; Wen, 2012). While the causes of this situation were
diverse and complex, they suggested that my previous research only skimmed the surface.

In my MA dissertation, the evaluations of students’ perceptions about ELF remained looking
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at classroom participants’ attitudes towards ‘native speakers’ norms’ only. Other features of
ELF hadn't been addressed. As for the difficulties that had hindered students’ willingness of
learning ELF, only teachers and students’ explicit perceptions about ELF had been noticed,
e.g. teachers’ attitudes towards NSE, NNSE and standard English ideology. No further
explorations had been made about how such perceptions, attitudes, beliefs and ideologies
were created from the top; formulated during the process; and impacted on their language
practices. This resulted in the research which still remained at the surface level. My
confusions with the questions I raised above still drugged my attention to continuing a
further PhD study to address language ideologies in ELF research in the Chinese higher

education context specifically.

Taking into account how language ideologies were created from the top, formulated during
the process, and impacted on individuals’ language practices, in this research, I focused on
the interrelations among the three components of language policy, e.g., language ideologies,
language management and language practices, as mentioned in Spolsky’s framework (2012).
Particularly, I paid attention to language ideologies in relation to language management and
language ideologies in relation to language practices. As discussed in Spolsky’s (2009) and
Shohamy’s (2006), there are battles between language management and language practice,
in which they attempt to reproduce language beliefs. Such reproduced language beliefs, on
the one hand, are top-down language beliefs which are embraced in policy statements. On
the other hand, they are bottom-up language beliefs emerging through practice. The top-
down and the bottom-up language beliefs always interplay with each other and eventually
impact on the de facto language practice (Spolsky’s, 2004; Shohamy, 2006; Kaplan &
Baldauf, 1997).

What’s more, in recent years, a number of researchers have been interested in ELT
classrooms in China, only a few of them have been interested in evaluating the role language
attitudes, beliefs or ideologies have played in the field (e.g. Chen & Hu, 2006; Pan, 2014;
Zheng, 2013; 2014). Chen & Hu (2006) investigated into language awareness and attitudes
towards English in China. Pan (2014) paid attention to deconstructing the ideological
discourses of English with Global Englishes perspective in the Chinese language education
context. Among those studies on language attitudes, beliefs or ideologies, even fewer laid
their emphasis on beliefs about English as a lingua franca in relation to language policy
studies (e.g. Wen, 2012; Wang, 2015a; 2015b; Fang, 2015).
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Thus, looking into the top-down language policies, the embodied language ideologies that
were related to ELF will be evaluated in this research. Yet, only paying attention to language
management which will impact on participants’ beliefs about ELF in top-down manner could
not show the whole picture. There is also a need to look into the grassroots’ language
behaviors, so as to clarify the individuals’ language ideologies, which in the meanwhile
serves as the bottom-up effect that will impact on language practices and further on the de

facto language policies.

1.4 Research Questions

Given what has been discussed, language ideologies with the awareness of ELF in the formal
language educational settings in the Chinese higher education context are the central concern
of this research. Its relations to language policy, as the representation of language
management and language practice, are particularly focused respectively in both top-down
and bottom-up manners. As shown in the following picture, focusing on interrelations among

the three components, this research has adopted Spolsky’s framework (2009, 2012) of
language policy.

Language
Ideologies

Language
Language RQ2 Policy
(Language

Practice
Management)

The first research question considers the relations between the primary language policy

statements and explicitly/ implicitly embodied language ideologies, as mentioned in
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Spolsky’s framework (2009, 2012). It aims to find out how English is represented in
language policy explicitly and implicitly.

The second research question is concerned with language policy in relation to language
practices. Although RQ2 focuses particularly on the relation between language policy and
language practice, the role that the embodied language ideologies in language policy plays
in policy implementation will be focused as well. On the one hand, as language beliefs or
ideologies are always embodied in the explicitly stated policy statements, classroom
participants’ language practices are affected through the top-down policy statements. On the
other hand, individual language practice is also created by his or her own belief or ideology,
which is not necessarily always the same as that of the top-down ones. Thus, the different
beliefs or ideologies will further impact on policy implementation. So, there is a need to look
into how and to what extent is the effectiveness of implementation of language policy in

classroom participants’ language practice.

The third research question pays attention to the relationship between language ideologies
and language practice. As mentioned, individual language belief also impacts on his or her
language practices, and further serves as a bottom-up effect on the implementation of
language policy. Thus, different attitudes, beliefs or ideologies that classroom participants
hold, for example, EFL vs. ELF which impact on classroom participants’ language
practices, will be investigated into. In achieving so, Shohamy’s (2006) proposition of
‘mechanisms’ of de facto language policy, which locates between language ideology and
language practice as shown in Spolsky’s framework, will be addressed to evaluate through

what ways that de facto language policy is created and affected.

In the light of this, the research questions are designed as follow:

1. How is English explicitly and/or implicitly represented in language policy? To what
extent is the language policy reflecting the role of ELF?

2. How is language policy implemented in classroom participants’ language practice?

3. What are the classroom participants’ perceptions about English and how do they engage

with the implementation of language policy in practice?
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1.5 The Structure of the Thesis

There are 10 chapters in this thesis. Both Chapter 2 and 3 will display the overall theoretical
framework of the research. To be more specific, Chapter 2 will review the publications about
the concept of language policy, particularly focusing on the inter-related relations among
language management, language ideology and language practice as debated by Spolsky
(2009). Mechanisms of de facto language policy, as stated by Shohamy (2006), will also be
addressed. Chapter 3, Language Ideology and ELF Awareness, will pay more attention to
the theories and literatures, which are related to language ideologies in ELF research. ELF
awareness in ELT settings will be particularly addressed in reference of different

components of ELF awareness and implications for ELF-oriented classrooms.

Chapter 4 will discuss the methodology, in which I will introduce the research in terms of
participants recruiting, piloting, fieldwork, research methods, data analysis approaches and
procedures, ethic and risks management and limitations etc. | will particularly explain why
and how to choose certain target participants and the reason why | apply different qualitative

approaches, and research sites etc.

Following Chapter 4, Methodology, Chapter 5, 6, 7 and 8 will present and discuss the
research findings retrieved from the qualitative research methods, namely, document
analysis, teacher interviews, students’ focus groups and classroom observations. In Chapter
9, Discussion, on the one hand, I will discuss the issues based on the research findings
generated through all of the research methods by refereeing back to the theoretical
frameworks that have been explored. On the other hand, 1 will discuss the unexpected issues
emerging throughout the research that haven’t been explored. Chapter 10 will be a
concluding one. This chapter will answer the three research questions on the basis of the
research findings, and give an overall evaluation of the research. All the strengths and

limitations, advantages and difficulties of the research will be examined
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Chapter 2 Language Policy

2.1 Introduction

This chapter aims to explore the theoretical framework of the thesis by looking into the
conceptualization of language policy, in which it involves in three inter-related components,
I.e. language practices, language beliefs or ideologies, and language management. In order
to do so, the chapter will be divided into two main sections. Firstly, I will present Spolsky’s
framework which consists of three components and is interacted with each other. Spolsky’s
framework, in terms of its limitations in explaining real-world language policy issues, will
be evaluated. I will also focus on the appropriateness of Spolsky’s framework for the
interpretation of language policy issues in China, explaining the key concept in the field of
language policy. In particular, attention will be paid to language beliefs or ideologies, in
terms of the links between language ideology and language practice and language ideology

and language management.

Secondly, in addition to Spolsky’s framework, Shohamy’s views of mechanisms as the main
factors that impact on de facto language policy will also be explored. Spolsky’s triangle
framework is intended to explore what is involved in the concept (Richard, Baldauf & Li,
2008). Shohamy’s views of de facto language policy, however, provide more practical
insights in carrying out the research. Her views about mechanisms that lie between language
ideology and de facto language practice will be evaluated in the higher educational setting
in the Chinese context. Such mechanisms ranging from language education policy,
curriculum, textbooks and learning materials, testing, and classroom teaching practice will
be investigated into. The role that teachers play as agents will also be explored. As mentioned
by Shohamy (2006), among a wide range of agencies, teachers are the most powerful ones

in the implementation of language policy in classroom practices.

2.2  The Understanding of Language Policy

The concept of language policy, mentioned by Kaplan & Baldauf (1997), is a set of laws or

regulations or rules launched by an “authoritative body”, and “is a body of ideas, laws,
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regulations, rules and practices intended to achieve the planned language change in the
society, group or system” (Kaplan & Baldauf 1997, xi). Yet, covert and overt, implicit or
explicit statements of language policy are all included in the field of language policy research
(Shohamy, 2006). Overt language policy refers to the explicitly-published rules or
regulations or other forms of documents, such as curricula and school language policies. It
regulates about forms, functions, structures, uses, or acquisition of language “in order to
influence economic, political, and educational opportunity” (Johnson, 2013, p.25). Covert
language policy then is concerned with implicitly-embraced language attitudes, beliefs or
ideologies and the actual language practices (Ricento & Hornberger, 1996; Schiffman,
1996). To be more exact, language policy is carried out through a set of laws regulating
individuals’ daily language use for their “everyday ideologically saturated language-
regulating mechanisms” (McCarty & Hopson, 2011, p.339). Therefore, language policy
should be considered beyond its explicitly-declared statements, but in the meanwhile other
implicitly ideological issues should be reflected through it. The study of language policy
thus involves in “the sum totality of ideas, values, beliefs, attitudes, prejudices, religious

strictures” (Schiffman, 1996, p.276).

In the light of this, language policy is very loosely defined nowadays, “almost any
sociolinguistic phenomena” are considered, and “all language attitudes, ideologies, and
practices are categorized” (Johnson, 2013, p.25). Spolsky (2004, 2009) also mentions that
language practices, language beliefs or ideologies and language management should be
involved in the whole field of language policy. He further developed a triangle framework
to further explain that language choices were made by individuals due to the interplays of

the three components, as mentioned in his framework.

2.2.1 Spolsky’s Three Components of Language Policy

According to Spolsky (2004, 2009), language policy is made up of three components,
namely, language practices, language beliefs or ideologies and language management. It
involves in language rules and regulations not only in textual form but also in empirical and
practical form, for example, people’s language behaviors, language choices, language
preferences, and decisions about language learning and use, etc. Besides, the implementation

of language policy may represent different interpretations of language policy. While some
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language policies are successfully implemented, other language policies are not (Recinto,
2006; Spolsky, 2004; Shohamy, 2006). Therefore, it is necessary to distinguish the three
components of the language policy from each other and then to clarify the relations between

each of them.

The first component, as mentioned in Spolsky’s framework, refers to language practice.
Language practice can be considered as the observed behaviors or choices that people
actually make in their daily uses about a language or languages. And in most cases, they do
not even realize it (Spolsky, 2007, 2009). Such choices that people make may be the same
as official language policy, or there is always the case that language policy cannot achieve
what was expected at the beginning. Instead, it is always the individuals who make choices
about their uses of language rather than those in authorities (Spolsky, 2009). For example,
language choices made by individuals can be various depending on conventional or agreed
rules of different contexts that people learn as they grow up, which are usually sub-

consciously accepted by them.

The second component is concerned with language beliefs or ideologies. As mentioned by
Spolsky (2012), the components of language beliefs involve in beliefs about certain language
varieties and its use. It also includes the beliefs about the values that are attached to certain
varieties and beliefs about the importance of maintaining these values. e.g., what languages
are, which variety it is, and which kinds of values are assigned to the varieties (Griswold,
2011). Then as Blommaert (2006) and Silverstein (1992) mention, such beliefs will be

generated into ideologies as time goes by.

As explained above, the implementation of language policy may be various due to the
different interpretations of language policies made by different people. In fact, in the process
of implementation, the actors include not only the bodies who respond to making policies
but also the entity who respond to putting such policies into practice. The outcome of actual
practice of language policies is closely related to how actors perceive the languages that the
official policies regulate about and how the actors react to the policies. Thereby, it is no

doubt that language choices, preferences, decisions that one makes for their daily use of
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language usually involve in ideological orientations (Tollefson, 1991). Language beliefs or

ideologies are no doubt closely related to language practice.

The third component, as mentioned in Spolsky’s framework, refers to language
management. Simply put, language management involves in all kinds of specific efforts
made by those who are in power to adjust the real practice by planning or interventions. The
efforts may be explicitly stated in officially-published documents, or they can also be
implicitly shared by conventional rules (Spolsky, 2009). As a result, how language should
be used and perceived by people in practice will be affected (Spolsky, 2009, 2012). For
example, on the one hand, language management can regulate standards for language
practice, in terms of through which different language varieties, language standards and
norms may be forced or encouraged to use (Spolsky, 2009). It also modifies language beliefs
or language ideologies through the policy implementation process from top-down process.
On the other hand, language planning and management are not always as powerful as
expected (Spolsky, 2009; 2012; Shohamy, 2006). As there are always the contradictions
existing between language practice and ideologies, this may result in language planning and
management to make changes in bottom-up manners. Considering language practice is
closely related to language policy and ideology, a change in each one of the three
components may lead to a chain of reactions. Therefore, the explicit policy statement cannot

be guaranteed to fulfill in the actual practices.

Spolsky’s framework explains the concept of language policy by focusing on the internal
relation among the three components: language practice, language beliefs or ideologies and
language management. In one way, his framework presents an overall picture and structure
of language policy, and explains how language policy may be created or impacted through
the interactions among different components. His framework also theoretically guides the
researcher to consider not only language policies in textual forms, but in three aspects: 1).
Looking into explicitly-stated language policy; 2). Evaluating the embraced language
ideologies by investigating into policy statements; 3). Paying attention to language policy

implementation in classroom practices.
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Yet, there are also limitations. Firstly, while Spolsky emphasizes the interactions among
three components, Recinto & Hornberg (1996) suggest that language policy is like unpeeling
an onion which involves in multiple layers. The development of language policy is driven
by interactions among different layers “of policy creation, interpretation, appropriation, and
instantiation” (Johnson, 2013, p.25). Wang (2017b) also makes it clear in her research on
Chinese language policy in international higher education that there are layers of language
policy in China and the interactions among the three components need to be discussed in
terms of different layers—such as, national, institutional, and interpersonal, respectively.
Secondly, Spolsky’s attention is more paid to the language choices made on the basis of
internal forces while Shohamy’s (2006) mechanisms of de facto language policy (see the
section of 2.2.3) explores further the interface of external forces between policy and practice
by addressing multiple devices used for the implementation of language policy overtly and

covertly.

2.2.2 The Process of Language Policy: Top-down vs. Bottom-up

As discussed in Spolsky’s framework of language policy, language rules and regulations
encompasses beliefs and ideologies about language as well as language practice. In fact, all
kinds of actual language practice are fundamentally ideological since they are socially
constituted in the interests and values of human agents (Street, 1993; Irvine & Gal, 2000).
Lippy-Green (2004) also mentions that language ideologies are behavioral in that they find
reflection in the practices of those who hold them. Considering there are always different
language ideologies existing at the same time (Kroskrity, 2004), the belief which is accepted
by the majority of people will usually become the main ideology of the context (Spolsky,
2009, 2012). Ideally, the policy statements which have been published in the form of written
documents by the official government from the top are supposed to take what people believe
about language and language use. Language practice at the same time is implemented
according to the same unified ideological consideration that is embraced in language policies
(Shohamy, 2006). The three components should be consistent with each other in the top-

down manner.

Yet, language policy can not only come from the top, but also emerge from the bottom-up
practice (Spolsky, 2004, 2009; Shohamy, 2006; Kaplan & Baldauf, 1997). There is always
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a “battle between ideology and practice” (Shohamy, 2006, p.54), overtly or covertly. Kaplan
& Baldauf (1997) also refer that language policies do not need to be official regulations
enacted by “an authoritative body”, they can emerge from an authoritative body as well as
unofficial principles and cultural constructs that emerge in grassroots level (McCarty, 2011;
Schiffman, 2012; Spolsky, 2009). As mentioned by Recinto & Hornberg (1996), language
policy is not only decided by who created it, but also affected by the ones who are supposed
to appropriate it into practice according to their interpretations as it moves from top-down
across different levels (see also Johnson, 2013), e.g., national, local, institutional, and
interpersonal levels. How grassroots actors at different layers interpret and transmit the
covert implicitly-embraced ideologies will surely impact on the implementation of language
policy at each level. Then the final outcome of language policy is affected and developed
through the interplays of multi-layers. Spolsky (2009) and Shohamy (2006) also mention
that there are battles between language management and language practice in which they
attempt to reproduce language beliefs. On the one hand, such reproduced language beliefs
are top down language beliefs which are embraced in policy statements. On the other hand,
they are bottom up language beliefs emerging through practices. The top-down and the
bottom-up language beliefs always interplay with each other and eventually impact on the
de facto language practice (Spolsky, 2004; Shohamy, 2006; Kaplan & Baldauf, 1997). Thus,
language policy is also seen as an “onion” by Recinto & Hornberg (1996), which exists
across many different layers or levels, from official governmental laws to the language
practices of a family. The development of language policy is driven by interactions among
different layers “of policy creation, interpretation, appropriation, and instantiation”

(Johnson, 2013, p.25).

2.2.3 Shohamy’s Mechanisms of de facto Language Policy

Aligning with Spolsky's points of view, Shohamy (2006) accepts that language is not able
to be completely planned or managed simply through language policies. Moreover, based on
Spolsky’s (2004) framework of language policy, Shohamy (2006) explores further the
interface between policy and practice by addressing multiple devices used for the
implementation of language policy overtly and covertly. She develops her argument of the
mechanisms as the most influential factors which contribute to the construction of de facto
language policies. In the light of this, Shohamy (2006) expands the scope of language policy

beyond overt language policy statement and the internal forces that impact on de facto
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language policies to focus on other mechanisms or devices like language testing, language
education policy, language in public places such as signs and visual displays and so on,
which also notify us to investigate into language policy in action across multiple sites.
Besides, Shohamy’s proposal of mechanisms can also remind the researchers in the field of
language policy of avoiding overstating choices and actions that individuals may have, as

they are associated with institutionalized constraints (Horner, 2009).

The term mechanisms, as proposed by Shohamy (2006), locate between language ideology
and language practice, as shown in Spolsky’s (2004) framework. The mechanisms range
from the explicitly-stated rules and regulations, language education policy, curriculum,
textbooks, teachers and language testing etc. At the same time they involve in a number of
stakeholders, such as classroom participants, institutional administrators, test makers and
agencies, teaching materials publishers. Similarly, Kaplan & Baldauf (1997) also conclude
that education policy, curriculum policy, personnel, materials, community and evaluation

have to be considered in the process of planning language in education.

The mechanisms usually affect de facto language policies, language perceptions, choices,
uses and people’s behaviors in top-down manner when people are unaware of them
(Shohamy, 2006). To be specific, such mechanisms serve as “vehicles for promoting and
perpetuating agendas” (Shohamy, 2006, p.55) through curricula, textbooks and teaching
materials, teaching practices and tests etc. Through such devices, implicitly-embraced
language ideologies are delivered and reflected (Kaplan & Baldauf, 1997). Consequently,
the majority of the stakeholders rarely consider whether such reflected ideologies should be
accepted by themselves or not. But they follow the instructions and regulations
subconsciously without even being aware of its existence (Shohamy, 2006). Such ideologies
will then be imposed on and reproduced by students’ language learning ever since they start

to learn the language (Shohamy, 2004, 2010; Kim, 2015).

Meanwhile, Shohamy (2006) specifically emphasizes that covert mechanisms usually have
the equal impact on language policy as overt statements, and overt and covert mechanisms
are associated with language policy. So she emphasizes that it is necessary to focus on

explicit policy statements and de facto language practices in conducting the research. As the
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explicitly-stated language policy cannot always be guaranteed to full implementation, it is
common that the official documents are contradicted with the actual practices. Mechanisms
therefore, can also be used to affect language policy in bottom-up manner (Shohamy, 2006).
A wide range of actions will be taken by them to ensure that their language beliefs or
ideologies are put into practice to resist to policy that is imposed from the top. Such actions,
overt or covert, are often used as tools to affect language practice (Earls, 2016; Kaplan &

Baldauf, 1997).

Therefore, in comparison, Spolsky’s (2004) theory is more effective in identifying and
analyzing the internal relation among the three components of language policy. Shohamy’s
(2006) mechanisms of de facto language policy, firstly, are helpful to explore more complex
interactions among the various external forces that the de facto language policy may be
created or affected rather than the internal relations between language policy, language
ideology, and language practice (Kim, 2015). Secondly, Shohamy’s discussions about
mechanisms have emphasized language practice in more practical manner. Therefore,
combining with Spolsky’s (2004) framework, the researcher will particularly address the
mechanisms raised by Shohamy (2006) to explore the engagement of each stakeholder in
order to gain insight into how de facto language policies are practiced. Several factors and
devices, as mentioned by Shohamy (2014), such as language education policy (LEP),
curricula, classroom teaching, textbooks, testing and teachers etc. may affect the
implementation of language policy from both top-down and bottom-up. These will be

discussed one by one in the next following sections.

2.2.3.1. Language Education Policy

As language policy refers to people’s decisions made about languages and their language
use in the society, the concern with language in education context involves in social, cultural,
and political factors (Tollefson, 2014). LEP can be considered as a means that affects these
decisions about languages and language use in the educational settings, such as in the context
of schools, institutions and universities (Lippy-Green, 2004; Shohamy, 2006; Tollefson,
2014; Pan, 2014).

Lippy-Green (2004) mentions that education is the key of maintaining language ideologies.
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LEP, to some extent, can be considered as certain language ideologies that are put into
practice in the educational settings through formal education devices by those in authorities
(Shohamy, 2006, 2014; Ricento & Hornberger, 1996). Especially in centralized education
system, LEP is commonly created and decided by authorities (Shohamy, 2006), such as
Ministry of Education, parliaments, or local government agencies in a top-down process.
Among other devices, LEP is seen as one of the most powerful mechanisms. It affects
language ideologies and behaviors not only to “create and impose language behavior in a
system which it is compulsory for all children to participate in”, but also to, “determine
criteria for language correctness, oblige people to adopt certain ways of speaking and
writing, create definitions about language and especially determine the priority of certain
languages in society and how these languages should be used, taught and learned” (Shohamy,
2006, p.77). Consequently, while the majority of institutions and classroom participants
comply, less resistance exists (Hornberger & Johnson, 2007). Teachers, textbooks, curricula
and tests all contribute to reinforcing such policies. Formal educational institutions, such as
universities, schools then are played as a role to promote and perpetuate such agendas

(Hornberger & Johnson, 2007).

2.2.3.2. Curriculum

Curriculum in the most centralized education countries is usually created and regulated by
the central government agencies, which is seen as one of the overtly explicit language
education policies (Shohamy, 2006). In brief, it is defined as “the overall rational for the
education program of institution” (Kelly, 1989, p.14). Therefore, in a broader sense,
curriculum usually contains aims, goals and objectives of education policy which involve in
“the educational purposes of the program...the contents, teaching procedures and learning
experiences which will be necessary to achieve this purpose...and some means for assessing
whether or not the educational ends have been achieved” (Richards, Platt & Platt, 1992,
p.24). In the narrowest sense, clearly-stated principles for classroom teaching approaches,
textbook contents, evaluation systems, and other special requirements are also described in
detail. Curriculum, therefore play an important role in guiding the overt language education
policy to be put into practice in a top-down manner (Razfar, 2012).

For example, as discovered in curricula, English is required to learn as an additional language

apart from national language in many counties (Nunan, 2003; Pan, 2014; Kim, 2015). In
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such countries, especially non-native English speaking countries, English has been taught
and learned as a compulsory subject since primary or secondary education (Zhang, 2012,
Hu, 2005a; 2005b). It is always the case that as emphasized by the policy statement, English
is important in gaining and exchanging information in technology, economy, and academia
in the globalizing world (Brown, 2012; MOE, 2007). Obviously, language education policy
in most countries has recognized the relations between English and international (Yang,
2003; Ricento, 2006). And English is used as a contact language for information exchange
(MOE, 2007). Yet, such features of English are not addressed in curricula and certainly are
not usually implemented in practice (Mckay, 2002; Jung & Norton, 2002; Jenkins, 2014).
Instead, as Brown (2012) mentions that in most curricula, English that students should
acquire refers to “English of native speakers”, which “serves as the model and standard”
(p-147). In fact, “successful ELF communication is based on more than proficiency in the
language code” (Baker, 2009, p.15). Culturally-based skills, accommodation and
negotiation, are also needed to be equipped with (Baker, 2009).

Further up, in most countries belonging to expanding circle, English learning is driven by
the purpose of modernization and international competitions in the world system (Ricento,
2000). The intentions of English learning, as stated in curricula, do not depend on the use of
English for communication or individuals’ needs, but more political aims. And for
individuals, to enter into a better university or gain a better job, they have no choice but to
learn English (Mckay, 2012; Yoshihari & Carpenter, 2015). English is seen as an opportunity
to enter into a better life for most of them (Wang, 2012; 2013). Therefore, their aims of
learning English are neither to communicate with speakers from native speaking countries
nor to be native-like. Instead their learning English is more towards practical aims (Liu,
2016).

2.2.3.3. Classroom Teaching

Classroom teaching, as a part of LEPs, should be taken into account when considering the
de facto language policy in the educational setting. It can be seen as one of the mechanisms
that LEP is implemented (Shohamy, 2006). Auerbach (1993; 2000) draws attention to the
role of classrooms in the implementation of LEP and claims that classrooms can be seen as
sites of struggle about whole knowledge, experiences, literacy and discourse practices. That

is to say, in the classroom, there are no instructional approaches where knowledge language
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use and literacy practices are neutral (Auerbach, 1993). It is through classroom that
stakeholders make their decisions and choices about language use in order to form the de
facto practice by themselves directing their language beliefs or ideologies in a bottom-up
manner (Auerbach, 1993; Shohamy, 2006). As a result, classroom is the struggle between
top-down policy and bottom-up practice. If there were no differences found between those
two process, then the LEP could be carried out successfully and smoothly. If there were
contradictions revealed, there would be resistance emerging from the bottom-up practices.
Then the implementation of LEP may be difficult. Therefore, there is a need to observe class
interactions and activities to evaluate the implementations of LEP, further to find the

explanations of certain contradictions with specifically addressing to language ideology.

As what has been discussed about the interrelations of the three components of language
policy, language regulations actually are an inherently ideological process (Liddicoat, 2013).
When considering the language ideologies, it is no doubt that a number of ideologies have
shaped the existing language education policies (Kirkpatrick, 2017). Such existing language
ideologies direct the discussions in choosing different classroom teaching approaches.
Among them, current language teaching and learning practices in China are still based on
the Second Language Acquisition theories. In brief, SLA linguists view learners’ mother
tongue interferes with learners’ target L2 (Ellis, 1997; Mitchell, et al, 2013). Learners’ L1 is
seen as the error resources to their L2 and has a negative impact if learners’ L1 belongs to a
different language family. If learners’ L1 and L2 belong to the same language family, L1 has
positive effect in L2 learning (Ellis, 1997). What’s more, L2 learners of English are
considered as failures or deficient learners unless they achieve the unattainable Native-like
English speakers (Cook, 2002). Thus, even if recent researches on effectiveness of different
language teaching approaches have been highly brought into debate, such approaches like
Communicative Language Teaching (Rao, 2002; Shu, 2004), Content and Language
Integrated Learning (CLIL), Task-based Language Learning (TBLL) etc., are all suggest the
same understanding of English. They are “in one way or another, concerned with the same
central pedagogic problem” (Seidlhofer, 2011, p.197), which particularly focus on “finding
ways of facilitating the acquisition of as near native-like competence as required by the

learner, teacher, or system”.
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However, with perspective of ELF, the focus is beyond remembering vocabularies,
accumulating regular collocations or gaining the command of sentence patterns of target
languages. The outer social linguistic environment is encouraged to be taken into account in
the process of classroom teaching (Wang, 2015a). It requires that teachers should uncover
what is really needed by students with learners’ perspective, and clarifies students’
capabilities “for using the language by exploiting its communicative potential” no matter

whatever “the degree of conformity to NS norms” is (Seidlhofer, 2011, p.201).

Such arguments between linguists in the field of SLA and ELF suggest different
understandings and conceptualization of English. As a result, different ways of teaching
approaches are being discussed and reconsidered as well. Apparently, classroom teaching,
as the overt LEP, can be considered as one of the mechanisms that affects de facto language
policy. In what ways the embraced language beliefs and ideologies of LEP are put into
practice and have a huge impact on their outcomes. Therefore, investigating into classroom
practice offers insight into the struggle between language policies from top-down and

bottom-up in relate to reflected language ideologies

2.2.3.4. Textbook

Another major element included in the mechanisms that may affect English education policy
1s textbooks. Textbooks usually play a role of additional or supporting tool which is always
accompanied with teaching. Textbooks therefore contain various ideological and political
agendas (Shohamy, 2006). Just as what Matsuda (2012) mentions, on the one hand, teaching
materials are “a source of input”, and on the other hand, they contribute to language teaching
to “express, reinforce, and construct a certain view of the world” (p.168). On the surface,
political agenda forms as the designed program and curricula through formal education
practices, and is delivered by textbooks or a variety of learning materials. In this sense,
generally, textbooks can be seen as a “route map for teachers and learners” (ibid, p.168). On
the deeper layer, textbooks offer “a sense of security and self-confidence” by offering
“structure and predictability” (Mckay, 2012, p.71) to teachers in front of their students in

classrooms.
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That is to say, textbooks play an important role in shaping and reinforcing teachers and
students’ language ideology and affect their language choices as well (Shohamy, 2006;
Kaplan & Baldauf, 1997). A number of examples can be found in the textbooks for using
language ideological stereotypes. The most obvious one is that English speakers, as
described in the textbooks, are usually wealthy and well established (Yang, 2003). They are
seen as members of elite group. English and its symbolic power have impact on teachers and
students’ understanding and choosing English. Another major issue that is concerned with
Standard English Ideology and Native English speakers’ norms is the two main language
beliefs that current textbooks of the market are centered on (Jenkins, 2007, 2014; Seidlhofer,
2011). One of the pedagogical features is teaches’ language according to codified grammar
of English that comes from the inner circle, and a teacher explains vocabularies in
accordance with dictionaries that have been published by native English speaking countries
etc. Another feature that has been noticed by Mckay (2012, p.72) is that “well-known
holidays, customs and literature of English speaking countries” appear in high frequency in
textbooks. Meanwhile, frequency of such relevant cultural information and knowledge of
countries from the outer or expanding circle remains low or even none. That is to say,
cultures or customs included in textbooks are usually cultures of countries belonging to the
inner circle. In most cases, American and British cultures of all the listed ideological
stereotypes are imposed and internalized to learners after years of exposure to contents that

are delivered by textbooks.

2.2.3.5. Teacher

In the reference of Brown’s (2012) idea of the stakeholders of language policy, when doing
a research which is related to English education policy, there is a need not only to investigate
into curricula, textbooks or institutional administrators, but also to look into teachers. One
of the most obvious reasons is that teachers are “the final arbiters of language policy
implementation” (Menken & Garcia, 2010, p.1). They are expected to ensure certain
language policies to be applied successfully. To be specific, a teacher, on the one hand, is the
one in charge of the classroom to transmit political agendas that is imposed from the top
through curricula, textbooks and contents of texts or even perceptions of a language (Jenkins,
2007; Dewey, 2009; Matsuda & Friedrich, 2011). However, textual documents that are made
by the official government cannot foresee all the outcomes, factors and variations in the
process of practices. To what extent it will achieve as expected, how teachers react, interpret,

and transmit policies in practices will have a huge impact. Especially when conflicts appear
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between policy and practices, it is the teachers who usually make decisions about changes
based on their experiences, beliefs and expectations. Thus, the de facto language policy may
not reflect the language ideologies directly from the top, but reshaped, mediated by the
decisions that are made by the bottom-up stakeholders, and how they exert their agency in
certain context. Therefore, teachers’ role as an agent appears to be one of the important
factors that may impact on policy implementation in classrooms (Shohamy, 2006; Baldauf,

2006; Liddicoat & Baldauf, 2008).

e Teacher’s Role as an Agent

Agency, according to Biesta & Tedder (2006), stands for not actors themselves but the degree
of actors who are engaged with the context. It can be seen as the interplay of “individual
efforts, available resources and contextual and structural factors” of the context (p.137).
Moreover, agencies are varied because of the interplay of actors’ experiences from the past;
beliefs about the present and expectations for the possibility in the future in different contexts
(Emirbayer & Mische, 1998). Simply put, agency usually emerges and develops consistently
in the process of actors’ interaction with the context. In the educational settings, teachers’
agencies, then can be considered as to what extent teachers are engaged with the context and
how the interplay of their attitudes towards the past, present and future impact on their
practice. Pickering (1995) also points that teachers’ agencies can be seen as an ability of
teachers to implement their choices in daily practices. Hilferty (2008) also refers to teacher’s
agency is their ability to direct their own working life actively and purposefully within

specific limits.

A number of empirical studies in the field of language education policy have recognized the
crucial role that teachers plays as an agent in response to educational change (Haque & Cray,
2007; Hamid, 2010; Li, 2010; Stritikus, 2003). Hornberger & Skilton-Sylvester (2000) draw
attention on transformative roles that teachers play in both centralized and decentralized
policy contexts, which mostly depends on to what extent that teachers will achieve agencies.
They believe that the power relations present in literacy teaching environments as being
flexible and open to transformation through what teachers do in everyday practices. Yang
(2015) investigates into teachers’ agencies in ELT classrooms by looking at their teaching
practice towards language education reform in China, and draws the conclusion that there is

a need to establish teachers’ education programs to foster teachers’ agencies in order to
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transmit policies in response to educational change in China. Thus, teachers’ beliefs also
have a huge impact on to what extent that teachers’ agencies are achieved and language

policy is implemented.

e The Impacts of Teachers’ Beliefs

Teachers’ agencies are achieved due to a number of factors, among which teacher’s beliefs
are one of the major factors (Nespor, 1987, Meirink et al., 2009; Jennings, 1996). Teachers’
beliefs, as Heather & Garey (2009) mention, are subjectively based, which are concerned
with what they believed to be true. In fact, teachers’ beliefs will affect everything that they
do in the classroom, implicitly or explicitly (Williams & Burden, 1997), e.g., their
consciousness, behaviours, and their interactions with students etc. (Heather & Garey, 2009).
In particular, their beliefs will “filter the ways they conceptualize teaching and themselves
as teachers, and develop explanations for their own classroom practices” (Xu, 2012, p.1397).
Hence, the impact of teachers’ beliefs is much stronger than teachers’ knowledge, which
become the central element to determine teachers’ practice in classes, such as the way they
plan their lessons, the kinds of decisions they make, and their general classroom practice
(Pajares, 1992), even with the fact that sometimes such beliefs may cause teachers’ limited

views on classroom teaching practices (Johnson, 1999).

Teachers’ beliefs are widely recognized in classroom decision-making process in language
policy researches as well (Biesta et al, 2015; Meirink, et al. 2009; Nespor, 1987). Choi (2014)
conducts an empirical study emphasizing the critical role of teachers’ beliefs in enhancing
the effectiveness of language policy and planning. The study highlights the fact that language
policy “is only adopted by those who consider that it is compatible with their own prime
goal of education” (p.216). Hence, it is obvious that the interplay between teachers’ beliefs
and ideologies, organizational structures and school contexts shapes the attempts of policy
statement (Lipman, 1998). More importantly, teachers’ beliefs have a huge impact on to
what extent that teachers’ agencies are achieved and language policy is implemented. In
another word, it is the teachers who translate embodied language ideologies into textbooks
to their students, and it is the teachers who have the flexibility to decide which language(s)
should be taught to their students in what ways and for what purpose (Shohamy, 2006). For
example, although a large number of textbooks out there in the market are native English

norms based, in what ways teachers interpret textbooks can impact on students’ language
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ideologies. As Seidlhofer (2011, p.201) refers, “what is crucial is not what teaching materials
are used but how they are used”. Stritikus (2003) also proposes the term ‘policy-to practice
connection’” (p. 30), suggesting that how teachers implement policy statement in the
educational settings is not only varied due to the different textual documents, such as
curricula, textbooks or any other materials, but also their attitudes, beliefs and ideologies
towards the content, classroom teaching pedagogy, and outer-classroom environment of the
context. Jennings (1996) mentions that teachers’ beliefs, attitudes and previous experiences
contribute to their integrating knowledge, interpreting and translating educational policy into
practices. Darling-Hammond (1990) also points that instructional choices made by teachers
are needed to be investigated along with the policy statements and teachers beliefs in order

to explain how teachers’ role has impact on the process of de facto language policy.

What’s more, teachers’ belief about the nature of language, about learning/teaching, about
the learners, and about themselves can be influential in affecting their teaching (Brog, 2006,
Willians & Burden, 1997; Seidlhofer, 2011; Shohamy, 2006; Sifakis & Bayyurt, 2018;
Dewey, 2012). Simply put, language teachers must be firstly clear about what the language
is (Dewey, 2012; Seidlhofer, 2011) and how to learn the language so as to make decisions
on classroom practices (Brog, 2006). Just as Williams & Burden (1997) refer “a teacher‘s
deep-rooted beliefs about how languages are learnt” are extremely important as they “will
pervade the classroom actions more than a particular methodology s/he is told to adopt or
the coursebook s/he follows”. For example, if a teacher views English as a set of fixed codes,
he/she will more emphasize on conforming to the standards. In the same vein, if a teacher
believes that conforming to NS norms can ensure the successful learning, then he/she will
no double teach English in the reference of standard native norms. At the same time,
teachers’ way of teaching can find reflections in their beliefs about learning as well. Other
than the importance of teachers’ beliefs about the nature of the language and language
learning, how they consider their students also contributes to the decisions that they made in
relation to classroom teaching, e.g., teaching approaches, teaching materials, and
pedagogical objectives. For instance, instead of considering students as NSE learners, if
teachers consider their students as the ELF users, they may pay more attention to introducing
communication strategies for effective communication rather than correcting students’

errors. This will make a huge difference in the way they teach.
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Besides, it is rather important that how teachers conceive themselves in their classroom
practices. It involves in how teachers conceive themselves as a teacher, being able to identify
their preferences, advantages, weaknesses, as well as making the judgements and predictions
about learning outcomes (Brog, 2006; Sifakis & Bayyurt, 2018). Similarly in Tschannen-
Moran and Woolfolk Hoy (2001), they discuss teachers’ efficacy as an important issue.
According to them, it is teachers’ own judgment about teaching/learning outcomes that they
could bring about to their students. This has a considerable impact on teachers’ decisions. If
a teacher has high level of self-efficacy, he/she is more willing to make changes and
adaptations. Different levels of self-efficacy can determine to what extent that a teacher is
willing to face ‘insecure’ situations (see Jenkins, 2007; Seidlhofer, 2011). Just as Shohamy
(2006) argues, for most of the teachers and institutional administrators, they perceive
themselves to be soldiers, and it is their responsibility to carry out policies that are imposed
from the top (Auerbach, 1993). So they translate policy agenda that has been given from the
top without questioning. More importantly, to some degree, the ideologies or agendas of
policy statements that are reflected in textbooks may be internalized by teachers, and
reinforced in the practice of local schools and institutional policies (Auerbach, 1993;
Shohamy, 2006). As a result, conformity to language policy from the top provides them with
sense of security in front of their students (Jenkins, 2007; Seidlhofer, 2011).

In summary, the official documents of language policy are rather served as a guideline or an
instrument used by the government for intended policy to practice through a particular
rhetoric reflecting a particular set of values and intentions for education (Robinson, 2012).
Teachers are more served as the mediators in the policy implementation process as the policy
moves down through the administrative levels, either explicitly in new written documents or
through interpretation of existing documents (Ricento & Hornberger, 1996). More specific,
as Ricento & Hornberger (1996) emphasize, it is the grassroots participants who usually
bring about changes and transformations in the institutional context. On the one hand, policy
statements will be interpreted and reshaped in order to be accepted by the majority of the
contexts through adopting and adapting. On the other hand, the actual practices are rather
constructed and negotiated so as to fit certain policy requirements (Robinson, 2012) where
teachers play their roles as agents in classrooms. Their influences in the educational settings
appear to be undeniable. However, most decisions regarding LEP are made at the political
level with no teachers involved (Pan, 2014; Hu, 2005a). Quite a number of them are not even

aware of the regulations regarding to LEPs until they are required to follow it in their
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teaching jobs. Such facts reduce their understanding of LEPs that they are required to follow
and reduce their sense of participation as being agents of carrying out government policy

(Pan, 2014; Hu, 2005a).

2.2.3.6. Testing

Testing, as another important component of LEP, is the most powerful mechanism for
maintaining and affecting language behaviors and the use of students, teachers, parents and
the society as a whole (Shohamy, 2006). At the very basic level, Brown (2012) argues that
testing is “an essential part of monitoring students” progress and provides feedback. Test
scores are often “the sole indicators for placing people” (p.103) and have always been used
as a criteria to predicate whether students should be able to be accepted by which types of
universities. Therefore, in order to prepare for the test and to gain good results, testing has a
huge impact on implementing and adjusting to curricula, teaching and testing methods. As
Hogan-Brun (2007) mentions, curricula, content of textbooks and teaching approaches have
to be modified to adjust. With such a fact, more test-oriented materials will be produced in
the market out of commercial profits (Bailey & Masuhara, 2013). Thus, looking into policies
on testing and scoring system can help understand how test-oriented materials are created,

and explain certain types of classroom teaching approaches etc.

Yet, on the deeper layer, testing is also used as a tool to define and impact what are going to
be taught in which ways. Testing is a “crucial part of determining the degree to which the
objectives are appropriately defined” (Brown, 2012, p.161). In educational setting, the test
of specific languages and specific content usually can “determine which languages will be
studied” and which content should be learned in what ways. So testing has the power in
redefining “language knowledge”, motivating teachers “to teach test language”, and
“narrowing the linguistic knowledge” (Shohamy, 2014; 2006, p.105). Affected by the testing
and scoring system, teachers and students are facing choices that they have to make between

what is imposed from the top and their own.

Moreover, testing contains ideological agendas and can be used as a political instrument in
its wash back on language education (Messick, 1998; Liu, 2016). The embodied ideologies

in testing, such as contents, subconsciously position language learning activities, which are
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“determining the prestige and the status of languages”, “standardizing and perpetuating
language correctness” and “suppressing language diversity” (Shohamy, 2006, p.95). For
instance, in particular contexts, English learning is driven by the development of economy
of the country, which is always involved in agendas of modernization and
internationalization (Kirkpatrick, 2017). “The act of acquiring knowledge is wholly
dependent on the language one knows. The less one knows English, the less one gets access
to global knowledge” (Yoshiri & Carpenter 2015, p.4). Thereby, English is seen as a vehicle
for disseminating one's own knowledge and to those who prefer a better job, they will have
no choice but to have a good command of what is going to be tested (Yang, 2003). To sum
up, testing should be considered with the connection to social and political facts that they
have effects on curricula, ethicality, social class, bureaucracy, politics and knowledge
(Messick, 1998).

2.3 ELF and Language Policy

As discussed in the chapter of Introduction, English is more used as a lingua franca among
NNESs for communication which has resulted in the increasing number of variations and
diversity while negotiating and accommodating (Jenkins, 2014; 2015; Baker, 2015; Cogo
and Dewey, 2012, etc). However, as Jenkins (2014) mentions in her study of English
language policies and practices in HE settings, native English ideology has been commonly
operated. ‘“What it means to use English as a lingua franca’, it seems ‘nowhere in HE,
Anglophone or non-Anglophone’ (p.207). It is obvious that, a gap exists existing between
the classroom environment and the social practices (see also Jenkins, 2015). She further
mentions language policy appears to be one of the major gaps between what ELF has been
used for many years in reality, and the lack of knowledge of its legitimate status. Some
similar points has been found in Seidlhofer (2011, p.16). In fact, the mainstream ELT
continues to be operated on the basis of ‘entrenched attitudes and established traditional
views of native-speaker authority’ (Seidlhofer, 2011, p.16), though ELF has been effectively
used. She refers ‘we are faced here with a conceptual mismatch between outdated ideas about
native-speaker privilege and the overdue acknowledgement of the reality of ELF’ (2011,
P.16). As well as Kirkpatrick (2017), he compares language policies between ASEAN (the
Association of Southeast Asian Nations) and those in EU contexts and proposes the role of
ELF should be reflected in language policy by challenging an exclusive reference to native

English norms. In the same vein, Baker & Jarunthawatchai (2017) focus on language
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management in Spolsky’s three components in Thailand. They found currently, in Thailand,
language proficiency is still based on native speakers’ model which has negative impact on
social equality. Perrin (2017) also focuses on the paradoxical situation existed in
transnational education (TNE) where students are not studying in their first language, and
are assessed by academics who are mostly English additional language speakers, but with a
target language based on English ‘native speaker’ norms’ (p.153). He further suggests there
is a need to adopt ‘workable language policies in a TNE environment’ (p.153), such as the

diversity of English in its plural forms among students and staff.

Jenkins & Leung (2014; 2019) further do a research on large-scale standardized English
tests, and mention the conceptual background of international English language tests have
always been focus on the language that non-native speakers’ uses, ‘based on native intuition
and/or native English corpora, with a focus on some generic version of ‘correctness’ and
abstracted notions of academic English’ (p.87). In a word, most of the international English
tests fail to cope up with the modern world as they claimed. Instead, native English model
has always been set as the benchmark and an idealized model that the international language
tests prefer. Moreover, international English language tests, such as IELTS and TESOL,
‘have tended to be built on a stable portrayal of the English language’, which is ‘concerned
with the idealized and typified ways in which English is represented as a medium of
communication in real-life contexts, with particular reference to the use of English in
academic settings within English-medium institutions’ (p.88). Such issues have also
suggested conceptual background that English has been conceptualized as a ‘stable and

enduring phenomenon’ (Jenkins & Leung, 2019, p. 88).

With regard to bringing together ELF and language policy, ‘the question we need to ask at
this point comes down to what we actually mean by ‘English’ (Jenkins & Leung, 2019, p.
97), which English (es)? And what kind(s) of English (es) are applicable to ELF
communication in the educational settings? Seidlhofer (2011) also refers it is necessary to
consider ‘what English’ or ‘which English’ in discussing language policy in the EU context
before she drew the conclusion that English was the problem for multilingualism. That is to
say, ‘the English language policy-ideology interface’ that has been mentioned in Jenkins
(2014, p.74) should be taken into account when integrating ELF into language policy. Just
as what emphasized by Shohamy (2006), it is the key to clarify what is language in
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deconstructing language policy. Thus, while Jenkins (2014) investigated into language
policies in international universities, she focused more on ideologies that were attached to
the policies, as well as how the various stakeholders were reflected from the policies and
how they acted. In particularly, she paid attention to the stakeholders’ views about what were
counted as legitimate language in the context of university. As it is on the basis of Spolsky’s
three components of language policy, whether the language management was successful or
not, it can be reflected through the evaluating of language practice. In the meanwhile,
whether the language management and language practices match or not, it is related to the

attached language ideologies.

Based on the above, Wang (2015a) conducts a research with the focus on Chinese university
students’ ELF awareness. She finds that language education is the major source for
participants’ perceptions of English. It impacts on students’ language choices, and ‘serves
as an interface between linguistic realities and language attitudes’ (p.94). She further
concludes that it is the language education that maintains such mismatch which has caused
the belief about native speakers’ authority in English. Thereby, in her later studies, Wang
(2017a) proposes a changes of recognition of English in educational settings, mentions the
attention should also be paid to ELF users with different cultural backgrounds rather than
just native English backgrounds. She also proposes ‘the discussion of language policy based
on an ELF perspective engages choices of and attitudes towards different Englishes’ (p.5).
Further in Wang (forthcoming), she places emphasis on the need to focus on grassroots
language users’ contribution / interaction with language policy. Although language
management is not a one way straight process to deliver language rules and regulation, there
are interactions between the grassroots level and authorities from the top. So there is a space
between the top-down moderation and the bottom up resistances. In regard to focus on
bottom-up language users, we can seek possibilities for changes by looking into how
language teachers and language learners are engaging with language policy (Wang,

forthcoming).

2.4 Conclusion

To conclude, in this chapter, the researcher presents an overall theoretical explanation of the

conceptualization of language policy by adopting and evaluating spolaky’s (2004)
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framework and Shohamy’s (2006) views of mechanisms of de facto language policy.
Through Spolsky’s (2004) triangle framework which place emphasis on indicating the
interrelations among different components, a general consideration for carrying out
researches in the field of language policy has been provided. In the light of this, firstly, in
conducting the research, language policies, rules and regulations have been analyzed, as they
are constrained by ideological orientations towards language. Secondly, language practices
have also been paid attention to, as they refer to the patterns of language choices and
preferences that classroom participants may make in the classrooms. Thirdly, it is also
important for the researcher to understand stakeholders’ beliefs or ideologies about the

language in the ELT settings.

However, ideological orientations behind rules, regulations, objectives, aims or requirements
may not eventually turn into practices in implicit and explicit ways. Beside internal forces
that spolsky’s (2004) mentions, a various external devices of the de facto policy may create
and affect (Shohamy, 2006). Such devices range from language education policy,
curriculum, textbooks or learning materials, testing, and classroom teaching practice and the
teachers. Curricula, as an overall overt language education policy, are usually regulated by
the central authority of the government and seen as the main guidance of educational
activities. Classrooms are seen as a site of struggle about whole knowledge, experiences,
literacy and discourse practices, and ways of using language. Commonalities and
contradictions of top-down and bottom-up language policy are going to emerge through the
classroom activities. Textbooks contain implicit language ideology, which are used as the
main teaching material in ELT classes. Policy agendas are translated into textbooks and other
types of materials in order to ensure that the policy is implemented. Besides, teachers, as one
of the most important agents, play an important role in implementing the curricula,
interpreting the textbooks, deciding teaching approaches, and impacting on students’
language attitudes. Their language preferences have a huge impact on their students. Last
but not least, testing is seen as the most powerful mechanism for affecting and manipulating
language behaviors and the use of students, teachers, parents and the society as a whole
(Shohamy, 2014). The content of teaching materials, teaching approaches, language varieties
are all affected by testing and scoring systems. Therefore, it is necessary for the researcher

to look into testing for this research as well.
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After discussing the concept of language policy and indicating links among each underlying
component with the combination of Spolsky’s (2009, 2012) triangulation framework and
Shohamy’s (2006) view of mechanisms in this chapter, in the next chapter, the researcher
will mainly focus on the concept of language ideology and classroom participants’ beliefs

about English as a Lingua Franca
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Chapter 3 Language Ideologies and ELF

Awareness

3.1 Introduction

After exploring the concept of language policy, the researcher attempts to present a
theoretical picture of language ideology in this chapter. In order to do so, the chapter will be
divided into three parts. Firstly, it will begin with the discussion of language ideologies. The
dimensions of understanding the concept of language ideology on different layers will be
explored. Secondly, it will particularly focus on language ideologies in ELF research, in
terms of native and non-native dichotomy; the ownership of English; Standard English and
Standard English ideology, etc. Finally, it will pay attention to ELF awareness in ELT
settings. On the one hand, the major components of ELF awareness will be discussed. On
the other hand, the difficulties which will hinder stakeholders’ awareness of ELF will be

clarified so as to discuss the implications for ELF-oriented classrooms.

3.2 Language Ideologies

Language ideology, as discussed in Chapter 2, is not only concerned with the language itself,
but also reflects issues of social and cultural factors. As Weber and Horner (2012, p.16)
conclude, language ideology is a “cultural system of ideas and feelings, norms and values,
which inform the way people think about language”. In a word, we not only use a language
as a medium of communication, but also communicate in the way that we feel, believe and
form of a language (Seargeant, 2009; Weber & Horner 2012). Thus, language ideology, in
its broad sense, can be defined as the ways in which we think about the language (Seargeant,
2009; Blommaert & Veschueren, 1998; Weber & Horner, 2012; Spolsky, 2012).

Moreover, language ideologies are usually embodied in speakers’ behavioural conducts and
reflected in actual linguistic practices — e.g. how people talk, what they say about languages,
etc. Just as what Lippy-Green (2004) points, language ideologies usually exist in behavioural
conducts, while the reflection can be found in the process of social practices. Different

ideologies about a language can be considered as ‘mediating forces’ (Seargeant, 2009; Irvine
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& Gal, 2000) between language form and function, and place ‘linguistic behaviour firmly
within an animating cultural context’ (Seargeant, 2009, p.24). Language use will then be
reflected through ideological constructs. As time accumulates, individual speaker’s social
practice becomes one of the major factors that contribute to deepening certain language
ideologies accepted by its speakers. Certain language ideologies are tacit and intuitive and
are reinforced subconsciously in the process of social process as well. They are impacted
on speakers’ language practices and social activities without even being realized by its
speakers (Blommaert & Veschueren, 1998; Kroskrity, 2004). Thus, the central focus of
language ideologies, as mentioned by Seargeant (2009, p.24), is the ‘interface between

language beliefs and language use’.

Yet, language ideology impacts not only on activities of communication at micro-level, but
in its broad concerns, also on the role that language plays in both social and cultural
constructs through the use of linguistic forms and functions (Seargeant, 2009). Tollefson
(1991) points to the fact that language actions and choices are always constrained by
ideological or structural (class) means, having to do with power, hegemony, and dominance.
Similar to Irvine & Gal (2000), they believe that all language behaviours and attitudes are
always ideological and enmeshed in social systems of domination and subordination of
groups, having to do not only with ethnicity, but also with class, gender, power and race.
Just as Woolard (1998, p.3) refers, ‘whether explicit or implicit’, language ideologies

‘construe the intersection of language and human beings in a social world’.

It is also similar to what Bourdieu (1991) explains, linguistic features are usually connected
with power relations of society in many ways, especially the features of variations. i.e., social
hierarchy can be reflected through the variation use of vocabularies, sentences patterns,
phonological intonations and even accents. He further proposes the term “habitus” in
explaining the concept of language ideology. He sees “habitus™ as a “system of dispositions
common to all products of the same conditionings” (p.59) by which the material form of life
1s “embodied and turned into second nature” (p. 63). As hegemonic practices come to be
built into the institutions of society, they tend to reinforce privilege and grant it legitimacy
as a “natural” condition (Fairclough, 1989). It is ideology that refers to unconscious beliefs
or assumptions that they are “naturalized” and thus contribute to hegemony. For example,

instead of telling what one must be done directly, it gives one’s instructions by suggesting
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“which is exerted through things and persons”, and makes one believe that “what he has to
be is the condition for the effectiveness of all kinds of symbolic power which will
subsequently be able to operate on a habitus predisposed to respond to them” (Bourdieu,
1991, p52). In the light of this, the attitudes and beliefs towards a language do not merely
depend on what the language is, but much more on its symbolic power. This explains why
standard language is considered to be more credible. That is to say, language ideologies, to
some extent, do reproduce social hierarchies, and are determined by power relations; and
privileged a certain groups of people within the society. These ‘habitual’ behaviors, namely,
ideologies, as mentioned by Bourdieu (1991), plays a role that reproduce those power

relations, which is also politically effected.

Acknowledging its political feature, Irvine & Gal (2000) summarize that iconization, fractal
recursivity and erasure are the three patterns of language ideological process. Firstly, it
concerns with the links between linguistic features and the social signs that make sense to
particular groups of people. Secondly, it involves in the consideration of shifting identities,
beliefs and ideologies among different levels of contrast within the society. And the third
process refers to the ‘totalizing vision’ of linguistic ideology. That is, anything that cannot
fit into, ‘must be either ignored or transformed’ in order to achieve social homogenous
(p-38). To be simplified, the whole ideological process are ‘suffused with the political and
moral issues pervading the particular sociolinguistic field and are subject to the interest of

their bearers’ social position’ (p.35).

Given what has been displayed above, Kroskrity’s (2000, p.8-21) proposes four dimensions
of understanding language ideologies:

1) “...language ideologies represent the perception of language and discourse that is
constructed in the interest of a specific social or cultural group”;

2) “...language ideologies are profitably conceived as multiple because of the
multiplicity of meaningful social divisions (class, gender, clan, elites, generations,

and so on) within sociocultural groups that have the potential to produce divergent
perspectives expressed as indices of group membership”;

3) “...members may display varying degrees of awareness of local language
ideologies”;

4) “...members’ language ideologies mediate between social structures and forms of
talk”.

47



Chapter 3

It is obvious that on the very basic layer, according to Kroskrity (2000), language ideology
refers to the beliefs about a language. It “is made up of the values assigned by members of a
speech community to each variety and variant and their beliefs about the importance of these
values” (Spolsky, 2009, p.5). Then, as time accumulates, certain beliefs may be organized
into ideologies (Blommaert 2006; Silverstein 1998), and “shared by certain members of the
community”. (Sposky, 2004, p5). In the light of this, language ideology also concerns with
values and beliefs about certain language and its use in the society (Kroskrity, 2004; Lippi-
Green, 2004). However, within the groups, due to the individual differences, divergent
perspectives may create according to gender differences, social positions, and clans and so
on. Regarding to them, usually a number of different language ideologies exist in the same
communities. And even if there is the same language ideology, to what extent, the awareness
of members of the community is always different. More importantly, language ideologies
not only refer to those which have been accepted through the top down process, but also to
those which have emerged through the bottom up language practices. The actual language

practices are mediating between the top down and bottom up ideologies.

Woolard (1998) also identifies language ideologies with four perspectives, firstly, ideas,
beliefs and consciousness; secondly, responsive to the experience or interests of a particular
social position; thirdly, distortion, mystification, or rationalisation; lastly, connecting to
social power and legitimation. In her later work, Woolard (1998) also stresses that the major
concerns in the field of language ideology should be symbiosis of linguistic and other social
factors, e.g. gender, class, social rankings. As this research mainly focuses on the
interrelations among the three components of language policy with ELF perspectives,
language ideologies in ELF research, e.g., native and non-native dichotomy related social
bias, prejudice, advantages and disadvantages; the ownership of English; the legitimacy of
Englishes and Standard English ideology, will be explored further in the following sections

of this chapter.

3.2.1. Language ideology vs. Language belief

One of the major differences between ideology and belief is that ideology usually concerns
with larger social and political constructs that are related to language whereas belief serves
as cognitive process of human beings (Edwards, 2009; McKenzie, 2010). As discussed in
the previous section, language ideology is a system of beliefs, ideas and views about social
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constructs (Weber & Horner, 2012; Seargeant, 2009). It can be considered as the realities
that are related to the language, which is socially constructed over time (Tollefson, 1991).
Thus, it more concerns with explicit relations to the social constructs (Irvine & Gal, 2000;
Woolard, 1998; Bourdieu, 1991). Belief, on the other hand, as discussed by McKenzie
(2010), 1s as ‘cognitive in nature’, and ‘can trigger and be triggered by affective reactions’
(p. 19-20). Borg (2001, p.186) also defines that “a belief is a proposition which may be
consciously or unconsciously held, is evaluative in that it is accepted as true by the
individual, and is therefore imbued with emotive commitment; further, it serves as a guide
to thought and behaviour”. In another word, belief can be considered as a ‘filter’ that colours
and frames individual judgement and decision. It can be explained as individuals’
understanding of events, making sense of the world. As Richardson (1996) mentions, belief
is “psychologically held understandings, premises and propositions about the world that are
felt to be true' (p.103). Thus, beliefs play an important role in directing individual behaviour,

and explaining how certain decisions are made by individuals.

Moreover, language ideologies are usually used to display common and collective beliefs
and behaviours that people think about a language. To be more exact, they refer to a set of
commonly shared beliefs by socio-cultural groups of people as time accumulates, no matter
how big or small these groups are (Irvine & Gal, 2000; Kroskrity, 2000). In the meanwhile,
the individuals who hold the same ideologies can behave collectively and commonly believe
in particular forms or functions about the language (Kroskrity, 2000). Language beliefs,
however, as Spolsky (2012) explains, are made up of values assigned to certain language
varieties, beliefs about its use and beliefs about the importance of maintaining these values.
They are involved in the beliefs about what language is, which languages are important and
what values can be attributed to a particular language etc. (Griswold, 2011). Then as time
accumulates, the beliefs may be organized into ideologies gradually (Blommaert, 2006;

3

Silverstein, 1992). Hence, as Laihonen (2008) mentions, °...beliefs are subjective, stable

experiences located in the individual’.

To sum up, the term language ideology and language belief have many overlaps. Both of
them are used to describe opinions, perceptions, views and ideas. However, language
ideologies research tends to focus on social structures, social and power relations.

Researching into language beliefs tends to focus on individuals’ cognition and experience.
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Certainly, individuals’ cognition and experience can be understood within certain social and
power relations. In addition, language ideologies and language beliefs mutually construct
each other. In this research, I will use belief and ideology interchangeable. Attention will be

heavily paid to both teachers and students’ awareness.

3.3 Language Ideologies in ELF research

3.3.1L. NS/NNS Dichotomy

With the spread of English as a global Lingua Franca, ELF has provided us with a new
conceptual framework of English which is different from the traditional view of English as
a foreign language. Traditional use of native/non-native dichotomy thus is seen as
problematic and challenged by a number of researchers in the field of ELF, as it is simplistic
and overlooks many complexity in defining a speaker (Seidlhofer, 2011; Jenkins, 2015;
Galloway & Rose, 2015; Davies, 2013; House, 2007 etc.). According to Seidhofer (2011),
the term “native” and “non-native” speakers are “the connotations that they have come to
carry, and with the considerable ideological baggage they have accumulated over a long
time” (Seidhofer, 2011, p.5). To be specific, the simplistic term native/non-native dichotomy
does not only stand for native or non-native speakers of a language, but also it carries an
“ideological baggage” which indicates the distinctions between ‘native’ and ‘non-native’
speakers (Seidlhofer, 2011, p.5). Such distinctions suggested a power hierarchy, where
native speakers are considered as norm-developer, and other groups of speakers who are
‘non-’ native speakers are considered as norm-follower (Jenkins, 2015; Brutt-Griffler,
2002). . In the meantime, with the use of prefix “non-" to describe other groups of speakers

also indicate some sort of deficit (Galloway & Rose, 2015).

Such distinctions between “native” and “non-native” have been criticised by many linguists
(e.g.,Seidlhofer, 2011; Galloway & Rose, 2015; Jenkins, 2015; Wang, 2012). Some of them
argue that it is necessary to avoid using the simplistic term. Davies (2013) suggests that no
such versions of English can be called as standardised version among native English
speakers. In this way, there is no need to make the distinctions between the two terms (see
also Galloway & Rose, 2015). House (2007) then argues it is necessary to go beyond the

notion of ‘non-native’ speakers, referring to them as ‘multilingual speakers’ instead.
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Derivry-Plard (2016) mentions that Holliday (2006) calling for “nativespeakerism” should
be challenged as the traditional native/non-native dichotomy “serves to design language

policies in which actors-teachers of foreign and second languages confront one another”
(p.431).

Thereby, some linguists suggest that it is necessary to re-conceptualize the native/non-native
dichotomy with different perspectives. Faez (2011) thus suggests that it is necessary to re-
conceptualize the native/non-native dichotomy indicating that that individuals’ linguistic
identities are negotiable and various. More specifically, he suggests that the dynamic,
dialogic, multiple, and situated nature of identity should be emphasized with sociocultural
perspective. Derivry-Plard (2016) focuses on the native/non-native dichotomy in the field of
ELT. He mentions that Holliday (2006) calls for “nativespeakerism” should be challenged.
As the traditional native/non-native dichotomy “serves to design language policies in which
actors-teachers of foreign and second languages confront one another” (p.431). Yet, with the
development of globalization, whether the language teachers are native or non-native, they
are all struggling to be recognized. Therefore, it is necessary to understand the power
struggle and symbolic power of the traditional native/non-native dichotomy, in terms of
“whose goals and values are paradoxically aimed at mutual understanding through language

teaching and cultural mediation” (p.431).

Simply put, the power that “native English speaker” has in deciding and designing language
norms is problematic to ELF researchers (Brutt-Griffler, 2002) as speakers of English are
not merely coming from native speaking countries to communicate with native speakers.
Instead with the increasing number of NNESs as ELF users all over the world, they are much
more using English among interlocutors in the intercultural settings. Thus, they are co-
owners of English as well. It is certainly unequal for them to conform to NS norms and to
be evaluated by the NS norms, when their ways of using their own Englishes are effective
and accepted by their interlocutors in intercultural communications (Widdowson, 1994;
Seidlhofer, 2011). They should also have the right to make changes (Jenkins, 2015; Cogo,
2009; Widdowson, 1994). This is related to the issue of the ownership of English that

belongs to NNESs, which will be explored more in Section 3.3.3.
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After being aware of the inappropriateness of the issues above, linguistics in the field of ELF
has developed a number of ways to re-define English speakers. Seidlhofer (2011) believes
that it is necessary to use the distinction to discuss the bias over non-native English speakers,
and further re-defines NESs as speakers whose first language is English, while NNESs are
those whose mother tongue is not English. Jenkins (2015) also makes her points redefining
NES and NNES. According to her, NESs firstly are monolingual speakers, as “speakers of
English who speak no other language”. Secondly, they are “proficient speakers of English
and at least one other language, regardless of the order in which they learned the languages”

as bi- or multi-lingual English speakers (p.98).

I, as a researcher, also take Jenkins’s (2015) definition as the primary explanation about
native and non-native speakerism. On the one hand, it avoids the possible negative
implications for NNESs groups. And on the other hand, it makes clear the more advantages
in linguistic competence of being bilingual and multilingual English speakers than
monolingual native English speakers. However, a simplistic distinction is often used in
language policy and some journal publications. Participants tended to adopt native/non-
native distinction while they were communicating with the researcher as well. The traditional
use of native/non-native dichotomy has been widely recognized by the majority of the
participants. Therefore, | uses the simplistic term native/non-native distinction mainly to
report how the participants talked about or reflected on language issues, in the meanwhile,

bearing in mind that it was a simplistic and not ideal notion.

3.3.2. Standard Language and Standard English Ideology

In the field of ELF research, ‘the theoretical and practical issue of how the conceptualization
of ELF is related to Standard English, and to standard language ideology more generally’
has been much concerned (Seidlhofer 2018, p.85). Generally speaking, standard language
ideology refers to a process of self-internalizing what was believed as correct and appropriate
at subconscious level. In Section 3.3.2.1, firstly, the concept of standard language will be
discussed; secondly, in Section 3.3.2.2, Standard English and Standard English Ideology will

be explored in relation to ELF perspective.
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3.3.2.1. Standard Language

The concept of Standard languages, according to Milroy & Milory (1999, p.18), refers to
‘fixed and uniform-state idealizations--not empirically verifiable realities’. Milroy & Milory
(2012, p.19) further in the 4™ editions of the book argues that standard language is ‘an idea
in the mind rather than a reality-a set of abstract norms to which actual usage may conform
to a greater or lesser extent’. In a word, Standard language is an “idealized” and
“hypothesized” (Lippi-Green 1997, p.57) form of linguistic variety, which is on the basis of

viewing English as stable and fixed code.

Standard language is usually recognized by its written forms. According to Milroy and
Milroy (1999), “it seems appropriate to speak more abstractly of (...) Standard language as
an idea in the mind rather than a reality” (p.19). In another word, it is ‘a variety that is never
perfectly and consistently realized in spoken use (Milroy, 2001, p.543)’. That is to say, it is
generally defined by its lexis and grammar (Widdowson, 2003). Similarly in Trudgill and
Hannah (2017, p.2), “although Standard English is the kind of English in which all native
speakers learn to read and write, most people do not actually speak it”. In short, Standard
language is an idealized and prescribed entity which is recognized and learned only by its

written forms by native speakers, where they do not use it for oral communication in reality.

Standard language is always connected closely with education. As Jenkins (2015) refers,
Standard language is “used for the variety of a language that is considered to be the norm,
the variety held up as the optimum for educational purposes and used as a yardstick against
which other varieties of the language are measured” (p.21). Seidhofer (2018) also mentions
that the motivation for establishing a standard language is, on the one hand, to provide “sense
of common, often national, identity and security” for effective communications by
stabilizing the language; and on the other hand, it is to offer norms for institutions to rely on
and to measure against individual linguistic behaviors. Thus, “the standard language is
equated with standards of linguistic behaviors and educational achievements” (p.87).
Thereby, one of the major purposes of creating Standard language is to set up a scoring
system, a model or a standard norm in order to measure against all other English language
varieties (Jenkins, 2007; 2014, Seidhofer, 2011; 2018). That is to say, standard language also

plays a role as gatekeeping for the achievement of education.
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However, while native speakers are not required to necessarily speak Standard English in
communication within their communities, the variation use of English that is different from
Standard English by NNESs is usually considered as defective. As the matter of fact, non-
native Englishes are considered as “interlanguages with a range of proficiencies from
beginners to the advanced, and the lower the proficiency, the lower the evaluation of the
English by both NS and NNS judged” (Jenkins, 2007, p 109). The speakers of Standard
English are then regarded as excellent English speakers who speak correct and better English
than others. The variations that are different from standard are then taken as signs of failure.
Non-native users of English are then perceived as intellectual deficiency because they have
failed to meet the “standard” that has been encouraged through formal education. It is
obvious that, Standard English is not only a means of communication, or an “idealized” form
of English which is superior to all other Englishes, but also “the symbolic possession of a
particular community (Widdowson, 2003, p.39)”, which is always combined with social

mobility and symbolic value in many people’s perspectives.

Trudgill (1995) demonstrates that Standard English is not a language, an accent, a style, or
a register. It is not a style as it can be read both in formal and informal. What’s more, as a
register refers to the register of vocabularies for subject matter, Standard English is clearly
not a register, either. Therefore, he believes that Standard English is more like an unusual
dialect that is different from other English dialects, because it is rather considered as a
privileged superior variety, which represents a prestige linguistic norm and more or less,
enjoys high social status in each aspect of people’s daily life (Williams 2007). Furthermore,
it i1s even recognized as “unmarked, ‘normal’ languages”...which in turn has fed into and
perpetuated the standard language ideology that sees imposed language uniformity via one
and only one legitimate standard variety as desirable and beneficial for society” (Seidlhofer,
2018, p.88). In the light of these, Standard English is just an English variety which contains
its norms and values shared by members of its own communities, it is unnecessary for
speakers of other different communities with different values, norms to believe and conform

to.
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3.3.2.2. Standard English Ideology

Standard English ideology, as its name implies, not only contains the language itself, but
also is ideologically constructed with the notion of standards. It is the assumptions that have
gradually been formed internalized in people’s mind at the subconscious level on the basis
of “things should be done in the ‘right’ way”, and in the case of language, language should
be used in the ‘correct’ way (Milroy& Milroy, 2012, p.1). Similarly, as pointed by Seidholfer
(2018, p. 89), “the advocacy of Standard English ideology imposes a set of conditions on
correct or proper behavior. These conditions are essentially fixed rules for social conduct
established by institutional authority”. She further proposes two relevant assumptions that
they have been widely believed in Standard English ideology. One refers to ‘“Standard
English constitutes English in its entirety, the English language” (p.89). One obvious
example, as mentioned by her, was that in most of the English reference books, the norms of
the language have usually been on the basis of Standard English. None of the publishers has
cared to specify that Standard English could not stand for the general meaning of English.
Such facts indicate that the assumption has been deeply accepted and taken for granted. Just
as Milroy & Milroy (1999) explain, “what is believed to be the standard language-with the
language as a whole and with ‘correct’ usage in that language, and this notion of correctness
has a powerful role in the maintenance of the standard ideology through prescription”

(Milroy & Milroy, 1999, p.18).

The other is that Standard English equals to native speaker English (see also Lippi-Green,
1994; Milroy, 1999; Brutt-Griftler, 2002). To be exact, with Standard English ideology, it is
assumed that to be able to communicate successfully, it is necessary to conform to native
speakers’ norm. And it is important to achieve native speakers’ competence. Non-
conforming to Standard English, then is seen as “incorrect” and “inappropriate”, which will
lead to failure in communication with English (Jenkins, 2007; Milory, 1999; Bex & Watts,
1999; Labov, 1969). Briefly speaking, Standard English ideology suggests the ‘correct’” and
‘proper’ use of Standard native speakers’ English. These assumptions are problematic, as
SEI suggests that English is perceived as a fixed entity instead of being dynamic and fluid
(Milory, 1999; Seidholfer, 2018). By adopting SEI, it is believed that the existence of a fixed
standard can be understood by all of its speakers. In fact, in order to catch up with the ever-
changing society, languages are always changing to adapt. Although in some circumstances,
it is reasonable that certain degrees of stability and fixity are needed, yet, the questions are:

who have the right to decide what is referred to as “standard”, and whose purposes and
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interests does the “standard” should reflect? Why do always the native speakers disregard
non-native speakers as their co-owners? (Widdowson, 1994; Lippi-Green, 1994; Jenkins,
2015; Seidhofer, 2011, 2018; etc.) Lippi-Green (1994) further points that “Standard English
ideology is part of a greater power construct, a set of social practices on which people depend
without close analysis of underlying assumption” (p.166). In the light of this, just as what
Widdowson (1994) refers that, an international language is an independent language. It is
not the privilege of the native English speaker to make decisions about language standards.
Instead, it should belong to any English users, who can adapt and change English in
accordance with their communication purpose (Jenkins, 2007, 2015; Seidhofer, 2011;

Galloway & Rose, 2015; Cogo & Dewey, 2006).

With the two assumptions discussed above, it is easy to draw the conclusion that the central
problem is still the belief in native English. And the belief about native English stands for
the proper and correct English. ELF, which has been used by Non-native speakers, on the
contrary, is not recognized. As the matter of fact, the varieties of non-native Englishes are
still classified under the category of “EFL” (Jenkins, 2006; 2007). ELF phenomenon is still
taken as “linguistic phenomenon distinct from EFL” (Jenkins, 2007, p 109). Wang (2012)
also mentions that the use of ELF is perceived as interlanguage, which is far away from
native English. Cogo & Dewey (2012, p. 38) also suggest the view that ELF speakers are
“deficient learners engaging in interlanguage conversation” should be replaced by legitimate

ELF users.

3.3.3. The Ownership of English

After discussing Standard English and Standard English Ideology above, the researcher will
focus on the ownership of English in this section. As Galloway & Rose (2014) refer that
Standard English Ideology is always attached to the issues of the ownership of English
belonging to NS of English. Standard English Ideology is formulated on the basis of an
assumption that things should be done in the “right” and “correct” way, and linguistic
behaviors should be “proper”. Yet, further issues should be considered, e.g. who has the right
to decide which is “correct” or “wrong”? Can those “correct” and “proper” English ensure
effective communication? And failing to behave “properly” will result in failure in
communication? Just as Graddol (1997) says, the vast majority of interactions in English do

not get involved with NSs. The majority of communications with English happen among
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non-native speakers worldwide. Then why are they still judged according to the native
speakers’ norms? The legitimacy of their use of Englishes as a lingua franca still remains an
issue open to discussions (Widdowson,1994; Prodromou, 1997; Seidlhofer, 2011; Jenkins,
2014;).

Seidlhofer (2011) argues that the main barrier to the official recognition and to most
educational circles is that English is seen as the property of native speakers. The assumption
that “English” stands for Native English, and the speakers of native English is the only “sole
owners” of English, which is the main factor that hinders the legitimacy recognitions of
NNSE. Such an assumption arouses non-native speakers’ feeling of “succumbing to the
owners” (p55) and tends to rely “on the imposition of arbitrary norms of usage by authority’”
(Voloshinov 1929 in Wright 2003) in the top-down process of a ‘highly political and
ideological” language standardization (Voloshinov 1929 in Wright 2003, p.53). Honey
(1997, p.42) also believes that it is “an act of empowerment” to arouse people to conform to
NS norms. The sort of empowerment provides its people with full access to knowledge and
“an assurance of greater authority in their dealings with the world outside their homes in a
way which is genuinely liberating”. For example, while the language policy makers
emphasize that English is a property of all users of different language varieties, they re-
conceptualize English with the perspective of English as a Lingua Franca. Thereby, the
speakers of standard native English would no doubt gradually lose their privilege in ELF
settings. Obviously, the ownership of English is highly related to the legitimate status of all
kinds of Englishes that are used by its speakers.

With the development of English as a lingua franca, the ownership of English language does
not belong to a specific country any more (Widdowson, 1994; Seidlhofer, 2011). The term
“English” does not just stand for native English, or native cultures, such as UK or US
cultures, which comes from an inner circle, either (Matsuda, 2003; Baker, 2012). Besides
UK and US cultures or any other native cultures, non-native cultures, as the matter of fact,
are reflected by it as well. As the development of a language is a never-ending process, it
involves in a process of adaptation to capture the ever-changing society. Speakers from non-
native speaking countries also have the right to change, adjust and develop it in dealing with
the ever-changing world. The notion of standard in Standard English, however, implies that

English is perceived as a stable and fixed linguistic entity, which is certainly problematic.
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Widdowson (1994) also refers, it is contradictory that while native English speakers, on the
one hand, insist that the ownership of English should belong to their countries. And on the
other hand, they enjoy the status of English as an international language. According to
Widdowson, it is logically unreasonable and impossible for NESs to own all the benefits at
the same time. If they tend to insist on their ownership of the language, they should be ready
to admit that they are actually disadvantaged monolingual speakers in the intercultural
settings, just like any other speakers whose L1 is not English. They should no longer enjoy
the conveniences that the current status of English has brought to them. If they want to enjoy
the conveniences, they should admit that English is no longer the property of a specific
nation, it has developed as a Lingua franca that has been used by non-native speakers all
over the world. Therefore, NESs should not only show their understanding and respecting to
NNESs and treat them equally, but also acknowledge NNESs’ equal rights to adapt to
English while using. Besides, as the co-owners of English, they are also in the place to
question the dominating status of native speakers’ of English. With such a fact, the need of
an effective communication that has been perceived by non-native speakers of English also

subconsciously accelerates the development of English as a Lingua Franca.

3.4 ELF Awareness in ELT Settings

After discussing language ideologies in ELF research, this section mainly explores what the
meaning of ELF awareness is. Generally, language awareness can be explained as “the
development in learners of an enhanced consciousness of and sensitivity to the forms and
functions of language” (Carter, 2003, p.64). It is traditionally viewed as “a sensitivity to
grammatical, lexical or phonological features, and the effect on meaning brought about by
the use of different forms™ (Hales, 1997, p217). Richards & Rodgers (2001) also mention
that researches on language awareness usually focus on its focus-on-form orientation rather

than other dimensions.

Even if the fact that recent researches on language awareness have moved from small
stretches of discourse to the integrated and literary level, covering beyond the context itself

(Carter, 2003), they still have overlooked how English functions in sociolinguist context in
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reality by connecting English language with native speakers only. In another word, on the
one hand, traditional view about language awareness is still concentrated on the NESs and
the use of NS norms with communications by NNESs, despite the fact that English is learned
to use in intercultural settings rather than in just English-speaking countries (Jenkins, 2015;
Seidlhofer, 2011; Wen, 2012; Wang, 2015b). With such facts, the study of language
awareness with the perspective of English as lingua franca, on the other hand, has extended
the range of language awareness to a new agenda, by addressing the connection of NNESs
identification and their cultural background (Wang, 2015b). In the meanwhile, it also focuses
on other non-native cultures and the intercultural communications between them. Simply
put, it has challenged “NNES wvariation from native English hinders intercultural
communication”, and proved to language researchers the practicability of NNS norm in
intercultural settings (Wang, 2015b, p.96). Given these, in a broad sense, Wang (2015a)
demonstrates ELF awareness as a notion that it is used to describe language attitudes
indicating that English is played as the role of lingua franca, which is different from the role
that English is played as a foreign language due to the globalization of English while the
beliefs about English as a foreign language take native competence as its reference. (e.g.
Jenkins, 2015; Seidlhofer, 2011). And ‘the challenge to the exclusive reference to native

English’ (Wang, 2015a), is as another important factor in ELF awareness.

Similarly in the field of language education, although it becomes clear that ‘ELF raises
implications for the ELT classroom, and in the sense that learners can benefit from
developing into confidence and efficient non-native users English’ (Sifakis, 2017, p.2), a
mismatch is revealed between the classroom teaching/learning and the sociolinguistic
practices(Jenkins, 2015). And the existing of the mismatch is mostly because of the language
education prioritizing native English and native speakers’ ownership of English (Wang,
2015a). English is still taught and learned as a foreign language on the basis of SLA theories,
with the purpose of “direct learners towards native-speaker competence” (Seidlhofer, 2011,
p.201).

In the light of these facts, Bayyurt & Sifakis (2015) propose a term ELF-aware perspective
to integrate ELF in ELT. He further defines that the ELF-aware perspective is ‘essentially a
set of principles that can be used to describe teachers’, learners’ and other stakeholders’

beliefs and attitudes about ELF concerns, in the evaluation of established teaching and
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testing practices, and in the appraisal and development of activities, tasks, textbooks,
curricula, tests, and foreign language policies.” (Sifakis, 2017, p.17). According to him, ELF
awareness is a concept that it is completed by a set of attitudes, beliefs and knowledge of
ELT stakeholders and ELT products which are related to the issues and concerns in the field
of ELF research and which are relevant to the local ELT contexts. Also, because the ELT
stakeholders are different, the scope and extent of ELF awareness in ELT settings can be
different and change all the time. Attention should be paid to evaluating the engagement of
different stakeholders within the construct when evaluating ELF awareness. Thus,
According to Sifakis (2017, p. 4-5), three components of ELF awareness are identified as

follow:

a) Awareness of language and language use
b) Awareness of instructional practice
c) Awareness of learning

The first component, awareness of language and language use, concerns with stakeholders’
awareness of ELF discourse, and the difference between ELF and native speaker English
etc. The second and third awareness of instructional practice, and awareness of learning,
mainly focus on the engagement between teachers and learners, in terms of teachers’
attitudes towards normative, and students’ identity of being an ELF user. Wang (2015a) also
investigates into Chinese university students’ ELF awareness, particularly focusing on

language education. In it she identifies three main aspects of ELF awareness, they are:

a) the sociolinguistic context of language education
b) the subject of language education
c) the learner in language education

Based on the above three aspects, she further identifies that, language education is the major
influential factor that impacts on students’ ELF awareness through language choices. It
concerns with ‘language education developed the myth of native English’, and ‘maintained
the authority of native English in the use of English’ (p.96). Other than language choices,
students’ language awareness are also impacted by how students perceive their roles and
identities in the process of learning and students’ reflection and recognition of the gap
between sociolinguistic practice and classroom practices. Detailed explanations about each
component, as mentioned by Sifakis (2017) and Wang (2015a), will be explored further in
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the next section.

3.4.1. Components of ELF Awareness in ELT Settings
34.1.1. Sifakis’ s Components to ELF Awareness

As for the first component explained by Sifakis (2017), two major issues should be noticed
for awareness of language and language use. On the one hand, it requires people to learn
how “languaging” and ‘translanguaging’ (Phipps, 2006; Swain, 2006; Garcia & Wei, 2014).
That is, whatever the language outputs is considered as right or wrong, good or bad,
proficiency or deficiency measuring against native speakers’ norms, it matters with the
ability to put language they have acquired to strategic use (Kramsch, 2009; Todeva & Cenoz,
2009). As Swain (2006, p.98) puts it, languaging, “refers to the process of making meaning
and shaping knowledge and experience through language”. The ability for languaging cannot
be improved by conforming to native speakers norms. On the contrary, it can only inhibit the
development of this capability. And to achieve effective communication for multilingual
speakers, as Garcia and Wei (2014) refer, the use of linguistic and non-linguistic resources
to translanguaging is a process of being aware of ELF. On the other hand, it also requires
stakeholders to develop an awareness of their own perception about “normativity,
appropriateness, comprehensibility and ownership of English by native and non-native users

alike” (Sifakis, 2017, p.5).

The second component involves in teacher-related and textbook-related practice. As
discussed in Chapter 2, Language policy, teachers’ instructions have a huge impact on
students’ decisions about language use. Teachers’ attitudes towards normative, error
correctness, error resources, and learners’ needs are central concern according to Sifakis
(2017) and Sifakis & Bayyurt (2018) in the awareness of ELF. For example, from the
mainstream SLA linguists’ points of view, as Ellis (1997) says, in the process of second
language acquisition, learners usually rely on their own language resources. However, it is
worth paying attention to that it is because the most reliable and familiar language resources
are their own languages. But they are not allowed and not accepted in class. Instead, they are
considered as negative transfer, as the resource of errors that the second language learners
tend to make. In a word, their adjusting and accommodating of English are not traditionally
viewed as proper or correct in using English in SLA points of view. With such a fact, if we

look at it in another way, with ELF perspective, traditional views of “error”, as believed by
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the mainstream SLA researches, should be considered as possible signs of effective learning.
In this alternative ways of learning, native speakers’ norm and native English are not viewed
as the learning purposes or the only legitimate use of English. Then the teaching objective
becomes different, it is much more important to improve individual learners’ ability of
exploiting linguistic resources, to function in whatever English works for the purpose it is
used for. In other words, with perceptive of ELF, teachers should encourage their students
to exploit their ability of appropriating, adapting, and accommodating the language input for
strategic use. And through the process, learners will learn how “languaging” (Phipps, 2006;

Swain, 2006) and make meanings.

It is similar to textbook-related practice. Learners’ awareness of language and language use
are not only impacted by teachers’ practice, but also implicitly reinforced through the use of
textbook and other classroom materials. One of the typical examples is that most of the
teaching and learning reference books in the market are still NS based (Jenkins, 2007). And
through the use of such NS based references, it promotes their readers’ assumptions about
the English and ELT with a “broadly traditional NS-normative perspective” (Jenkins 2007,
p 122). Although most of times the authors don’t make any negative judgments directly
about ELF towards its accent, grammar, and linguistic feature, they tend to choose the words
or phrases which contain negative meanings (Jenkins, 2007). The authors tend to use the
positive words to describe ENL, such as “standard”, “correct”, and “acceptable” etc., while
ELF has generally been described as “deficient ENL”, “imperfect”, and “incomplete” ones
(Jenkins, 2007, p119). It is true that the authors don’t try to manage public opinions, but such
an act consciously or unconsciously suggests to their readers the authors own opinions. They
are “pretexts in both sense of word” (Widdowson 2004, cited in Jenkins 2007, p.122) with
“ulterior motive” (Jenkins 2007, p 122), more or less, disparage ELF. As a result, the
embodied language ideology of learning references, e.g. NS-normative perspective is
reinforced through the textbook-related practice, which hinders stakeholders’ awareness of
ELF.

The third component, awareness of learning, focuses on individuals’ identity of being ELF
users in the ELF settings and outer sociolinguistic context (Seidlhofer, 2011; Vettorel, 2013).
In the traditional view of ELT, it is usually believed that how a language is used in

communication depends on the language learned in class. There are two separated processes.
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Yet, with ELF perspective, the process of learning and using English cannot be moved away
from each other. Language learners are actually the language users at the same time while
they are adjusting and accommodating their language use in the reference with their own
language resources. It suggests that it is effective to learn while they are using the language
at the same time in order to make the full use of the resources to exploit potential of the
language to make meanings. For instance, students are learning English as a foreign language
in class, they will become ELF users when they are communicating with English in the outer
sociolinguistic context. Wang (2015a) also emphasizes the focus on learners’ agency and
their critical engagement, and furthermore, she refers it is important for “understanding how
learners enact their identity in the learning process in response to the context they are situated
in” (p. 93). As Preston (2005) cited in Jenkins (2007, p.197) believes, “learners should be
allowed to develop their personal selves as they learn a new language”. Thus, with ELF
perspective, it can liberate learners’ way of using English in many ways, e.g., conformity or
non-conformity to native speakers’ norms which is not particularly required. Therefore it
suggests that learner-centered ideology should be noticed in teaching in order to encourage
learners’ initiative and autonomy (Seidlhofer, 2011). However, learners’ adjusting and
accommodating are usually considered as ineffective in the current ELT approaches. As
believed by SLA theories in the current ELT settings, adjusting and accommodating are
usually taken as errors that teachers tend to correct or suppress it in their process of teaching.

3.4.1.2. Wang’s Three Aspects of ELF Awareness

Wang (2015a) also conducts a research about Chinese students’ ELF awareness and how to
raise their awareness of ELF. Three main aspects have been examined and emphasized by
her, e.g. the sociolinguistic context of language education, the subject of language education,
and the learners in language education (p.90). She further finds that language education
appears to be the major resource of language attitudes that plays a role as ‘interface between
linguistic realities and language attitudes’ (p. 94). And language attitudes, in this case,

concerns with ELF awareness of Chinese students.

The first aspect, sociolinguistic context of language education, refers to taking into
account not only the classroom teaching, but also the outer sociolinguistic realities
so that one can catch up with the ever-changing phenomena. Especially in response

to the emergence of English as a lingua franca as a sociolinguistic phenomenon that
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is different from traditional role that English plays as a foreign language, the ways
of using, understanding and conceptualizing English is also different (Jenkins 2006;
Cogo & Dewey 2012, Mauranen & Ranta, 2009). Thus, ‘it deserves deliberation
where the focus should be directed to in respect of the larger social world’ (Wang,
2015a, p.91).

In terms of the second aspect, the subject of language education concerns with the
understanding of “English”. It concerns with ‘the diversity of English resulted from its lingua
franca role’ and ‘the fluidity of English in playing the role of lingua franca’, as the two
features of ELF are relevant to the goal of English education. On the one hand, it further
requires the users of ELF to understand English in its plural form, and to re-think the
ownership of English. On the other hand, it makes the use of English on the basis of their
own purposes by adaption and accommodations. This is similar to Sifakis’s (2017) first
component of ELF awareness: awareness of language and language use, that is, emphasizing
on the understanding of the language and discourse, and focusing on the process of
‘languaging’ and ‘translanguaging’ to make meanings in practice. The two features, as
mentioned by Wang (2015a), require non-conformity to the mainstream’s beliefs in native
speakers’ norms and challenge the NES ownership of English to claim NNESs right of
changing and adapting English.

In the third aspect, learner factor, she emphasizes that the options other than native English
should be offered to L2 learners as their goal of learning English in class. It is problematic
that native English is considered as the only effective language and native speakers of
English are the major interlocutor that L2 learners would align with in communication. L2
learners thus should be aware that the existing of other language choices suits different
contexts of language use more than native English available to them. Besides, she proposes
that learners’ identities to the context are also involved in this aspect in investigating into

ELF awareness.

To sum up, both Sifakis (2017) and Wang (2015a) propose a number of components or
aspects of ELF awareness. Firstly, they both believe that the understanding of the language
is compulsory. Secondly, both of them think it is important to take the outer sociolinguistic

realities into consideration. Thirdly, it is important to be able to adjust and adopt the way

64



Chapter 3

ELF users use English to achieve effective communications. Achieving so, the concerns with
native speakers’ competence and the ownership of English should be re-considered. In
addition, the learners’ identities, in terms of how they are positioning themselves in learning,
are emphasized by both of them. And it makes clear that both of them suggest that EFL
should not be replaced, but it should allow space to offer ELF users as another option for L2
learners to suit the different roles that English plays in the different contexts. Yet, although
common grounds are made by Sifakis (2017) and Wang (2015a), what they emphasize is
obviously different. Sifakis (2017) takes ‘teachers as a point of departure’ (p.4), paying more
attention to discussing awareness of instruction practices, e.g. teacher-related and textbook-
related practices. He also suggests adopting the ESP approach to ELF awareness and the
launch of ELF-aware teacher education. Wang (2015a) tends to focus on learners’ attitudes
towards ELF, their awareness of ELF and language education impacted on ELF awareness
through language choices. In a word, Sifakis (2017) lays emphasis on teachers, while Wang

(2015a) focuses on learners in demonstrating different components of ELF awareness.

3.4.2. Implications for ELF-oriented Classroom

After discussing the components and aspects of ELF awareness, the questions of how to raise
ELF awareness and through what ways that ELF-oriented classroom can be created are
brought to debate, as it is not straightforward to adapt to ELF concerns in the current ELT
classes. One of the most obvious issues that has hindered stakeholders” awareness of ELF is
concerned with teaching and learning towards native speakers’ competence (Seidlhofer,
2011; Jenkins, 2014; Wen, 2012). Even if recent studies has paid attention to emphasizing
on improving ones’ language proficiency in ELT classes, the perception about language
proficiency hasn't moved away from measuring against native speakers’ norms, for example,
the suggestion that “complexity, accuracy and fluency” should be the three components of
acquiring the second language (Housen & Kuiken, 2009). Yet, defining accuracy, according
to Housen & Kuiken (2009, p.461), is “the ability to produce “error-free speech”; and
emphasizing fluency is in the reference with the ability to produce L2 with native-like
English. In a word, the current ELT classes that are taught in the guidance of SLA theories
are to improve learners’ English proficiency in conforming to native-speakers’ norms rather
than proficiency in using English for communication. Their self-achievement is then
evaluated on the basis of how close they are native-like (Jenkins, 2015; Wen, 2012;
Seidlhofer, 2011). In this case, the more they conform to native speakers’ norms, the more

they are considered as proficient English learners. The view of proficiency, as believed in
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current ELT classes, refers to the proficiency of achieving standards through formal
education, and particularly the evidence in measurement of assessment (Seidlhofer, 2011).
Dewey (2009, p.79) also makes his point for current ELT approaches, the standard of success

or not for language assessment depends on conforming to standard norms.

It is similar to the discussion about different teaching methods and approaches for ELT
classes, such as Communicative Language Teaching (CLT), Content and Language
Integrated Learning (CLIL), Task-based Language Learning (TBLL) etc. No matter what
kinds of teaching approaches listed above have been heavily debated, difficulties of learning
and teaching from teachers and students remain unsolved. Wen (2012) points out the reasons
of the two major factors. One refers to “traditional native-speakers based concepts of EFL
have been so deeply rooted and it takes time for them to be changed”, and the other concerns
with “some teachers, although they are in support of ELF conceptually, they do not know
what to do” (p.373). Seidlhofer (2011, p.201) also refers it is because, firstly, for the majority
ELT teachers, “the main knowledge-base and point of reference have not moved away from
the perspective of English which is taught as a foreign language” (p.201); secondly, English
has been perceived as “the language used by inner circle speakers and codified in grammars,
dictionaries, and textbooks remains, by and large, unquestioned as the only legitimate object
of study and target of learning” (p.79). It is obvious that, what ELT believes is not only to
be nativelike in linguistic performance, but also to accept the superior status of native

speakers as distributors (Jenkins, 2015).

Given the major factors that hinder stakeholders’ awareness of ELF, traditional
conceptualization of English is “outdated and needs to be reconsidered in order to capture
the changing phenomenon” (Wang, 2015b). Stakeholders of ELT classes should be, on the
one hand, acknowledge that native speakers’ norms are not the compulsory conditions for
an effective learning, and it is not the only valid English, either. The primary aims of learning
a language is mainly learning to manage the language and make it work to meet individual’s
purpose of communication. Thus, students are not ENL learners only, they are acted actually
as agencies to integrally make good use all of the resources available to them to adjust to the
language, which is actually ELF while using, whether they are linguistic or non-linguistic
resources, e.g. their previous life experiences. And on the other hand, ELF is not the deficient
EFL or ENL. ELF is an emerging sociolinguistic phenomenon that is happening as a result
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of the ever-changing society. Teaching and learning objectives should then change as well.
This is in accordance with the first and third components of ELF awareness, as proposed by
Sifakis (2017, p.2). e.g., stakeholders should be aware of ELF discourse as well as ‘of the
elements that differentiate it from native speaker English’. And they should also be aware of
being ELF users rather than ENL learners. It also complies with Wang’s (2015a) three
aspects of ELF awareness, such as paying attention to the outer sociolinguistic reality, and
reconstruction of ‘the thing that is called English’ (Seidlhofer, 2011, p.1).

Yet, being aware of what is meant by ELF, and the difference between ELF and the
traditional ELT are just a starting point. It is far away from enough to raise ELF awareness
to replace NS-centered ELT classrooms with ELF-oriented ones. Dewey (2009) mentions,
on the one hand, ‘ELF-oriented classrooms emphasize context dependently, locally
determined and interactional relevant, while the current ELT classrooms emphasize that
linguistic heritage determines level of competence’ (p.9). Traditional ELT approaches, on
the other hand, downplay the performance of a language in which system and competence
are seen as primary. And the variation is seen as ‘deviation’ from ENL and linguistic
deficiency. Accordingly, ELF-oriented classes should highlight the performativity nature of
a language, which actualizes its primary, heightens variability and linguistic diversity. And
the major focus is to be able to be equipped with communicative strategies to accommodate
for effective communications in the globalizing world. It is to “make use of the only language
shared by all interactants, the Lingua Franca, in order to achieve the fullest communication
possible” (Seidlhofer, 2011, p. 17). Just as what Dewey (2012) suggests, teachers should be
aware of some sociolinguistic issues arising with the spread of English, such as the
ownership of English, English as a global language, and ‘a critical awareness of the
unsuitability’ of the NES-NNES dichotomy (Dewey 2012, p150). It is also teachers’
responsibility to replace their learners “stereotypes and prejudices” about English by offering
“insights into how a language works” in intercultural environments (Galloway & Rose,
2014, p.9) and encourage them to “discover language for themselves” (Hawkins 1984 cited
in Bolitho et al, 2003, p.251). Sifakis (2014, p.323) also claims that it is important to include
“special knowledge, skills and attitude” in use of English internationally based on the

understanding of “current realities.”
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Cogo & Dewey (2012) further summarize a number of implications for ELF for teachers to
pay attention to. Firstly they take global diversity of English into account instead of just
focusing on native English in applying curriculum. Secondly, effective communication
should be emphasized rather than emphasizing on lexical and grammatical accuracy, on the
basis of standard. Thirdly, no attention should be paid to error corrections, sociolinguistic
reality should bear in mind. And lastly, it is important to develop learners’ ability to put
strategic use of English in communication in intercultural settings. This also complies with
the second component of ELF awareness, as discussed in the previous section, teachers’
attitudes towards normativity, error correctness, error resources, and learners’ needs are the
central concerns of teacher-related practice to be aware of ELF. Jenkins & Leung (2014)
focus on language testing, and propose that “native speaker” in traditional ELT should be
replaced by the term “competent user” in ELF. Bowles & Cogo (2015) also suggest that an
ELF-informed set of teaching and learning materials, approaches, language awareness and
teacher education programs should be established if they want to bring together ELF and
ELT. Sifakis (2017) suggests the use of ESP approach to raise ELF awareness in ELT
classes, as the way that English is perceived in the definitions of ESP and ELF is similar.
Wang (2015a), on the one hand, also mentions that the major gap between current ELT and
ELF is ‘English lies in the isolation of learning from the world outside the classroom’
(p.101), and it is teachers’ responsibility to address the issues that have emerged in reality.
On the other hand, she suggests learners’ needs should be taken into account and further
purposes the term ‘imagined community’ as one of the implication for understanding ELF

identities in raising students’ ELF awareness.

3.5 Conclusion

To sum up, as English has been used as a global language in all aspects of people’s daily life
all over the world, it actually functions as a lingua franca in intercultural settings. As a
sociolinguistic phenomenon which emerges rapidly, it is necessary to pay attention to the
meaning of ELF and how the emergence of ELF impacts on the individual speakers’
language awareness. This chapter has explored the most relevant issues that have been
discussed frequently in the field of ELF, e.g. the dichotomy of native and non-native; the
ownership of English, Standard English and Standard English Ideology etc. While English
has been used much more frequently among non-native speakers than it has been used among

native speakers, English has still been perceived as the property of native speakers’. Native
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speakers’ norms are set as the standard, “good” and the most “proper” English, and further
it has been learned and taught as the legitimate one. Thus, in order to fit into the role that
English intends to play in the highly developed international status, it is necessary to

advocate English to be reconceptualised as a Lingua Franca.

In this case, in addition to discussing ELF at the conceptual level, this chapter has also
discussed the major challenges of being aware of ELF in educational settings with the
comparisons to the mainstream SLA theories. A number of features and focuses have been
discussed in terms of traditional EFL and ELF, in which ‘towards native speakers’
competence’ and ‘the belief about NES ownership of English” have been found to be the two
major gaps that have hindered classroom participants’ ELF awareness. More attention has
also been paid to exploring the implications for improving teachers and learners’ ELF
awareness to create ELF-oriented classrooms. As for learners, on the one hand, they need to
be confident to adjust and accommodate their ELF usage. On the other hand, they should
focus on strategic use for communication instead of focusing on forms and functions. As for
teachers, as they are playing the role as experts in front of the class, their attitudes towards a
language, their decisions about what to teach, in which ways, will, more or less, impact on
students’ language preferences, and learning outcomes. Thereby, with ELF perspective,
attention should be paid to students’ learning process instead of production; the traditional
views of learners’ “interlanguage” or “errors” should be then taken as features and signs of
effective learning; and they should be aware of what is actually happening outside of the
classroom to capture the ever-changing society.

After exploring the issues related to language ideologies and ELF awareness in particular
in this chapter, and the discussion about the three components of language policy in
Chapter 2, the theoretical framework of this thesis has been explained and analysed.
Bearing these relevant theories and issues in mind, in the following chapters, an empirical
study of this PhD project will be presented, analysed and evaluated with the focus on ELF
awareness in language acquisition policy and classroom participants’ language ideologies

and language practices.
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Chapter 4 Methodology

4.1 Introduction

In the previous chapters, the theoretical frame work of this research is addressed by
evaluating both the top-down and bottom-up effects of language policy with a particularly
focus on interactions among components of language policy according to Spolsky’s (2009;
2012) framework. Meanwhile, Shohamy’s (2006) theory of mechanisms is also considered
to evaluate through a variety of devices (curricula, classroom teaching practices, teachers,
textbooks and tests etc.) that the de facto policy is created and affected. Therefore, based on

the previous explorations on language policy, the aim of this PhD project is to find out:

1. How is English explicitly and/or implicitly represented in language policy? To what
extent is the language policy reflecting the role of ELF?

2. How is language policy implemented in classroom participants’ language practice?

3.  What are the classroom participants’ perceptions about English and how do they engage

with the implementation of language policy in practice?

In order to answer the research questions, the research is designed to consist of document
analysis, semi-structured interviews, focus groups and classroom observations to triangulate
the methods and data. Firstly, the official documents of current English education policies,
textbooks, learning materials will be investigated into discovering the embodied language
beliefs and ideologies. Then, semi-structured interviews and focus groups will be organized
from teachers and students to find out their explicit ideologies and perceptions of language
rules. Lastly, through the classroom observations, policy implementations of certain

language rules and individuals’ implicit language attitudes will be paid attention to.

The table displayed below shows how each research method is related to each research

question and different datasets.
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Table 4.1. Research Method, Research Question and Datasets

Methodology Research Questions Datasets
Document Analysis Requirements (2007); textbooks and
learning materials;
R1

Classroom R2 ELT classes for 1 and 2"year UG
Observations R3 general major students

Interviews Teachers of ELT classes for 1 and 2™

year UG general major students
Focus Groups Teachers of ELT classes for 1% and
R2 & R3
2"year UG general major students

4.2 Theoretical Considerations

Methodology refers to how we gain knowledge about the world and how we collect research
data (Denzin & Lincoln, 1994). The methodology that is applied is embedded in the
ontological and epistemological assumption that it underlies the research. Different methods
and approaches that researchers used in qualitative or quantitative research respectively are
fundamental to research results and are underlined by different assumptions. In light of this,
before carrying out this research, there is a need to not only learn the knowledge of certain
methods or approaches, but also identify and internalize the underlying theories or
assumptions (Hennink, Hutter, & Bailey, 2010).

Therefore, as Creswell (2009) refers, when considering the design of a research, it is
necessary to include one’s philosophical orientations as each methodological approach is
different from certain theoretical assumptions and is always consistent with their
philosophical positions. It is primary to clarify the philosophical position regarding to the
research aims and questions, and the range of methods should be considered, with the most
appropriate choice being matched to the aims of the research (Ormston et al, 2014).In a word,
it is necessary to have “congruence between ontology, epistemology and methodology”
(O’reilly & Kiyimba, 2015, p.2).
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4.2.1. Being Qualitative

When conducting researches in the field of social science, positivist and interpretive
approaches are the two mostly referred paradigms (Bryman, 2015), in which interpretive
paradigms usually underlie qualitative research. Interpretive paradigms are concentrated on
the way in which human beings make sense of their subjective reality and attach meaning to
it (Krauss, 2005). Different from positivism, the interpretive approach seeks to explain,
predict and understand subjective meanings that people are attached to their experiences,
which is often referred as “emic” perspective and is also considered as “inter-subjective”
rather than focusing on facts (Guba & Lincoln, 1994; Prasad, 2005, p.14). Just as Snape and
Spencer (2003) mention, qualitative researchers are eager to understand experiences

subjectively meaningful and the meaning of social actions within the social construct.

In detail, interpretive approaches are recognized as the following aspects. They are believed
that the social reality is constructed as people’s experiences occurred in the social and
cultural contexts (Fossey, Harvey, McDermott, & Davidson, 2002). It is acknowledged that
there are multiple perspectives on reality existing as each perspective is subjectively linked
to their personal experiences (Jackson & Mazzei, 2011). Therefore, it is believed that it is
important to observe and understand individuals’ life experiences and perceptions in order
to understand the social reality (Snape and Spencer, 2003). In addition, researchers also
recognize that the research data are influenced by values and beliefs of individual for

participants and researchers themselves.

Accordingly, as Denzin & Lincoln (2005) mention, qualitative research is “studying things
in their natural settings, attempting to make sense of, or interpret phenomena in terms of the
meanings that people bring to them” (p.3). Qualitative research, as discussed above, can be
useful for explaining a wide range of complex issues. Particularly, it is useful for
understanding behaviors and attitudes or beliefs of participants. In this research, by using
qualitative research methods, the in-depth nature of qualitative research can offer
opportunities to gain in-depth explanations of the embodied perspectives, ideologies and
attitudes towards individual participants’ language use of the research context. More
importantly, “qualitative research is most suitable for addressing “why” questions to explain

and understand issues or “how” questions to describe processes or behaviors” (Hennink,
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Hutter & Bailey, 2011, p8). Other than that, it is also a common qualitative approach to
explore new and sensitive topics (Flick, 2011; 2014). As the research aims to find out the
interrelations between language policies, language practice and classroom participant’s
language ideologies in both top-down and bottom-up manners, individuals’ language
perspectives and attitudes towards English education policies, learning materials, testing
system and English that they are teaching/learning will be evaluated effectively by adopting

qualitative research methods rather than quantitative research methods.

4.2.2. Triangulation

Triangulation is seen as a research strategy that is evidence-based to fields. It involves in the
issues which are employed as instruments to assess empirical study. More importantly, it can
also be used as a way to manage validity and promote quality in the research (Flick, 2007).
Simply, put, it provides a systematic way of extending “scope, depth, and consistency in
methodological proceedings and thus put findings on a more solid foundation” (Denzin,
1989, p.236). One of the most obvious features of triangulation is the combination of various
methods and approaches in one qualitative research. Triangulation is generally considered
as “the combination of methodologies in the study of the same phenomenon” (Denzin, 1970,
p-297). Kimchi & Stevenson (1991) extend the types of triangulation to include data analysis
triangulation, which involves in triangulating not only methods, but also triangulating data,
investigators and theories. Data triangulation suggests the use of different sources of data
collected with various methods. It allows the research to reach a maximum of theoretical
profit from using the same method (Flick, 2007). Investigator triangulation means a number
of researchers, such as interviewers or observers who are employed to avoid biases from the
individual researcher. By triangulating theory, Denzin (1970, p.303) indicates that it refers
to “approaching the data with multiple perspectives and hypotheses in mind”. A wide range
of theoretical perspectives then could be used as supportive arguments to assess the utility.
It prevents researchers from relying too heavily on their preliminary assumptions and

ignoring being objective.

Triangulation of methods can be divided into two types: between-method and within-method
(Flick, 2007). In qualitative research, within-method triangulation mainly refers to
combining different methodological approaches with different aims and theoretical

backgrounds in one qualitative method. But it does not go beyond the scope of one method,
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for example, from combing questions and narratives in semi-structured interviews
approaches to a specific issue (Kvale, 2008). Between-method triangulation refers to, on the
one hand, adopting multiple methods in qualitative research, and on the other hand, combing

different qualitative and quantitative methods.

Nevertheless, methodological triangulation aims to validate field research (Denzin, 1970).
The features of within-method triangulation are systematically combined with different
approaches in one method. The results collected from within-method triangulation will be
the existence and connection of different sorts of data. And its major aim is to complement
or extend potential knowledge of two or more approaches systematically (Flick, 2007). The
use of between qualitative method triangulation in qualitative research is a very common
strategy to achieve a comprehensive, reliable and consistent explanation of research
questions (Flick, 2014). It provides ‘a confluence of evidence that breeds credibility’ (Eisner,
2017, p. 110), which creates the opportunities to let the scholars authenticate their
discoveries collected through diverse methods and approaches. Moreover, it offers
complementary result that is a broader, more comprehensive or even complete image of the
issue under study (Flick, 2007). For example, ‘interview data helped focus specific
participant observation activities, document analysis helped generate new interview
questions, and participant observation at community events provided opportunities to collect
documents’ (Goldstein & Reiboldt, 2004, p. 246). That is to say, triangulation not only can
be used to examine the validity of the result that is obtained from each single method, but it
is also an effective strategy for “enriching and completing knowledge and towards
transgressing the epistemological potential of the individual method” (Flick, 1998, p.230).
At the same time, triangulation should produce knowledge at different levels, which means
insights that go beyond the knowledge made possible by one approach and thus contribute

to promoting quality in researches.

All in all, Denzin sees triangulation strategy as useful in “overcoming the methodological
limitations of single method” (1989, p.236), and believes that “the goal of multiple
triangulation is a fully-grounded interpretive research approach.” (p. 246). On the bright
side, it allows the researchers to conduct more than two methodological approaches to
enhance the comprehensive results. It also could be used to avoid potential claims based on

simple and inadequate opinions, approaches or preconceptions and decrease the influence of
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possible prejudice existing in individual case (Patton, 1990). As for the limitations,
compared with common single methodological research, extra tasks and activities are
usually required to be done by researchers to apply triangulation. Particularly challenging
can be divergent results coming from different methods demanding additionally theoretical
or empirical explanation (Denzin, 1989; Flick, 2007). Therefore, in order to gain a more
comprehensive and valid understanding of research questions, triangulation of methodology
and data with qualitative approach will be considered in this research. Meanwhile, with such
between-method triangulation of this research used, the combination of different
methodological approaches should be focused on clearly and distinctly between each method

to maximize the advantages of each method.

4.3 Research Design

As explained above, when considering how to carry out a research, it is primary to think
about what kinds of research questions this research are seeking to answer to and which type
of the target participants can be the most representative ones of the research, and then to
evaluate which research method could be used to sample data as close as possible to the
target subjects. Therefore, in order to evaluate more insights into implicit and explicit
attitudes towards individuals’ language beliefs about teachers and students in the Chinese
higher education context, a combination of different qualitative methods will be used,
namely, document analysis, interviews, focus groups and classroom observations. Each of

them will be discussed individually in the following sections in detail.

4.3.1. Participants

Before discussing research methods, I will firstly talk about the selection of participants as
it is preliminary to consider who will be able to provide the most relevant and detailed
information on the study topic in order to make good use of the research methods to generate
data effectively. Especially when this research is designed to be qualitative to triangulate the
methods, the source of participants can be various. It is rather important to carefully plan the
recruiting process to ensure the quality of participants. Therefore, in order to recruit research
participants in the most appropriate way, it is necessary to identify the features of participants
that are usually recruited in qualitative research. Meanwhile it requires the researcher to be

able to distinguish the types of participants who are needed in qualitative and quantitative
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researches to increase the efficiency of participants’ recruitment work.

Unlike quantitative research, first of all, only a small number of sample participants are
needed to carry out qualitative research. By saying a small number of participants, as
mentioned by Ritchie and Lewis (2003), qualitative research usually contains no more than
50 in-depth interviews and 20 focus groups. Instead of a large number of participants
recruited in quantitative study, the focus in qualitative research is on how to make a good
use of the small number of research participants to justify and evaluate proposed research
questions. Therefore, random selection is not relevant to qualitative research (Patton, 2005;
Burke, 1997). Moreover, it requires researchers to select participants wisely. Efforts should
be made in defining participants with purpose of who is having relevant background
information, rich experiences and knowledge of the research topic (Creswell, 2007; Patton,
2005; Devers & Frankel, 2000). In another word, participant requirement in qualitative
research is considered as a fundamental stage as it will provide researchers with “particular
characteristics or experiences that can contribute to a greater understanding of phenomenon
studied” (Hennink, Hutter & Bailey, 2011, p.85). Furthermore, the number of participants in
qualitative research is not necessarily always defined clearly. It can be flexible as long as
saturation is reached where information that is collected begins to repeat itself (Glaser &

Strauss, 1967).

There are many ways to recruit participants in qualitative research, such as convenience
sampling, theoretical sampling, gatekeepers, formal and informal networks, snowball,
advertisements and research-based recruitment. In this study, snowball, gatekeepers,
convenience, and theoretical samplings were selected. Snowball can be understood as a
method of chain sampling (Biernacki, & Waldorf, 1981; Noy, 2008). It is useful for recruiting
participants with similar specific characters. By using snowball strategy, it allows
researchers to recruit participants with common characters easily by asking one participant
to find someone they know with certain commonalities. However, one of the most obvious
disadvantages of adopting snowball is that most of the participants are linked with each other,
and usually come from the same community. As they are connected with each other,
interview process and contents may be prior noticed to other participants, which cause
researchers to gain prepared answers instead of more reflective answers from the

participants. In this case, to avoid being too single-faceted, it will be helpful to have multiple
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stating points in snowball (Heckathorn, 2011; Biernacki & Waldorf, 1981).

A gatekeeper refers to who of the field has the authority or is recognized by the members of
community. Approaching to the gatekeeper, one of the major advantages is that it allows the
researcher to get access to most of the field. Further up, the gatekeepers’ knowledge about
members of the community provides researchers with a lot of convenience for the researcher
to gain background information when selecting participants. As for the drawback, it is always
the case that gatekeepers tend to recommend participants that they want the researchers to
recruit (Hennink, Hutter & Bailey, 2011). The strategies are, one the one hand, ensuring that
participants meet the eligibility criteria for the study, and clarifying whether the participants
are volunteering out of curiosity only, or out of gatekeepers’ instruction. On the other hand,
it is necessary to hold a debriefing meeting with the gatekeepers once field work finishes
(Hennink, Hutter & Bailey, 2011). It is always good to keep a long and trusted relationship
with them.

As convenience sampling is usually adopted together with snowball sampling, it benefits the
researchers to “save time and money and spare the researchers the effort of finding less
amenable participants” (Cohen, et al, 2011, p.230). Therefore, in the research, I adopted
convenience sampling as my starting point by asking my contacts who were working at the
research sites as my initial participants. By adopting snowballing, as my initial participants,
my friends started to introduce their students and colleagues as the following participants to
my research. As some of them were working as teachers or lecturers and some of them were
in administrative team, the sampling types then changed to involve in both snowball and
gatekeepers sampling. Snowball sampling provided me with participants who were sharing
commonalities, similar backgrounds and experiences. However, in case of being too single-
faceted, multiple stating points were chosen to conduct snowball afterwards with the help of
gatekeepers sampling. Gatekeepers or people who had authority to give permission to enter
into the field were also introduced by some of my contacts. It was effective for me to gain
information about members of teaching fellow, course information, courseware, curricula,
and most of the classrooms sites. It was also helpful for me to identify different starting
points for snowball sampling. At the same time, to ensure that participants were selected
eligibly and trustworthily, 1 invited gatekeepers to attend the first several classroom

observations together, and gave them brief updating regularly to foster long term
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relationship. Besides, theoretical sampling were also adopted throughout the process of
selecting the participants, as it helps to specify research purpose during the changes in
sampling types where participants become more and more relevant to the research purpose.
Just as Flick (2009) mentions, it allows the researchers to narrow down or increase the
number of potential participants, as well as contributes to the research by developing

emerging theories.

Through the strategies of participants recruiting listed above, two groups of participants were
recruited to conduct the research (see Table 4.3). Teacher participants were all Chinese ELT
teachers from College English Department, who were specialized in teaching English for the
general major students at undergraduate level. And to gain the most comprehensive insights,
the teacher participants were selected based on the length of their teaching experiences, their
ages, titles, and their positions at the workplace. Student participants were the first and
second year non-English-major Chinese university undergraduate students at average aged
about 20s. All of the student participants had six years of English learning experience in ELT
classrooms from the secondary education. The reason why I only chose the first and the
second year students was that for general major students, English was only taught as
compulsory subjects to them at their first and second years of undergraduate study only in

all of the three universities.

Table 4.3 Composition of the participants

Groups | Participants Sampling Sites Number Methodology
Group Teachers Convenience | University | Around 24 | Observations &
One A.B.C Interviews

Snowball

Gatekeepers

Convenience
Group Students Snowball University | Around 30 Focus groups
Two A.B.C

Gatekeepers

Theoretical
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All of the strategies were adopted to recruit participants to conduct classroom observations,
interviews and focus groups. I conducted classroom observations at the beginning by asking
my initial participants, and then adopted snowballing and gatekeepers to continue.
Interviews and focus groups with teachers and students from observed classes were held
afterwards. Through observing classroom performance of both teachers and students, and
their reacting and implementing to certain language policies, theoretical sampling was also
adopted to help the researcher to narrow down the students participants and selected the most
relevant ones to organize focus groups. The participants of focus groups were selected based
on two considerations. Firstly, it was concerned with students’ classroom performances and
its relevance to the research purposes. Secondly, in response to issues that had emerged from
interviews with the teachers, their students were also considered to be recruited as potential
participants for focus groups. In addition, the group composition of each focus group was
also considered. On the one hand, participants of each focus group were all selected from
the same big lecture classes to ensure that they had the same degree of shared experience of
the discussion topic (Bloor, Frankland, & Thomas, 2000). On the other hand, they were also
selected based on how much they were familiar with each other, because the level of
acquaintance would have different effect on the dynamic discussions (Hennink, 2007).The
detail of participants’ information for interviews, classroom observations and focus groups
would be explained later in Chapter 6, 7 and 8 Qualitative Findings from Interview, Focus

Groups and Classroom Observations.

4.3.2. Document Analysis

May (2001, p.176) refers “documents, read as the sedimentations of social practices, have
the potential to inform and structure the decisions which people make on a daily and longer-
term basis.” Documents are also referred to as “social facts” that members of society are
produced, shared and used in socially organized ways (Atkinson & Coftey, 1997, p.47).
Documents therefore can be seen as a method for knowing and understanding socially
constructed phenomena and practice, norms, beliefs of members of social community in the

context.

In terms of document analysis, the major focus, as mentioned by (Hennink, Hutter & Bailey,
2011), involves in: firstly, it is how to conceptualize the relation between explicit content,

implicit meaning, and the context of functions and the use of the documents; and secondly,
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it is how to take these relations into account in the interpretation of the documents. Simply
put, in document analysis, it is not only background context information and explicit policy
statements but also investigating into underlying meanings of textural information that need
to be evaluated in order to gain understanding to develop empirical knowledge (Corbin &
Strauss, 2008). Besides, the same as other analytic methods in qualitative research, analyzing
data collected through documents allows researchers to capture relevant themes through
data-driven materials at the very beginning stage of analyzing data. Relevant information
written into documents may inspire the researcher to investigate into some questions and
notice situations as part of the research. Merriam (1988) also points out, ‘documents of all
types can help the researcher uncover meanings, develop understandings, and discover

insights relevant to the research problems’ (p. 118).

Documents can be read in terms of intended meanings through their narrative structures. In
doing so, it is possible to adopt qualitative content analysis and thematic analysis approach
(Bowen, 2009; Fereday & Muir-Cochrane, 2006). In this sense, the process of analyzing
documents involves in reading, identifying, coding, and synthesizing relevant information
contained in documents (Coffey, 2014). It may start with evaluating the frequency of words,
phrases or other elements or characteristics, indexing and coding data to identify the key
themes and thus generate theoretical categories and identify patterns. As documents depend
upon particular uses of language and forms, it might be written to conform to various genres,
in various styles, structures and languages. What’s more, it employs visual signs, literary
devices and other symbols to present and display meanings. In the meantime, a language
does not merely describe events or a state of affairs, and it also creates or performs them.
The researchers can therefore learn a lot about cultural settings by paying particular attention

to language genres, structures, registers and forms.

For this research, [ adopted document analysis as a starting point to first investigate into the
official document of current English education policy, namely, College English curriculum
Requirements (2007). By reading the document, I identified initial themes that I wish to
investigate further into classroom observations, interviews and focus groups through data-
driven approaches. I focused on not only the Chinese version of Requirements (2007), but
also the officially published English version. It offered me insights into embraced language

beliefs or ideologies by focusing on the different ways that language policies are understood,
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translated, described and interpreted. During the months, I also extended the data sources to
not only the official documents, but also university website pages, textbooks and teaching
materials, such as PowerPoint slides, courseware, teachers’ lesson plans, exam papers and
any other relevant documents etc. Both explicit textual contents and implicit extended
meanings were paid attention to by noticing the discourses, language forms and the

frequency of words or phrases.

Other than the Requirements (2007), the Examination Syllabus for CET Level 4 & 6, which
was published in response to the Requirements (2007), an updated version of language
policy, College English Teaching Guide (2016)were also collected as the supportive
documents to gain an overview of ideological changes or shifts. As documents can be
evaluated systematically, any changes in different periods of time are traceable, which allows
the researchers to be able to compare such changes and differences over time periods
(Bowen, 2009). Take the official documents of the government as example, any changes, to
some extent, may suggest an ideological shift over times with various factors. In this case,
efforts that have been made to implement and adjust to those differences and changes could

also be used as a supplementary information or knowledge to explain research questions.

It is worth mentioning that, the combination of document analysis with other qualitative
methods as a means of triangulation is one of the common strategies for carrying out
qualitative research (Bowen, 2009). Information and insights derived from documents can
be valuable additions to a knowledge based on data collected through other methods and can
be analyzed as a way to verify findings or corroborate the evidence from other sources. In
this way, the combination of document analysis with teacher interviews, student focus
groups and classroom observations were adopted for this research, which will be explained

later in the next few sections.

4.3.3. Interview

Generally, an interview can be defined as a one-to-one conversation with a specific purpose.
Interviewers and interviewees co-create knowledge and meanings in the interview settings
and thereby co-construct reality (Hennink, Hutter & Bailey, 2011). In the field of qualitative

research, an interview is used as a method of data collection through ‘a special kind of
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knowledge-producing conversation”. As a “two-way process”’, an interview allows
interviewers to interact with the interviewees, and develops ‘a meaning-making partnership”
between interviewers and their respondents’ (Hesse-Biber and Leavy, 2006, p.18) so as to

facilitate a more probing investigation than a questionnaire.

Kvale (1996) proposes that there are a series of advantages of qualitative research interview.
Firstly, interviews usually focus on individual participants, about their experiences,
behaviors, perceptions and perspectives etc. As Kvale (1996) points out, qualitative research
interview is very useful in knowing and understanding the themes from participants’
perspectives. To be more exact, in-depth interviews might be conducted to identify the
experiences, personal stories of participants; their motivations for making decisions and
certain behaviors; their feelings, perspectives, emotions, beliefs and attitudes towards certain
issues, items or persons etc. In this research, interview questions which are related to
personal life experience are relevant to the research topic, as discussed in Chapter 2, it is
related to classroom participants’ language ideologies and attitude towards ELF, as
individuals’ language learning and using experience will impact on their language choice
and further on the policy implementation. Thus, interviews were decided as one of the

instruments of this research.

Secondly, Kvale (1996) mentions that a qualitative research from the interviews seeks to
cover at both a factual and a meaning level. It is important to pay attention to ‘what is said”
and ‘how it is said’ by the interviewees (Kvale 1996, p.30). To achieve so, it requires the
researchers not only to be open to “what is said” with interviewees’ perspectives, but also to
be sensitive to take the researcher’s perspective to reflect on ‘how it is said’. While being
open allows researchers to obtain new insights and broaden horizons, being sensitive helps
researchers to notice new and interesting ideas emerging from interviewees and then explore
them at in-depth levels. An interview, therefore, is very efficiency in collecting “information
on sensitive issues and the context surrounding people’s lives” (Hennink, Hutter & Bailey,

2011, p.110) as well.

Thirdly, in terms of the flow of interviews, as mentioned by Kvale (1996), focus, ambiguity

and change are the three main issues that should be taken into account. Focus, as its name
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applies, refers to concentrating on the topics. The conversation should be kept on the track
instead of being “nondirective’ (Berg, 2007; Kvale, 1996, p. 34). However, “being focused”
is not equal to being unnatural. A natural conversation offers interviewees comfortable to be
open, which allows the researcher to have the opportunities to capture unanticipated points
emerging from the conversation. Therefore, researchers are required to find the balance
between being focused and being natural. Semi-structured interview can be one of the
strategies in finding balance between “being focused” and “being natural”. As Kvale (1996)
debates, although an interviewer is the one who brings up a topic, interviewees are the main
factors that impact on the data of whether they are relevant to the topic or not. Using a semi-
structured interview, a most close to topic conversations is given to interviewees. In the
meanwhile, it allows flexibility and liberty to interviewees to develop their talk. The
researchers then should be sensitive to any interesting points that are produced by
interviewee subconsciously. Ambiguity describes a feature of information that is produced
by interviewees might sometimes be unclear and inconsistent (Kvale, 1996). Yet, he also
makes it clear that ambiguity may be not as the result of faulty communication. Instead, this
may be the way that how interviewees make sense of the contradictions that exist in reality.
In this case, the researcher should be sensitive and be able to pick up these unanticipated
ideas and meanwhile he or she should manage the conversation back to the track. As an
interview is an on-going process, changes occur when the interviewees reflect on certain
issues and develop new insights. According to Kvale (1996), changes can happen when
interviewees ‘have discovered new aspects of the themes’ or “seen the relations that they had
not been conscious of earlier’. Changes indicate interviewees’ on-going reflection and
perspectives on research-relevant questions which are useful in digging interviewees’

attitudes shifts.

Besides, during interviews, the interviewer’s role is actually elicited from each other’s story
and manages the conversations so as to motivate the respondents to share the viewpoints
freely as much as possible. In this sense, interviewers’ role is not only asking questions. He
or she is responsible for them to be able to respond to the respondents appropriately in terms
of each other’s characters, appearance, manners, and identities. This will have a huge impact
on how questions are asked and the quality of answers collected. In addition, it is important
to foster friendly interrelationship between the interviewers and the interviewees. As
interviews are dealing with human, to what extent the close relationships the interviewer and

interviewees have may directly reflect on interviewees’ answers to interviewers. Fostering
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long and trusted relationships between interviewers and interviewees would contribute to the
success of interviews. This can be applied to the whole process of the research by using other

different methods.

4.3.4. Focus Group

Focus group, as its name implies, emphasizes on two key words: “focus” and “group”. In its
broader sense, focus groups can be seen as a qualitative method that indicates dynamic
interactions among groups of participants with a focused conversation (Bryman 2001, Berg
2007, Hennink, 2007). In detail, the meaning of that “focus” in focus groups can be
interpreted in two aspects. On the one hand, it refers to the interactive nature of FG. And on
the other hand, it refers to the features of dynamic discussion focusing on one or a serial of

topic between groups of participants.

Therefore, interactive and dynamic are the two main characters of focus groups. The feature
of interaction found in focus group discussions enables this method to generate more insights
into the research issues than a series of in-depth interviews with the same number of
participants. Barbour (2007) mentions, focus group is an interactive discussion that focuses
on specific issues with a predetermined group of people. As Morgan (1997) mentions that
the hallmark of focus groups is “their explicit use of group interaction to produce data and
insights that would be less accessible without the interaction found in a group” (p.2).
Obviously, effective interaction between group participants, offer a large number of
opportunities to probe each other directly for more perspectives, ideas and information by
freely interrupting the discussions. It is rather closer to nature for other participants to probe
with each other than they are made by the moderator. Thereby, unanticipated issues and

perspectives might arise spontaneously through interactive discussions.

In terms of the dynamic features of focus group, simply put, discussions that participants
produced can be seen as a contribution to the context (Bloor, Frankland & Thomas, 2000).
Different from interviews, probes and arguments that interviewers are seeking, usually
involve in personal attitudes, identities, beliefs and their concerns about social factors. Focus
group, on the other hand, emphasizes on observing group members’ challenges, probes,

arguments, discussions, and affects each other in terms of their perceptions which are related
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to research questions, in dynamic interactions among group members. In order to do so, it is
group members that raised and/or captured interesting ideas from each other. Looking into
how group members are impacting on each other, their interests contribute to further

understandings of their attitudes towards research questions.

It is worth mentioning that different from interviews, focus group discussions do not collect
narratives or personal stories of participants. Personal experiences are playing negative effect
on the dynamic interaction between group discussions (Fern, 2001). By conducting
interviews in this research, the researcher’s attention is going to be paid to participants’
implicit and explicit attitudes towards current language policies, curricula, textbooks, texts,
teachers and in-depth knowledge about interviewees’ attitudes and beliefs about their
language use based on their individual experiences. However, in focus groups, my attention
will not be paid to detailed information of participants’ language attitudes. On the contrary,
the focus will be on how group members participate and engage into the discussion and
interplay with each other’s arguments as dynamic interactions. To be more exact, the data I
am going to collect from focus groups are clearly different from the interviews. Though it is
always the case that the findings from focus groups suggest similar information with those
found in interviews, the attention will be paid to evaluating issues that have impact on group

members’ perspectives which are related to research questions.

With such facts, during the conversations among groups of participants, the researcher plays
the role as a moderator, in which she is not a part of the group discussions. Furthermore, the
moderator operates and facilitates the discussion to make sure that the discussion runs
smoothly (Hennink, 2007). Difference from qualitative in-depth interviews, which is known
as interviewer-dominated data collection approach, focus interviews is known as
interviewer-dominated data collection approach, focus group discussion tend to create a most
close to nature atmosphere to allow participants to interact with each other. A lot of attention
1s going to be paid to in order to ensure the directions of discussions and remain focused on
the topic. The researcher herself should pay attention to linguistic features as well, such as
the silences, laughs, pauses while speaking; the rise, fall and stretch they sound; interrupting
each other’s speaking; their faster and slower rhythm in speaking etc. All of the above may
provide the research more insights into discovering implicit meanings and attitudes of

participants, which are also useful for analyzing data after the fieldwork.
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In terms of “group” in focus group, it also indicates a number of issues that need to be
considered in conducting focus groups. One the one hand, the group composition will need
to be carefully planned in order to create a relaxing and comfortable atmosphere for group
discussions (Bloor, Frankland & Thomas, 2000). According to Fern (2001, p.156), the higher
“level of homogeneity in participant characteristics” leads to the more productive and
“cohesive’ discussions among group members (see also Hennink, 2007, p.115). Thus, two
major issues will be concerned. One is that each group member of focus group should have
the same degree of shared experience of the discussion topic (Bloor, Frankland &Thomas,
2000). The other is that the level of acquaintance among group participants can also
influence participants’ contribution to the group discussions (Hennink, 2007). To what
degree that group members are familiar with each other will have different effect on the
dynamic discussion interactions. The advantages and disadvantage should be considered

regarding to the discussion topic and research purpose.

Group size also needs to be carefully planned before conducting focus group. To decide
whether to recruit a big or small group mainly depends on the ‘topic of discussion’ and
‘characteristics of participants’ (Bloor et al. 2001, p.26; Henninks, 2007, p.136). The aims
of the research need to be concerned as well. Therefore, the number of participants can be
various. Hennink (2007) mentions that a focus group usually contains 5-10 participants;
Morgan (1998) believes that 6-10 participants are the most common cases. Wilson (1997)
debates that 4 to 12 participants are likely to have in a focus group. Bryman (2001) therefore
suggests that the number of participants in a focus group can be from 3 to 14 (see also Bloor
et al. 2001). Large size of focus group may be difficult to moderate and there is possibility
to ignore some of the relevant details, compared with small groups (Bryman 2001, Hennink,
2007). Small groups, on the contrary, are good at collecting detailed information from
individual participants and easily facilitated by the researcher. Therefore, for this research,
the number of participants for each focus groups was just as Bloor et al. (2007, p.28) suggests

that, it should be as minimal as possible, “be kept down to the bare minimum’.

Last but not least, it is critical for researches to think about what materials focus groups are
going to be used. Litosseliti (2003) refers that ‘presentations or demonstrations and stimulus

materials’ (p.56) should be provided for the group members to encourage the discussion. The
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selection of materials should be based on a goal that has positive effect on ‘generating a
broad yet focusing, in-depth discussion on the context and various components of the topic’
(Litosseliti, 2003, p.56). More importantly, the materials also need to be prepared to serve
researchers’ and group members’ need, keeping focused and simultaneous in the process of

dynamic discussions.

4.3.5. Classroom Observation

Observation, as another major qualitative research method, allows a systematic way of
observing participants’ behaviors in the field (Wragg, 2013; Flick, 2014; Marvasti, 2014). It
can be seen as an integrated sense of “seeing, hearing, feeling and smelling” (Flick, 2014, p.
308). Daston & Lunbeck (2011) refer “observation is the most pervasive and fundamental
practice of all modern sciences, both natural and human. Its instruments... (are as) a myriad
of other ingenious inventions are designed to make the invisible visible, the evanescent
permanent, and the abstract concrete” (p.1). It concerns with “the significance, meaning,
impact, individual or collective interpretations of events, are rooted in a different traditions
(paradigms)” (Wragg, 2013, p.9). Therefore, though the observation method underlies the
interpretive paradigm, meanwhile, it features of positivists as well in some circumstances
(Flick, 2014). For example, findings of observations are sometimes generated by counting

and categorizing incidence of certain phenomena.

Before entering into the field, decisions made towards the observation is going to be
conducted covertly or overtly; systematically or unsystematically; in a natural or artificial
scene. What’s more, the type of observation in a sense is different mainly because the role
that researchers play is from complete participants to completely invisible (Adler & Adler,
1987; Robson, 1995; Marvasti, 2014); observers or observed by other participants (Marvasti,
2014). Thus, it is important for researchers to make decisions about being non-participants
or participants in the field to observe others, or to be observed by others (Marvasti, 2014;

Flick, 2014).

Commonly used observation in qualitative research is a complete participant, which “entails
the greatest commitment on the part of the researcher (...) immerse themselves fully in the

group as natives” (Adler & Adler, 1987, p.67). The feature of participants, summarized by
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Jorgensen (1989) refers to the observer who observes the field from a member’s perspective
or as natives with particular interest in human meanings and interactions. The theoretical
form of participant observation, therefore, is interpretative. Meanwhile, observers are
usually exposed themselves to the field as a routine and adopt direct observation along with
other methods of gathering information. Denzin (1989) also defines participant observation
as a field strategy ‘“that simultaneously combine document analysis, interviewing of
respondents and informants, direct participation and observation, and introspection” (p.157-

158). Observers, as non-participants, however, usually observe the field distantly.

As for this research, I immersed myself fully in the field and observed firstly from a
member’s perspective to understand and interpret classroom participants’ behaviors and
attitudes reflected in classroom practices. However, as a researcher who is observing the
class, he/she will always be present in the classroom in which he/she observes, whether
he/she participates in the activities or not, therefore “becoming part of the wallpaper” is
never completely possible in observation (Robson, 1995). Also, there are always incidents
or events that could not be predicted or happened as a particular case, the researcher should
also notice that there will always be a part of the situation in which he/she is about to observe,
which will be influenced by his/her presence or actions. So my role may have to change to
become flexible from both a participant and an outsider’s perspective depending on the

dynamic situation of the field.

In terms of operating the observation, at the beginning, according to Spradley (1980),
descriptive and non-focused observation should be made to provide researchers with an
overall image of the field. Then with the central part of the operation process focused, the
observation is going to be conducted. At the end of the observation, attention should be paid
to selecting “further evidence and examples for the types of practices and processes found
in the focused observations” (p. 34). In the light of this, before actually conducting
observations, I did piloting studies on classroom observations so as to testify the quality of

the observational data and enhance my observational techniques.

Then, Spradley (1980, p.34) also displays a series of major focuses in the process of

observations. They are, “space, actor, activity, object, act, event, time, goal and feeling”
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(p.78). In this sense, the layout of the venues and social setting should also be taken into
account. By focusing on a venue layout, the researcher can observe how people make use of
a space, social setting or institution. It will help to understand the place and then locate the
activities or behaviors in this place. Other than that, “detailed observation of behaviors and
talk: watching and recording what people do and say” (Mays & Pope, 1995, p.182), are
needed in the process of conducing observations. Further, participants’ body languages
should be noticed as these suggest further information about behavioral norms. They will
give insight into the non-verbal communication between people. Especially it is participants’
language ideologies that this research interests, which is conceptual and abstract. Rather than
asking people about their behaviors and attitudes towards certain topics directly,
observations could be more effective in gaining implicitly underlying ideologies about
classroom participants’ language use by observing and evaluating participants’ interactions,

as well as their responses and refection of issues which are related to research questions.

In terms of recording, Wragg (2013) summarizes four major methods, which are written
account, video, sound, and transcript. Among them, video and sound recording are the most
widely used. In terms of video, it is easy to be kept and replayed multiple times. However,
which angles that camera(s) are going to take will lead to different information. Also as video
contains visual information, it will undoubtedly increase the work load for data analysis.
Using voice recording always corroborates with written account. The drawback for voice
recording is apparent loss of important visual data such as body language, facial expressions.
Considering there is a large number of data of this research, all of the observed classes will
be audio recorded with consistent filed notes kept so as to record body languages, facial

expressions and so on.

In addition, classroom observation is always used as an important and effective tool
alongside in-depth interviews and focus group discussions. Through interview is surely one
of the effective methods to obtain data, but there are also possibilities of contradictions
between participants’ words and behaviors. Some maybe subconsciously produced. Others
may be said on purpose due to various factors. Comparing and justifying the results gained
through interviews and observations about implicit and explicit ideologies of behaviors, we
can use observations to identify discrepancies between what people say or claim what they

are doing and what they actually do subconsciously in the most close to nature settings.
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Therefore, consuetudinary beliefs and norms of behaviors of observed participants, which
are related to research questions, may be captured. It reveals unspoken rules of behaviors
from documents and interviews, which is less intrusive than interviews. In brief, combined
classroom observation with interviews, it allows the researcher to learn implicit and explicit
insights into explaining certain questions and justifying behaviors participants described by

them.

4.4 Piloting

Before I started my fieldwork, a number of concerns had drawn on me, which drove me to
conduct a pilot study to evaluate the practice of my research. Are the questions asked for
interviewees understandable? Could these questions be answered and explained in detail?
Which is the best logical order to conduct observations, interviews and focus groups? Aar
any further explanations of concepts needed for participants? And would the duration be too

long or too short? And so on.

Therefore, I did pilot study on classroom observations, interviews and focus groups. In terms
of classroom observations, I observed two classes to improve my techniques and skills, such
as keeping the dairy, note-taking, being objective to what would happen in the field etc. |
also tested the equipment that would be required in observations and checked the quality of
recordings afterwards to make sure that it would be clear enough for later transcribing. In
terms of interviews, the intended interview prompts were designed and then discussed with
the teachers from the similar background as the target teacher participants to evaluate the
quality and efficiency of individual interviews. During the process, I specifically simulated
the operational routine and timing. I focused on the quality of my interview prompts, which
were especially concerned with the following questions. Were those interview questions
asked clearly? Did they need to be further explained to the respondents? What if the
questions were not answered as expected? Based on these questions, I also practiced my
reactions to the answers that were different from expectation as well. As for focus groups, it
is worth mentioning that the initial design of the methodology was conducted interviews
with teachers and students. But later I changed my plan. The reason why I did focus groups
was that mainly I found through the pilot study, the students were not very comfortable to

make comments on their teachers when I asked them directly through individual interviews.
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Instead they were much easier to open up when discussing such issues with their classmates
in groups. Therefore, I decided to adjust my research methods from interviews to organizing
focus groups from students. Therefore two focus groups were organized to testify the quality.
I specifically found that it was important to choose participants who were familiar with each
other, as it caused deadlocks several times during the piloting if participants were not familiar

enough.

Besides, the sequential order of conducting each method had been measured and evaluated
as well. I found, through the piloting, that classroom observations had offered common
ground between me and the participants, which could be used as a good starting point.
Moreover, compared with the outcomes, if I did classroom observation after the interviews,
interviewees might pre-notice some issues I mentioned during interviews and acted
differently from what they actually had believed and behaved. Yet, if the classes were
observed afterwards, it was very effective in evaluating whether the information gained
through the interviews and focus groups was true or not. It was also easier for me to keep
focused on the key information and avoid being distracted by less relevant information. In
the light of this, some of the classes were observed more than once before and after each

turn of teachers’ interviews and students’ focus groups if necessary.

4.5 Fieldwork

The research was conducted in Guangzhou, the capital city of Guangdong province the south
of China. Ever since the year of 1978, Guangzhou has been one of the pioneers of China's
reform and opening up policy. It is famous for its developed market economy and openness
which has developed as a modernized city with a large population. Guangzhou's economic
construction has scored marked achievements. The developed market economy has brought
a large number of imported and exported business opportunities. It is also known as one of
the four biggest cities in China. By the end of 2015, it has been calculated by the census that
the number of residences in Guangzhou had reached fourteen millions, among which,
620,000 residences (both permanent and temporary) were foreigners (Li, 2013). According
to the sixth national census, more than one-third of the international immigrant population

in China had been registered in Guangdong province.
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Given this, the research sites had been chosen due to a number of considerations. Firstly,
Guangzhou has been one of the pioneers of China's reform and open-up policies. Compared
with the most cities of mainland China, more opportunities have been offered to the citizen
residences in Guangzhou to use English for intercultural communication. Secondly, with the
frequently use of English for intercultural communication in Guangzhou in people’s daily
life, the stakeholders’ attitudes, beliefs and ideologies towards English, and further up, the
implementation of language policies will surely be affected, which is worth investigating
into. Thirdly, as Guangzhou is the city where the researcher grows up, the researcher has
several contacts from the listed universities in teaching and administrative teams. There is
an opportunity for the researcher to access into the field, it is also easy for the researcher to
conduct the field work and schedule or adjust my research timetable in different
circumstances. Therefore, Guangzhou has become the city in which the researcher aimed to

conduct the research.

Three universities belonging to the top tier in Guangzhou were selected to conduct the
research. As shown in the chart below, all the three universities are public comprehensive
universities and directly or indirectly administrated and supervised by the MOE, sharing the

same understanding of nationally unified English education policy.

Table 4.2 University Information

University Type Public/Private Administration
University A Comprehensive Public MOE
University )
(directly)
University B Comprehensive Public MOE
University )
(directly)
University C Comprehensive Public MOE
University ) )
(Indirectly; supervised by
local government)

93



Chapter 4

As China features as a centralized education system, different universities still have the same
nationally unified English education policy to follow, but they are flexible to adjust the
policies based on local conditions (MOE, 2007). Therefore, University C shares the common
ground with University A and B, which follows the instruction of the same English education
policy at national level through it is indirectly administrated by the MOE. For example, the
entrance examination for University A, B and C are nationally unified. High school graduates
are required to pass the entrance exam to enter the university. Recently, with the publication
of College English curriculum Requirements (2007), “the requirements for undergraduate
College English teaching are set at three levels, i.e., the basic requirements, the intermediate
requirements, and the higher requirement”. English is taught to the students with multiple
levels based on their English proficiency. Therefore, in the three universities, students are all
divided into three levels of Class A.B and C as soon as they step into the university based on

an English proficiency test.

Meanwhile, University C reflects features of local diversity. As University C is under the
charge and supervision of the local government, the local government is in power to adjust
the actual practice of language policies. Its interests, promotions and ideological
considerations will also impact on the de facto language policies. Thereby, only by looking
at language policy in University A and B cannot gain a full picture of local people’s

awareness of ELF.

I did my field work from 1st October 2016 to 31st January 2017, from the beginning of
Semester One to university Winter Holiday. For the first week, a pilot study was done in
advance to evaluate the practicability of my research. In the next following weeks, I adopted
document analysis to investigate into the official documents of current English education
policy. In the second month, semi-structured interviews, focus groups and classroom
observations were adopted. I firstly immersed myself in the three listed universities to
observe classes taught by Chinese ELT teachers. After that, in order to gain insights into the
understandings of classroom participants’ explicit language attitudes and behaviors, semi-
structured interviews with teachers and focus groups with students were organized. Then
some of the classes were re-observed to evaluate issues mentioned in the interviews and

focus groups by both teachers and students. At the end, a total number of 23 ELT classes
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were observed (counted as one even if it was re-observed). Each of them lasted for 60-90
minutes, the total hours of classroom observations were around 30 hours. 23 semi-structured

interviews were conducted and 6 focus groups were organized.

4.6 Data Analysis

Qualitative data analysis in social science is conducted through the “classification and
interpretation of linguistic or visual materials to make statements about implicit and explicit
dimensions and structures of meaning-making in the material and what is represented in it”
(Flick, 2011, p.5). It includes the researcher not only to develop the analytic process at the
very basic level, but also to present a rather comprehensive image to explain underlying
meanings that are attached to individual participants’ experiences and behaviors (Hennink,
Hutter & Bailey, 2011). In another word, it is conducted through immersion in research data
from which the researcher is able to explain and interpret human experience, identify the
unique perspectives of study participants. Thus, the researcher can explain and develop
theories about people’s actions or beliefs, understand social or cultural meanings attached to
behaviors. Briefly, the analysis of data collected through qualitative method refers to a
process of exploration and discovery (Flick, 2011). It requires the researcher to be immersed
into the data in order to develop an evidence-based conclusion or explanation of research
questions. To the end, the ultimate purpose of qualitative data analysis is able to develop
generalizing conclusions through the comparison among diverse resources with various

methods (Flick, 2014).

As discussed above, the aim of adopting qualitative research to carry out this research is
mainly because it can be used to describe a natural setting and uncover implicit meanings
which are attached to behaviors or social phenomena. However, in the process of qualitative
data analysis in this research, the research instruments adopted in this research would result
in a huge amount of data, which would greatly increase the difficulty of selection and sorting
the data. In addition, the interpretation of data from the research sometimes is easy to become
too subjective. In order to avoid so and analyze data systematically, reliably and

transparently (Schreier, 2012), qualitative content analysis (QCA) would be used.
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QCA has three main characteristics. Firstly, QCA allows for the systematic treatment of data
through the whole process of selecting, transcribing and analyzing data. In another word,
“all relevant materials are taken into account; a sequence of steps are followed during the
analysis, regardless of your material; and you have to check your coding for consistency”
(Schreier, 2012, p.9). Briefly, by saying systematically, it refers the researcher evaluates any
relevant data and materials based on a coding frame (Shapiro & Markoft, 1997), regardless
of what types of data and materials collected through which way and based on what aims of
research questions. The same sequence of steps of QCA will always be adapted. Secondly,
QCA involves in concept-driven and data-driven processes. On the one hand, the coding
frame could be built based on concepts, knowledge or the previous experience for

individuals, and on the other hand, codes can be captured and will emerge through data.

Thirdly, QCA helps to avoid messy data and make data analysis manageable. At the very
basic stage, it reduces irrelevant descriptions, information, aspects, points or views to the
research topic by reviewing the data. On the deeper layer, further classifying, coding,
categorizing and gathering information under each category conducted by the researcher will
not only reduce the data but also produce and generate valuable information for the research.
Therefore, QCA is also a suitable method for describing material that requires some degree

of interpretation when you are dealing with meaning that is less obvious (Schreier, 2012).

Schreier (2012) proposes to follow a few steps for the whole process of data analysis.
Preliminary, the intended research questions and materials that might be relevant to the
research questions should be cleared by the researcher. More importantly, a coding
framework should be built. By doing so, reading the material systematically and consistently
is required. Then he/she breaks down the materials into pieces by coding and categorizes the
code into different categories and subcategories. Following up, the coding frame should be
evaluated in terms of validity by reviewing. Finally, he/she interprets the data and develops

the findings of the research.

As Saldana (2016) points out, the major step of QCA is obviously coding the data (see also
Flick, 2014). Schreier (2012) also defines that, “QCA is a method for describing the meaning

of qualitative material in a systematic way. It is done by classifying materials into instances
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of the categories of a coding frame™ (pl). To be brief, codes can be considered as views,
opinions, issues or topics that are revealed in the data, it could be a word, phrase or sentences
(Saldana, 2016). Coding the data is also an essential and central step for QCA while sorting
the data. Broadly, it helps the researcher to identify different perspectives that are evident in
the data and uncover some implicit meanings of behaviors of participants. Practically, coding
the data involves in marking and indexing all of the data systematically, which allows the
researcher to be able to locate and trace the relevant data if needed afterwards for focused

analysis.

Codes can be divided into two types. Deductive codes refer to concept-driven from the top,
such as predicted concept, previous knowledge or document sources etc. It is helpful to use
deductive strategies to spur the development of inductive codes, and help recognize specific
concepts, cultural references or contextual issues in the data. It is therefore usually used as
logical starting point. Inductive codes, in contrast, emerge directly through collected data
which are raised by participants. Inductive codes are extremely valuable as they reflect the
issues of importance to participants themselves, which may be different from those who are
anticipated by the researcher. In short, searching for inductive codes allows the data to speak

for itself.

4.6.1. Coding and Analytical Procedures

The initially analytic framework of this research, as shown from the table below, was derived
from Spolsky’s (2004), and Shohamy’s (2006) interpretation of language policy. It analysed
language policy by comparing and contrasting policy statements in the College English
Curriculum Requirements (2007) and relevant policy statements, language practice in
classroom implementations and classroom participants’ perceptions of language policies and
practices. During the process, all policy makers’, teachers’ and students’ inexplicit and
explicit ideologies towards English and English use as a top-down and bottom-up effects on
language policy and practice were demonstrated throughout the data analysis. As | adopted
qualitative content analysis for this research, the process of pre-coding and coding for themes
became a central concerns in analysing the data (Ddrnyei’s, 2007). Followed up with
Dérnyei’s five stages of content analysis, e.g., data transcriptions, pre-coding and coding;
development ideas and generate conclusions, my materials were analysed according to the

following steps:
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Methodology | Research Codes
Questions
5.2.1. (Lack of) awareness of the Sociolinguistic
Contexts
52.1.1. The Role of English
5.2.1.2. The Speakers of English
5.2.2. The Understanding of English as a Subject
Matter
5.2.2.1. The Fluidity of English?
e English is Taught and Learned as a
Fixed Code
5.2.2.2. The Diversity of ‘Englishes’?
e The Ownership of English
1) English Used in English-Speaking
Countries
2) The Superior Status of English Used
in English-Speaking Countries
5.2.2.3. Conformity to Native Speakers’ Norm
1) Native English as the Target
Language
2) Native Cultures as the Target
Document R1 Culture
Analysis 3) The Legitimacy of NNSE has been
Ignored
5.2.3. Focus on Student Agency
5.2.3.1. Students’ Communicative Effectiveness
5.2.3.2. Students’ Engagement with Learning
Process
5.2.3.3. Students’ Reality
6.3.1. Teachers’ Beliefs about English in the
Sociolinguistic Context
6.3.1.1. Awareness of ELF Concept
6.3.1.2. The Nature of English
6.3.1.3. Authority in English
6.3.2. Teachers’ Beliefs about English
Teaching/Learning and Using in Practice
6.3.2.1. Standard English as the Target Language
Input
6.3.2.2. Non-native Englishes as an Option
6.3.2.3. NES Cultural Awareness
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6.3.3. The Factors of Impacting on Teachers’
Beliefs
6.3.3.1. Non-reorganization of ELF in Language
. Policy
Interviews R2&R3 e Testing and Education Systems
e Teachers’ Recruitment
6.3.3.2. Self-experiences of Teaching and Using
English
7.3.1. Common Co-constructed Perceptions:
7.3.1.1. Attitudes Towards Native and Standard
English
7.3.1.2. NSE Learners vs. ELF Users
e Sociolinguistic Reality vs.
Classroom Learning Materials
e Effective Communication vs.
Correctness
e The Considering of Cultural Factors
e The Acceptance of Chinese
Speakers’ Use of English
Focus
Groups 7.3.2. The Factors of Impacting on the
R2 & R3 Development of Different Attitudes
7.3.2.1. Lacking knowledge about ELF
7.3.2.2. Concerns of Gatekeeping Practices
7.3.2.3. Teachers and Textbooks’ Language
Practices Impacting on Students
7.3.2.4. Self-experiences of ELF Use
8.3.1. Focus on Language Accuracy
8.3.1.1. Conformity to Native Speakers’ Standards
8.3.1.2. Error Correctness & the Use of Negotiation
Strategies
8.3.2. In the Reference of NESs’ Authenticity
8.3.2.1. NES Idiomatic Expressions
8.3.2.2. NEC Awareness for Intercultural
Communication
8.3.2.3. NESs’ Contexts
8.3.2.4. NNSE as Optional Input
Classroom R2 & R3 | 8.3.3. Focus on Students
Observations 8.3.3.1. English for Special Purpose/Occasions
8.3.3.2. Engage with Students’ Local Context

Firstly, I transcribed and read throughout all the data collected from documents (e.g. College

English Curriculum Requirements (2007) and Examination Syllabus for CET Level 4 and 6
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(2004)) systematically so as to gain an overall ideal of the representation of English in
China’s language policy. Attention was paid to identify the explicit and implicit language
ideologies as reflected through the Teaching/Testing Objectives, Teaching/Testing
Requirement, Course Designof Requirements (2007) and Syllabus (2004).

Secondly, I transcribed the data collected from teachers’ interviews and students’ focus
groups so as to segment, name and number these data. | divided each interview and focus
group discussion into smaller parts, and summarized the meaning of them and
conceptualized them. Each concept was given in a serial number so that it would be easier
to trace back. Thirdly, I generated themes from each interview and focus group discussion
and integrated all the generated themes of each interview and focus group discussions and
categorize the similar themes in different categories. At the same time, sub-themes of each
interview and discussion datum was also identified and broken down in each category. In
order to trace the sources of each code, the number and name of each code was used as

categories instead of word descriptions.

For example, at the beginning of coding interview data, | adopted a number of preconceived
codes set on the basis of literatures review chapters, which guided me to analyse the data
with the purpose of finding the answers to my research questions, e.g., teachers’ perceptions
about the ownership of English, the diversity of English and NS/NNS dichotomy. However,
at the same time, data-driven approach was also adopted along with the concept-driven
approach. During the process of data transcribing, more themes emerged, which did not
perfectly fit into the preconceived themes when | divided the data into smaller parts. So |

had to look back and re-structured the themes.

It was the similar process of re-structured the themes for focus group. Moreover, as attention
paid to focus group data was different from that of the interview. It was each turn and probe
that the focus group data focused so that the researcher could gain insights into participants’
attitudinal development. Thus, there were a lot of difficulties occurred. The most obvious
one was that | found the students were not able to stick to the topic all the time. And they
tended to change the topic frequently. That caused a lot of troubles in categorizing relevant
data of the same topic. Another difficulty was transcribing the data. As there were always
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the cases that more than one students talked at the same time when they were arguing, | had
to listen to the recordings carefully and went back again and again to identify opinions of
each different student. At the end, sub-themes of students’ opinions towards classroom
learning materials, communicative effectiveness and Chinese speakers’ use of English were
identified. Besides, their knowledge about ELF; self-experiences of use ELF and concerns
of gatekeeping practices were also noticed. Given these, the themes for focus group data
were then generalized as the co-constructed Perceptions and the Factors of Impacting on the
Development of Different Attitudes, on the basis of “what” perceptions were; and “how” the

perceptions were developed.

As the classroom observation is mainly adopted to evaluate whether the classroom
participants’ performance complies with their reflecting ideologies in interviews and focus
groups, and their reactions to the language policy statements, fourthly, | started to transcribe
observational data after having gone through each turn of interview and focus group data.
With the themes generalized from the interviews and focus groups in mind, attention was
paid to the use of classroom teaching materials and teachers’ instructions. However, more
codes were identified during the process, and some of the codes overlapped. To ensure the

data consistency, the observational codes were restructured and updated afterwards.

Last but not the least, | integrated document coding, interview coding, focus groups coding
and classroom observation coding with the consideration of data consistency and finalized
the coding book, as shown in the above table. Awareness of English in sociolinguistic
realities, perceptions about English teaching/learning and using in practices and awareness
of student factors were updated as the final themes for the research at the three levels, e.g.,
the policy statements, the language practices and the language attitudes, beliefs and

ideologies.

4.7 Ethics and Risks

All my research participants were recruited on a voluntary basis. Before I got access to the
field, I submitted a research overview, which included the general purpose of the research. I

proposed research questions and research design to members of administration team of each
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university and gained some feedback to adjust my research plan. The design of semi-
structured interview prompts and potential risks had also been considered before I entered
into the field. As all of my participants were over 18, I obtained their permission to conduct
the research from them. I explicitly explained the purpose of the research and informed the
participants of their rights to withdraw at any time without any reasons and my responsibility
to protect their information. As for collecting relevant documents, I explained to teachers
that some confidential documents would only be used for research purpose in a very general
way and would be kept into a password protected by a hard drive to avoid the risk of leak.
In the classroom observations, I also explained the general aims and topics to the teachers

and informed them that any of the recordings would be used only for the research purpose.

4.8 Trustworthiness

Different from the validity of quantitative research that can be easily evaluated by figures
and intuitively procedures, one of the major concerns with the quality qualitative research is
to subjectively interpret the data. Therefore, the evaluation of validity, reliability and
objectivity of qualitative research become necessary and significant. (Lincoln & Guba, 1985;

Kirk & Miller, 1986; Dornyei, 2007; Kvale, 2008).

Lincoln and Guba (1985) propose a term “trustworthiness” to establish a critical criterion to
evaluate the quality of qualitative research. According to Lincoln and Guba (1985), there are
four components of trustworthiness which involve in credibility, transferability,
dependability and conformability. Guba and Lincoln (2005) also believe internal validity,
external validity, reliability and objectivity can be replaced by the four components of
trustworthiness. Credibility concerns with the truth of the data and points of view made by
participants, and researchers’ interpretations and representations (Polit & Beck, 2012).
Dependability suggests not only recognizing and recording changes in different situations,
but also constancy of the data (Polit & Beck, 2012). Transferability emphasizes on
generating findings, and ensuing the findings and conclusions can be adopted in other cases.
Confirmability is related to what extent that the researchers are neutral to avoid biases (Polit

& Beck, 2012).
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In order to achieve trustworthiness in qualitative research, a number of suggestions are
proposed. For overall quality evaluation, Dornyei (2007, p.61-61) then mentions “prolonged
engagement”, “persistent observation”, “triangulation of data and methods” and
“longitudinal research design” should be considered. Reflexive journal, thick description,
peer check and audit trail may also help to establish trustworthiness (Lincoln & Guba, 1985).
In this way, to ensure trustworthiness, a number of actions were taken throughout the
research. Firstly, trustworthiness could be enhanced by researchers demonstrating their
engagement in the field. For this research, , there was an extended engagement with
participants which lasted 4 months through different activities. Secondly, to triangulate the
data and methods, | adopted different research tools including document analysis,
interviews, focus groups and classroom observations. The findings retrievd through different
data sets explain, endorse and conflict each other in different aspects, which enables the
inquiry to go deeper and deeper to seek the understanding of language policy and ELF in
China in a rounded manner. Thirdly, as the audit trail was effective in documenting the
process of the research, it let not only researchers themselves, but also their peers check and
monitor the research easily (Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Miles & Huberman, 1994). The research
journal was kept with an audit trail established through the description of the research
process. In particular, thick description for observations were used, for example, keeping
notes in the field. The notes mainly recorded the observational process and what happened
in the field during the classroom observations. Through thick description, dependability
could be evaluated if the study findings were replicated with the similar participants in the

similar conditions.

4.9 Conclusion

To conclude, the research was conducted in the three Chinese universities in Guangzhou,
China, where the field work was done. Considering the winter holiday and Chinese New
Year in January, the proposed time period for field work was extended to 4 months from 30th
of September 2016 to 31st of January 2017. To conduct the research, I chose to adopt
qualitative approaches to evaluate my research questions. As qualitative research methods
were suitable for digging in-depth underling meanings attached to behaviors of individual

participants, it was therefore, very useful in answering and explaining “how” questions.
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In this sense, in this research, only a small number of participants were recruited for both
teachers and students. Both teacher and student participants with specific characters or
knowledge that were relevant to the research topic were recruited on purpose. Document
analysis, semi-structured interviews, focus group discussions and classroom observations
were conducted among teachers and students from the three universities. With
methodological triangulation of these qualitative methods done, the thick and comprehensive
pictures of the research context have been presented. Document analysis, as a starting point,
has offered the researcher issues to explore in-depth interviews. Through the in-depth semi-
structured interviews with the teachers, the researcher has collected individuals’ explicit
points of views, perspectives, attitudes, and ideologies, which have allowed the researcher
to develop explanations to their behaviors and language choices they made. The same as
focus groups that were organized from the students, in the comfortable atmosphere, they
were able to communicate and probe each other’s opinions freely. The interviews have
provided the researcher opportunities to collect a wide range of ideas, perspectives and
attitudes. In addition, some sensitive topics were easily discussed in the group dynamic
interaction while the researcher did not participate in the discussion. Further, a lot of
interesting and unexpected points have also been discovered in the interaction. Classroom
observation, was used not only to offer common ground among the researcher and other
classroom participants, but also used as an important supportive tool to evaluate the
information gained through interviews and focus groups. Its natural of “close to natural
setting” suggested it was useful in observing implicit attitudes, beliefs and ideologies of

language policy and practice.

Both qualitative content analysis and thematic analysis were conducted to analyze the
collected data. The systematic and flexible nature of QCA has allowed the data to become
more consistent, comprehensive and reliable. Moreover, the use of QCA and thematic
analysis has helped the researcher to narrow down the data. In order to validate the data,
triangulation strategy was applied for combing several of methods, data sources and data
types. It has helped the research to discover the contradictions and inconsistencies between
policy and practice and between what people say and how they actually behave. It was also
worth mentioning that the ethics and risks issues had also been taken into account before

entering into the field.
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Chapter 5 Qualitative Findings from Document

Analysis

5.1 Introduction

After having discussed the theoretical framework and methodology of this PhD research in
the previous chapters, in this chapter the researcher will focus on the qualitative results
produced through document analysis. In order to answer RQI1, this chapter will focus on
evaluating language ideologies reflected through the analyzed documents implicitly and
explicitly. This chapter will focus on ELF awareness in order to evaluate how English is
represented and conceptualized in various documents in the Chinese higher education

context.

5.2  The Procedures of Document Analysis

e The Types of Documents

As this research will evaluate ELF awareness with a particular focus on language policy, the
current version of the official documents of English educational policy College English
Curriculum Requirements were used. Requirements (2007) was published in 2007, while its
pilot version was launched in 2004. After years of implementations and revisions in some
selected universities in China, the formal version was finalised and officially published
nationwide by the MOE. Another language policy document, examined for this chapter, was
the Examination Syllabus for CET Level 4 and 6, first issued in 2004 in response to the
reform of the Requirements (2007). Thus the Syllabus (2004) shares the same objectives as
Requirements (2007), which should be consistent with each other, so it is also necessary to

further investigate into.

In addition to the official publications, a variety of other documentations were examined,
including articles, advertisements, and publications from the three universities’ website
pages. In addition, module/program handbooks and classroom materials were also included.

Please refer to Table 5.1 for the different types of documentations examined in this chapter:
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Table 5.1 Types of Selected Documents

English Education Policies University Documents

Universities’ Website Page Information

College English Teaching Requirements

(2007) )
Module Information and Handbooks

Administrative Documents

Examination Syllabus for CET Level 4 & 6

(2004) .
Classroom Materials?

e Developing the Thematic Coding Framework

In order to evaluate the focus of this chapter, that is, to what extent that ELF is aware in
analysed documents, and the answer to RQ1, both data-driven and concept-driven processes
went through. For the data-driven process, the main aim was to identify language ideologies
embodied in the language policy documents through document analysis. For the concept-
driven process, Wang’s (2015a) three aspects of ELF awareness were adopted to analyse

documental data to understand to what extent that the policy statements were aware of ELF.

As discussed in Chapter 3, aspects of ELF awareness involve in: 1) an awareness of the
sociolinguistic context(s), 2) understanding ELF as a subject matter, and 3) focusing on
learners’ factor (Wang, 2015a). The coding framework for document analysis was thus
designed to investigate into the three aspects of ELF awareness that Wang (2015a) proposed.
Firstly, the framework was concerned with policy-makers’ awareness of the role of English
and the speakers of English in the outer-linguistic environment; therefore, the policy-
makers’ acknowledgement for the emergence of ELF was examined. Secondly, the nature

of English as a diverse and fluid framework was the two major focuses of understanding

2 Detailed analysis of the classroom materials will be given in Chapter 8, Qualitative Findings from
Classroom Observation. For document analysis, these types of materials were only used as supportive
evidences.
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‘English’ as the subject matter. Teaching and learning English as a fixed code, specifically
measures of conformity/unconformity to native speakers’ norms and the plural forms of
‘Englishes’, were also considered. Finally, in evaluating the policy-makers’ awareness of
the needs of students, communicative effectiveness and functional use of English were
focused. Student engagement with the learning process and engagement with the students’
realities were examined. Given these, the thematic coding framework for the document

analysis is as follows:

Table 5.2 Coding Framework of Document Analysis

5.3.  Findings: The Representation of English in Language Policy

5.3.1. (Lack of) awareness of the Sociolinguistic Contexts
5.3.1.1. The Role of English
5.3.1.2. The Speakers of English
5.3.2. The Understanding of English as a Subject Matter
5.3.2.1. The Fluidity of English?

e English is Taught and Learned as a Fixed Code
5.3.2.2. The Diversity of ‘Englishes’?

e The Ownership of English
3) English Used in English-Speaking Countries
4) The Superior Status of English Used in English-Speaking Countries
5.3.2.3. Conformity to Native Speakers’ Norm
4) Native English as the Target Language
5) Native Cultures as the Target Culture

5.3.3. Focus on Student Agency

5.3.3.1. Students’ Communicative Effectiveness
5.3.3.2. Students’ Engagement with Learning Process
5.3.3.3. Students’ Reality

5.3 Findings: the Representation of English in Language Policy

In the section of 5.3, qualitative findings from document analysis will be presented with the
focus of representation of English in the two examined documents of language policy
published officially. The findings were generated into three categories: awareness of the

sociolinguistic contexts; the understanding of English as a subject matter and focus on
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students’ agency. Regarding to the first category, the issues which were related to the role
of English and the speakers of English were explored. For the understanding of English as
the subject matter, the dynamic and diverse nature of English was focused. And with regard
to the last category, students’ communicative effectiveness, students’ realities and their

engagement with learning process were paid attention to.

5.3.1. (The Lack of) Awareness of the Sociolinguistic Contexts
53.1.1. The Role of English

According to Galloway and Rose (2015, p.150), one of the key features of ELF which has
been used in practice is that ‘ELF is a very different phenomenon to ENL or EFL’. It is also
mentioned in Wang (2015a) that the awareness of ELF, in its border sense, refers to the role
that English plays in ELF is different from how English plays as a foreign language. Thereby,
the first subtheme of this section is concerned with to what extent that the role of English is
different from EFL that the policy statements are aware of. Please have a look at the
following extract (Extract 5.1), which makes clear that the character of College English is

under the guidance of theories of foreign languages teaching.

Extract 5.1: The Character of College English
v “Under the guidance of theories of foreign language teaching, College English has
its main components, knowledge and practical skills of the English language,
learning strategies and intercultural communication” (MOE, p.18).

It should be noted that, ‘The character of College English’ is a paragraph stated at the very
beginning of Requirements (2007), which introduces and explains the background
information of what theories that such rules and regulations are created (see Appendix 1). In
emphasising ‘under the guidance of theories of foreign language teaching’, the MOE
explicitly believes that English should be learned and taught as a foreign language (FL). The
role that English plays is viewed as a FL. ELF, as an emergence of the linguistic phenomena,
has not been reflected through the above statements. Considering that the descriptions are
made to explain the overall character of Requirements (2007), other detailed policies should
be planned and carried out in accordance with such an orientation. Thus, further investigation
of detailed policy statements are needed to clarify how English is represented and conceived

in the outer sociolinguistic context.
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Other than the above example, the ignorance of what language(s) was really needed for
social interactions was discovered. Please refer to Extract 5.2, the recruiting advertisement
for ELT teachers teaching business English at University B.

Extract 5.2: Teacher Recruitment Qualifications:

1. Native speakers of English

2. Bachelor’s degree or above in business, economics, finance or other related
disciplines

3. Teaching experience is preferable

As shown in the recruiting advertisement above, being a native speaker of English was a
compulsory qualification. As a result, local non-native teachers, especially Chinese speakers
were excluded. As mentioned by Hu (2012), the authenticity of the target language should
be in accordance with speakers’ actual language usage, which is relevant to ‘the environment
in which the candidate will use the language’ (Hogan-Brun, 2007, p.2). Hiring native
speakers of English did provide authentic native English inputs to ELT classes, but they were
in the reference of native speakers’ real life situation, not for the students in the Chinese
context. In fact, the majority of English communications in China are made among non-
native speakers rather than native speakers (Wang, 2015b; Wen, 2012). Hiring native
speakers only as ELT teachers certainly ignored the importance of engagement between the
sociolinguistic context and classroom learning environment. Such a fact was different from
the first aspect of ELF awareness, as mentioned in Wang (2015a), that language education
should involve in-classroom teaching and the in addition to the realities beyond the

classroom.

5.3.1.2. The Speakers of English

To evaluate one’s awareness of the role that English plays in the outer sublinguistic reality,
it is also necessary to be aware of the existence of NNSE. As the matter of fact, the number
of NNESs outnumbers NESs. Such features were specifically considered while analysing
the data. It was found that none of the explicit evidences showed the MOE’s awareness of
the existing of NNSE, whereas the following Extract 5.2 implicitly reflected it. Please have
a look:
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Extract 5.2: Teaching Requirements for Translating (p.21-23)

v “..students should be able to translate...texts on familiar topics in popular
newspapers and magazines published in English speaking countries...”
(Intermediate).

v’ “...students should be able to translate...to their areas of specialty and in newspapers
and magazines published in English-speaking countries...”(Advanced).

The extract above displays the requirements of teaching translating at the intermediate and
advanced levels. It is evident that ‘English-speaking countries’ has been repeated in both
requirements. By laying emphasis on ‘English-speaking countries’, the MOE has
acknowledged that languages other than English used in English speaking countries,
pointing to the existence of different Englishes. That is also the reason why it has to make
clear explicitly. Yet, although the MOE has acknowledged NNSE, no further evidence
demonstrates that the MOE is aware that the number of NNES has outnumbered NES. On
the contrary, NNSE have been overlooked as they are not even mentioned in the above
statements. This contradicts with what Wang (2015a) mentions that to catch up with the
ever-changing phenomena, the different approaches should be attached to the different roles
that English play. Questions on what model(s) of English are (most) relevant, what set(s) of
norms are (most) appropriate, what are the contextual conditions of language use required
by the students, is there a normative approach suitable for the context of learning/use in
China and other countries, have not been reflected. From this it can be observed that the

outer sociolinguistic reality of Chinese context has been largely ignored.

5.3.2. The Understanding of English as a Subject Factor

In terms of understanding of English as a subject, the fluidity and diversity of English is here
evaluated to gain insights into how the term °‘English’ is understood by the MOE. In
evaluating the fluidity of English, it has been found that English was still viewed as a fixed
entity. As for the diversity of English, the ownership of English in terms of the perceived
English used in English speaking countries and the superior status of NSE were brought into
debate.

5.3.2.1. The Fluidity of English?
e English is Taught and Learned as a Fixed Code

In terms of the fluidity of English, contrary to its flexible and dynamic nature, the most
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obvious feature is that English is viewed as a fixed system that is made up of a series of
codes. Evidences can be found in /mage 5. 1, a PowerPoint slide of the class of Contemporary

College English.

Image 5.1

Detailed Analysis

PartI: Words & Expressions

It was noticed that the process of detailed analysis of text was the analysis of words and
expressions. That is in order of firstly learning the words and phrases, followed by sentence
patterns, and finally the grammar. All the forms, functions, and structures, as shown on the
PPT slide, were memorised by students on the basis of a set of standards, without taking
consideration of the context and communication factors. Similarly in Requirements (2007),
as shown in Appendix 1, the difficulties of reading passage are divided into ‘longer yet less
difficult texts’, ‘longer texts’, and ‘rather difficult texts’ for the basic, intermediate and

advanced levels. Please refer to the following extract:

Extract 5.4: Teaching Requirements for Reading (p.20-21)

v' “With longer yet less difficult texts, the reading speed should be 100 wpm...With the
help of dictionaries, they should be able to read textbooks in their areas of
specialty”(Basic)

v’ “With longer texts for fast reading, the reading speed should be 120
wpm...”(Intermediate)

Although the MOE does not elaborate the standard of difficulty, ‘the help of dictionaries’ is
repeated a lot of times in teaching requirement. Vocabularies and passage length are seen as

the important components. With respect to vocabularies, more information is found in
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Syllabus (2004), as shown in Extract 5.5, there are recommended vocabularies listed for each
level of teaching. Vocabularies excluded from the vocabulary lists are not required to learn,
and will be translated directly into Chinese in test papers. Please refer to Extract 5.5 for

more information:

Extract 5.5: Syllabus (2004)

v' “Vocabulary excluded from the vocabulary lists will be given explanations or
Chinese translation when necessary”

Such statements above suggest that, rather than viewed English as a communication-based
course, English is learned as a knowledge-based course like chemistry, biology, or any other
course with the purpose of acquiring fixed knowledge. The ability of comprehending and
understanding the passage has been overlooked by directly translating unfamiliar
vocabularies to students. In other words, what matters to the MOE is accumulating linguistic
knowledge to enhance individual skills. How to integrate the acquired knowledge and to

make a good use of them in practice has been ignored.

More evidences have been found in relation to language that has been considered to be an
integration of a phonological system, a semantic system and a syntactic system. As shown
in the following Extract 5.6, the students’ writing ability is examined through: vocabularies,
grammatical rules, sentences structure, punctuation, and the use of linking words. It is similar
to what Chomsky (1959) discusses, in that language is completed with a finite number of
fixed and abstract grammar rules, which are expected to produce infinite language structures,

on the basis of a phonological, semantic syntactic system.

Extract 5.6: Testing Requirement for CET-4 & 6 (p.10)
v" Writing: Linguistic Performances
e using vocabularies appropriately
using grammatical rules accurately
express sentences structure appropriately
use the punctuation accurately
using linking words appropriately

All the statements above suggest that instead of viewing English as highly variable and
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dynamic, it is still interpreted as a fixed entity, a system which has an isolated social-cultural
context, and overlooked the complexity and changeability of language (Canagarajah, 2013).
Based on such assumptions, English is still learned and taught as fixed codes traditionally,
which is certainly different from the understanding of English in ELF research. Thus, the
ignorance of the fluidity of English of the MOE does not reflect its awareness of ELF.

5.3.2.2. The Diversity of ‘Englishes’?
e The Ownership of English

In addition to the fluidity of English, the diversity of English, as mentioned by Wang
(2015a), is worth investigating into, as both aspects are important to understand ‘English’ as
a subject matter. The ownership of English is found as another major issue that is related to
the understanding of diversity of English. Similar to the fluidity of English, there is little
relevant information in Requirements (2007) which is explicitly related to the understanding
of ‘Englishes’. Implicitly, it has been observed that English is perceived as English used in
English-speaking countries (and as a property of native-English speaking countries), and that
English used in English-speaking countries enjoys superior status in the process of English
teaching and learning for teachers and students. Both of these features which are implicitly
stated in Requirements (2007) suggest a strong intention of NES ownership of English.

Please have a look at the following extract as reference:

Extract 5.16: Teaching Requirements (p.20-22)

v' “Students should generally be able to read essays on general topics in popular
newspaper and magazines published in English-speaking countries at a speed of 70
to 90 wpm”. (Reading, Intermediate)

v’ “Students...should be able to read English articles in newspapers and magazines
published abroad...”(Reading, Advanced)

1) English Used in English-Speaking Countries

In the statements of Teaching Requirements in Requirements (2007), ‘English-speaking
countries’ is frequently adopted. Clearly, English is explicitly perceived as English used in
English-speaking countries by the MOE. More importantly, as discussed in Section 5.3.7.2.,
the policy statement has acknowledged the existing of NNSE, and that their understanding
of such different Englishes in the MOE is grounded on the geographical boundaries of

‘English-speaking counties’, particularly the inner circle countries, as mentioned in Kachru’s

113



Chapter 5

(1985) three circles model. English is thus viewed as property of the countries where English
originates. The description of ‘English in English-speaking counties’ here apparently stands
for Native English. In other words, English refers to English that is used in native speaking
countries. The belief in NES ownership of English has been reflected through the above

policy statements.

Further up in the text, although ‘English-speaking countries’, ‘English that is used in
English-speaking countries’, and ‘magazines that are published in English-speaking
countries’ are frequently used in the Teaching Requirements section, they are typically used
to describe teaching requirements at the intermediate or advanced levels only. No such
descriptions are found at the basic level in all individuals’ skills. Thus it suggests that NES

enjoys the status superior to other acknowledged Englishes.

2) The Superior Status of English Used in English-Speaking Countries

For instance, in the Listening requirement, the section emphasizes that at the advanced level,
students should be able to ‘follow talks by people from English-speaking countries given at
the normal speed’. Yet, at the basic and intermediate levels, it states listening as ‘English

radio and TV programs spoken at a speed of ... Evidences are listed in the following Extract

5.17:

Extract 5.17: Teaching Requirements for Listening (p.19-22)

v’ “Students...should be able to understand English radio and TV programs spoken at
a speed of 130 to 150 wpm...” (Basic)

v' “They should be able...to understand longer English radio and TV programs on
familiar topics spoken at a speed of around 150-180 wpm...”(Intermediate)

v' “Students should...be able to understand radio and TV programs produced in
English-speaking countries and...follow talks by people from English-speaking
countries given at normal speed...” (Advanced)

It is obvious that English spoken by people from English-speaking countries has been
considered as the relatively higher aim according of the MOE. Speakers of English speaking
countries, namely, native speakers’ speed of speaking, has been considered as the ‘normal

speed’, or in other words, authentic speed of native speakers. Moreover, native speakers’
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speed of speaking has also been set as a standard of marking and dividing students into
different levels of English proficiency. Thus, it can easily be deducted that, English used in
English-speaking countries is seen as superior to any other kinds of Englishes. Just as what
has been discussed in Chapter 3, traditional ELT believes the superior status of native
speakers as distributors (Jenkins, 2015). This also indicates that traditional EFL-oriented
ELT is still planned to put into practice by the MOE in Requirements (2007) through a top-
down process. The belief in native speakers’ authority then becomes one of the major gaps
that traditional EFL-oriented language education has impacted on classroom participants’
language choices in the top-down manner, which in turn hinders classroom participants’

awareness of ELF.

5.3.2.3. Conformity to Native Speakers’ Norms

Besides the NES ownership of English, another gap between traditional ELT and ELF
awareness, as mentioned in Chapter 3, is concerned with the purpose of native-speakers’
competence (Seidlhofer, 2011; Jenkins, 2006; Wang, 2015, Cogo & Dewey, 2012; Sifakis,
2017). Accordingly, such features are also found in Requirements (2007). Although such
features are always reflected implicitly, it is worth mentioning that, other than conformity to
native speakers’ language, NECs are also found to have been learned and taught as the target

culture input.

e Native English as the Target Language

Taking NES as the target language for teaching and learning is found as one of the features
of conformity to Native Speakers’ norm by the MOE. Examples are found in the test and
evaluation systems, specifically the statement of Summative Evaluation, as stated in
Requirements (2007). Another obvious example of belief in native English has been

discovered from teachers’ recruitment criteria on one of the university’s web pages.

Summative evaluation, as mentioned by the MOE in Requirements (2007), involves in not
only the term-time university examinations, but also the national English proficiency tests,
e.g. CET 4 & 6: a NS norm based test, while its testing contents are selected from original
English input (Syllabus, 2004). Examples can be seen from the Extract 5.7, that ‘the standard

British or US’ accent is selected as listening materials for test. Moreover, as shown Extract
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5.8 (Vocabulary List), the vocabulary list is designed in the reference of dictionaries like
Collins, Longman, and corpus of American English, that is, in the reference of corpus for
native speakers. Similarly, in Extract 5.9, the accuracy in phonology and grammatical rules,
the complexity and richness of vocabularies and grammar are the two major criteria of
scoring systems for Speaking. In sum, the evidence suggests the presence of NS norms in

CET4 &6

Extract 5.7: Listening Comprehending:

v’ “the listening materials are selected from the standard British or US accent, at the
speed of 120-140 wpm” (p.1).

Extract 5.8: Vocabulary List

v' “Vocabularies are selected in the reference of Collins cobuild, BYU Corpus of
American English...and Advanced Learners' Dictionary of Current English,
Longman Dictionary of Contemporary English etc” (p.15)

Extract 5.9: Scoring Criteria for Speaking

v' “Accuracy and the scope: ‘Accuracy’ refers to candidates’ phonology, intonation,
use of vocabularies and grammatical rules. ‘Scope’ refers to the complexity and
richness of candidates’ use of vocabularies and grammatical features” (p.11)

As Brown (2012) notes, the test is not only ‘an essential part of monitoring students’ progress
and providing feedback, but also a crucial part of determining the degree to which the
objectives are appropriately defined’ (p.161). It is easy to say that current language tests take
English native speakers as their reference, with their use of English are set as the standard
and norm. Students, as non-native speakers, are all evaluated by such norms and standards.
Testing, thus, has become the de facto language policy for indicating language beliefs, and

behaviors in which how language is actually used.

In addition to testing and evaluating students, according to Requirements (2007), one of the
most important criteria for teachers’ evaluation is students’ test scores in examinations. As
we discussed language policy in Chapter 2, testing is seen as one of the most powerful
mechanisms that may impact on one’s language choices. Taking students’ scores as one of
the criteria for teacher’s evaluation, more or less, will impact on teachers’ way of teaching

consciously and subconsciously. The following extract describes the evaluation for teachers:
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Extract 5.10: Evaluation for Teachers

v/ “Evaluation also includes that of the teachers, i.e., the assessment of the teaching
processes and effects. This should not be merely based on students’ test scores, but
take into account teachers’ attitudes, approaches, and methods; it should also
consider the content and organization of their courses, and the effects’ of the
teaching” (MOE, p.28)

Extract 5.10 clearly notes that students’ test scores are not the only elements that will impact
on teachers’ evaluations; teachers’ attitudes, approaches, methods, teaching contents and
administrations are all under evaluation. As test scores decide whether a student will be able
to enter a good class, or whether a teacher will have the opportunity to win the title of
‘outstanding teacher’ at the end of the year, curriculum, teaching materials or
teaching/learning focus are subject to modification as to meet the test content (Hogan-Brun,
2007). As a consequence, no matter what kind of teaching approaches and methods teachers
adopt, or whether they have the awareness of English as a lingua franca or not, it is the NS
norm in which the test is designed. And with the fear of the negative effect of test results,
teachers and students tend to comply with the language that they will be tested without much
resistance, thus making the reproduction of such language ideology easier, while at the same
time preventing stakeholders from being aware of ELF. Simply put, through tests’ ‘wash
back’ on teaching materials, on language teaching and learning, and on its stakeholders, the
beliefs about NS norms will be surely enhanced. Testing, thus, plays a positive role that has
successfully enhanced the belief about native speakers’ norms and standard in subtle ways
without even being aware by stakeholders themselves. This is reiterated by Jenkins and
Leung (2014), who note that the wash back effect of language test is ‘preventing learners
from exploiting the potential of the English language and their own resources as multilingual

English speakers, thus holding up English language change’ (p.1616).

Not only in test and evaluation systems, conformity to NS norms is also revealed in
recruitment material of ELT teachers for University A in Extract 5.11. On the one hand,
native speaker of English was a compulsory qualification and listed at the very beginning.
On the other hand, for ELT teachers, the university preferred the candidates who had
obtained NS-based certificates e.g. TESOL, TESL or TEFL. Such qualifications indicate that

NS norms have been imposed deeply within the mindset of the institutional authorities.
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Extract 5.11: Recruit English L.anguage Teacher for Non-English Major Students

v" Qualifications:
1. Native speaker of English
2. Master degree or above
3. A minimum teaching experience of two years
4. TESOL, TESL or TEFL certificates are preferable

From the extract above, the authority believed that as long as the candidates had relevant
degrees, native speakers of English could be the teacher of English teaching NS English as
a target language to Chinese HE students. This implicitly suggests that native speakers of
English are considered as the ones who are able to produce better and effective English, and
that it is native English speakers that the authority prefers their students to learn from.

e Native Cultures as the Target Culture

Not only the native English as the reference but also native cultures from inner circle
countries as the target ones are learned and taught. For example, “fo improve...cultural
awareness so as to meet the needs of China’s social development and international
exchanges” (MOE, 2007, p18), is one of the most explicitly-stated ideologies by the MOE
in Requirements (2007). Briefly, improving cultural awareness for international exchange
has been put forward by the government as one of the major teaching objectives at the

national level in Requirements (2007). Please have a look at the following Extract 5.12:

Extract 5.12: Teaching Objectives

v' “The objective of College English teaching is to (...) enhance their ability to study
independently and improve their general cultural awareness so as to meet the needs
of China’s social development and international exchanges.” (MOE, p.18).

Clearly, “cultural awareness”, as one of the major teaching objectives of Requirements
(2007), 1s put forward by the MOE for national development and international exchange.
Moreover, to enhance cultural awareness, in Extract 5.15, Course Design, cultural-related
modules are described as: ‘learning about different cultures in the world...teaching the

knowledge about different cultures in the world’ (see Extract 5.15).
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Extract 5.15: Course Design (p.24-25)

v “College English is not only a language course that provides basic knowledge about
English, but also a capacity enhancement course that helps students to broaden their
horizons and learn about different cultures in the world”.

v' “When designing college English courses, therefore, it is necessary to take into full
consideration the development of students’ cultural capacity and the teaching of
knowledge about different cultures in the world”.

Yet, ‘different cultures in the world’ are mainly considered as western cultures in the process
of policy implementation.To be more exact, ‘different cultures in the world’ are referred to
as different cultures from native-speaking countries of English, such as Anglo-American
culture by university authorities. Please refer to the following modules listed below, the
cultural-related module list of University A. The listed modules were open to be selected as

electives to all major undergraduate students.

Extract 5.13: Cultural-related Modules

English-speaking countries’ cultures American Society and Culture
American History and Culture Australia Society and Culture
Australia Society and Culture British Society and Culture
Modern British History and Culture English Media and Culture
British Political System and Culture an overview of Chinese Culture
Inter-cultural Communication International Business Culture

Western Art and Pop Culture

Intercultural Business Communication;

Film and Inter-cultural Communication

The Great People of Early Western Civilization
Critical Theory and Western Civilization rise and fall
English Intercultural Communication: audio-visual
American Film: history, culture and criticism
American Political System and Culture
British/American Film and Social Life

History and Culture in American Movies

The module list above also suggests that the university authority closely relates culture to

target language and the country where the target language originated. As shown, the so-
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called cultural-related modules are mostly NS cultures, such as British, American and
Australian etc. On the one hand, American culture and British culture are taken as models in
English education, which will bring the danger that learners tend to limit themselves to one
or two cultures and reject other cultures. On the other hand, language use may involve in the
culture which is neither the L1 culture nor the target language culture. But there is a third
culture which exists in the world, or is provisionally co-constructed by interlocutors
(Kramsch, 1993). Along with the flexible and dynamic use of global Englishes worldwide,
culture has become a “transcultural flow” where “cultural forms move, change and are
reused to fashion new identities in diverse context” (Penneycook, 2007, p.6). English,
therefore, may be also performed with new cultural meaning when it is used in different
contexts by different users (Risager, 2006). Thereby, “there is no identifiable culture to
which a language is inseparable tied” (Baker, 2009, p.571). In this case, it is not necessary
for English language to be tied to the English speaking countries where it originates.
Although the MOE does not mention that cultural awareness refers to the cultures from
Native speaking countries, the MOE ignores the fluidity of culture by emphasising ‘different
cultures in the world’, instead of giving further instructions on what to do after being aware
of cultural differences. As discussed, cultural awareness is related to having not only the
knowledge of certain cultures, but also the awareness of differences within and between
cultures, and accommodating those differences depending on various situations and
interlocutors (Baker, 2011). Yet, such feature is not reflected in Requirements (2007). The
same understanding of cultural awareness as the MOE was found in the Dean’s message of
University B, where he/she believed that proficiency in ‘foreign languages and knowledge

of foreign cultures’ referred to proficiency in cultural and intercultural awareness.

Extract 5.14

v “We look to the future with the goal of globalizing our students through proficiency
in foreign languages and knowledge of foreign cultures. Here, students learn to think
critically, act globally, and work collaboratively to achieve their full potential.”

Accordingly, it was believed by the Dean of University B that one could act globally and
work collaboratively if one had been equipped with certain proficiency in foreign languages
and knowledge of foreign cultures. The accommodation strategy (Cogo, 2009; Cogo &
Dewey, 2006; Baker, 2012) is not included in it. To be more specific, there are no

suggestions about how to cope with differences in an intercultural setting. The Dean’s
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viewpoint is certainly in accordance with what the Requirements (2007) requires, while

obviously it was not ELF-oriented.

Furthermore, the awareness of culture that those modules are embodied clearly belong to
what can be defined as Level 1 of intercultural awareness in Baker’s framework (2011), that
is, basic cultural awareness. In another word, cultural pedagogical expectations revealed
from the above extracts suggest that students could be able to be aware of the culturally
based norms, beliefs, habits, behaviours of their L1 culture and other different cultures. This
has also been reflected in Extract 5.14.

Extract 5.14: Teaching Requirements (p.19-23)

v/ «...they should also be able to translate Chinese introductory texts on the conditions
of China or Chinese culture into English...”(Translating)

Through these extracts, it is obvious that there are not too many features of intercultural
awareness that have been reflected in Requirements (2007). Intercultural awareness refers to
“...a conscious understanding of the role culturally based forms, practices, and frames of
understanding can have in intercultural communication, and an ability to put these
conceptions into practice in a flexible and context specific manner in real time
communication” (Baker, 2011, p.5). However, in the three universities considered here, only
a few cultural-related modules are to enhance one’s ‘cultural capacity’, as mentioned in the
Course Design. More importantly, instead of viewing intercultural awareness as with fluid,
hybrid perspectives, the MOE appears to have a fixed attitude towards culture. Students
should be reminded by the curriculum that they not only need to learn about the norms of
specific cultures, but at the same time, should also acknowledge that cultural norms in
specific culture are flexible (Baker, 2011).Therefore, laying emphasis on cultural awareness

in Requirements (2007) cannot prove itself to be ELF-oriented, either.

With the two features above, the illegitimate status of NNSE has been observed. On the one
hand, the MOE overlooks NNSE although it has acknowledged they exist in language policy
statements. On the other hand, it is in accordance with Seidlhofer (2011) that English has
been perceived as “the language used by inner circle speakers and codified in grammars,

dictionaries, and textbooks remains, by and large, unquestioned as the only legitimate object
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of study and target of learning” (p.79). With such an assumption, native speakers of English
are considered as authority, while NNSE are considered as illegitimate. Their speakers are
thus perceived as deficient NSE speakers. This is different from what Galloway and Rose
(2015) suggest, in that ELF has a global ownership as one of the features of English which

has been used as ELF in practice.

5.3.3. Focus on Student Agency

The last theme focuses on student agency. It is seen as one of the major components of being
aware of ELF, as mentioned by both Wang (2015a) and Sifakis (2017). Communicative
effectiveness is found to have been put forward by the MOE. The students’ engagement with
learner-centred learning process is highly emphasised. Moreover, engaging with students’

reality is embodied implicitly in policy statements as well.

5.3.3.1. Students’ Communicative Effectiveness

As discussed in Section5.3.2, improving cultural awareness is explicitly set as one of the
major teaching objectives in Requirements (2007),;. Communicative effectiveness is another
teaching objective that is explicitly emphasized by the MOE. Communicative effectiveness
is emphasized in the studies and social interactions for not only future careers, but also social
activities. Please refer to the following extract which is retrieved from Teaching Objective

in Requirements (2007):

Extract 5.18: Teaching Objectives

v “The objective of College English teaching is to develop students’ ability to use
English in a well-rounded way, especially in listening and speaking, so that in their
future studies and careers as well as social interactions they will be able to
communicate effectively.” (MOE, p.18)

As communicative effectiveness is set as one of the major teaching objectives, it should be
reflected in the whole official document of language policy consistently. From the above
extract, laying emphasis on social interactions and careers, it seems that the MOE pays
attention to communicative effectiveness in social activities, and the use of English for
personal career needs. Thus, several relevant issues have been discovered by the researcher

in analyzing the policy statements.
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Firstly, linguistic knowledge has not been particularly mentioned in teaching requirements
for all levels (basic, intermediate and advanced) in Requirements (2007). As grammatical
linguistic knowledge is always seen as the representation of standard NS English, it suggests
that linguistic and grammatical knowledge has no longer been the only way to evaluate one’s
English ability, and that the Standard native English has not been over-emphasized by the
MOE in Requirements (2007) explicitly. For example, it can be seen in Extract 5.19 that
multiple aspects should be taken into account in the whole process of English teaching and

learning according to the Requirements (2007).

Extract 5.19: Teaching Requirements for Writing (p.20-23)

v' Basic: “The composition should be basically complete in content, clear in main idea,
appropriate in fiction and coherent in discourse. Students are expected to be able to
have a command of basic writing strategies.”

v Intermediate: “The composition should be complete in content, clear in ides, well-
organized in presentation and coherent in discourse.”

v" Advanced: “The text should be characterized by clear expression of ideas, rich
content, neat structure, and good logic.”

Instead of emphasizing on linguist skills, such as the use of vocabularies, punctuations or
grammatical structures, ‘complete in content’ and ‘clear expression of ideas’ , are considered
as the most basic and main purpose, as shown in Extract 5.19. Other descriptions like
‘appropriate in fiction, coherent in discourse, neat structure and good logic’, are all
regulated based on delivering a structured logical piece of writing. It is the same as Teaching
Requirements for reading (see Appendix 1), ‘correct understanding’ or ‘grasping the main
ideas’ are encouraged by the MOE as well. Skills for comprehension are valued the most
like skimming and scanning, instead of concentrating on linguistic knowledge. Such
orientations are in accordance with what Dewey (2009) argues, specifically that English
should be taught beyond its forms and functions. A similar discussion can also be found in
Seidlhofer (2011) what is significant about ELF is not the non-conformist forms it takes but

how the forms function, how they are put to strategic use in communication.

Similar evidence can also be seen in Testing Requirement of Syllabus (2004) (Extract 5.20).
Although linguistic features have been set as one of the testing requirements for listening,

‘understanding the key points’, ‘implicit meanings’, and successfully comprehending the
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testing materials have been emphasized as well.

Extract 5.20: Testing Requirements
A. Understand the main idea and key points
e Understand the main ideas
e Pay attention to important or special details
e Pay attention to important attitudes and opinions
B. Understand implicit meanings
C. Comprehend listening materials with the notice of linguistic features

However, linguistic skills are not the only element for communication effectiveness.
Language is only regarded as one of the communication resources, while other resources,
such as pragmatic strategies and accommodation strategies, are equally important in
communication (e.g. Jenkins, 2015; Cogo and Dewey, 2006; Baker, 2011). Yet, except
linguistic skills, other elements were not reflected in the policy statements. In fact, in the
ELF settings, pragmatic strategies are not merely considered as supplement in language
communication. Instead, those strategies are useful resources and as important as linguistic
resources. Pragmatics, thus, becomes one of the most important proficiency aspects that need
to be considered in ELT. However, other than ‘listening and speaking abilities’ that has been
put forward, sociolinguistic skills, code switching, convergence or divergence strategies
have not been reflected in the documents. This suggests that the MOE tends to focus on
language as the only resources available for communication. The other components that may

impact on effective communication have been overlooked.

Moreover, although communicative effectiveness has been set as one of the major objectives
of Requirements (2007), and linguistic knowledge has not been over-emphasized by the
MOE, Requirements (2007) have still concentrated on encouraging their students to speak
English with ‘correct’ articulation, pronunciation, and intonation. For example, as stated in
Extract 5.21, Teaching Requirement for speaking, phonology, correctness, fluency and

accuracy have been emphasized significantly.

Extract 5.21: Teaching Requirements for Speaking (p.20-22)
v “give...short talks on familiar topics with clear articulation and basically correct
pronunciation and intonation.”(Basic)
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“to hold conversations in fairly fluent English.”(Intermediate)

“to describe events with clear articulation and basically correct pronunciation and
intonation.”(Intermediate)

v “to conduct dialogue or discussions with a certain degree of fluency and accuracy on
general or specialized topics, and...in fairly difficult language.”’(Advanced)

AR

It is obvious that, in order to achieve comprehension and successful communication, the
MOE believes that accuracy has still been featured as one of the most important issues. Yet,
that ‘correct’ is based on what standards has not been explicated. Neither has it made a clear
explanation of what ‘fairly difficult language’ refers to. Other important components like
cultural differences, different patterns of language use, the pragmatic use of language, and
accommodation strategies have not been mentioned. Even if the MOE has mentioned about
the use of accommodation strategies, in order to communicate effectively, efforts should be
made to develop the students’ ability to use English in a well-rounded way, it is the ENL
that the MOE targets and the Standard English that the authorities prefer.

Similar to Testing Requirements for writing in Syllabus (2004), as shown in Extract 5.22
below, individuals’ linguistic performances have been evaluated as well in both CET Level

4 and 6. Please have a look:

Extract 5.22: Testing Requirements for CET-4 & 6
v" Writing: linguistic performances
e using vocabularies appropriately
using grammatical rules accurately
express sentence structures appropriately
use the punctuation accurately
using linking words appropriately

Apparently, individuals’ linguistic performances are evaluated on the basis of using
vocabularies, grammatical rules, sentence structures, punctuation and linking words
‘appropriately’ and ‘accurately’. Yet in the meantime, no further explanations have been
made about being based on what standard that the language output should be considered as
appropriate and accurate. Such intention suggests that to the MOE, it is still important to
have a standard where classroom participants can compare with so that they can produce

them appropriately and accurately. As no further explanations have been made about what
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standard that the language output should be, it is implicitly reflected in Extract 5.3 that
English used in English speaking countries are the aims of teaching and learning. Native
speaker’ norms and standards still play a guiding role in impacting classroom participants’
understanding of English and English teaching, directing their behaviors in implementing
ideologies in practice. This contradicts with what Jenkins (2006) mentions, specifically that
the measurement of proficiency depends on the degree of mutual intelligibility in the
communication instead of taking Standard English as the norm. Thus ‘communicative
effectiveness...in social interactions’, as proposed in Requirements (2007, p.28), is
interpreted differently from how ELF believes. It also cannot draw conclusions that such

ideology is ELF-awarded.

5.3.3.2. Students’ Engagement with Learning Process

In order to implement the two explicitly mentioned teaching objectives, communicative
effectives and cultural awareness, a reform for teaching model and teaching methods has
been claimed by the MOE in Requirements (2007). The major change for the Teaching
Model, briefly speaking, is promoting computer and web-based patterns not only for English
teaching, but in the process of learning, evaluating, giving feedback, monitoring and
management etc. Thus, the learning process is taken more seriously. Please refer to Extract

5.23:

Extract 5.23: Teaching Model (p.25-26)

v “an attempt to...cover the complete process of teaching, learning, feedback and
management, including such modules as students’ learning and self-assessment,
teachers’ lectures, and online coaching, as well as the monitoring and management
of learning and coaching...”

v' “It should ensure that students make steady progress in English proficiency
throughout their undergraduate studies”

v/ “...so that English language teaching and learning will be, to a certain extent, free
from the constraints of time or place and geared towards’ students’ individualized
and autonomous learning...”

As discussed, student engagement in the whole process of learning is emphasised by the
MOE. The learning process includes not only student classroom learning, but also outside
of the classroom, in classroom activities and online self-learning. With such emphasis by the
MOE, the policies requires student engagement with the learning process constantly and
continually, a process that is ‘free from the constraints of time and space (MOE, p.25). This,
on the one hand, increases the opportunities of students to use English just for learning, and
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the accumulation of knowledge. On the other hand, it allows students to reflect on the issues
which are free from the classroom-relevant input, and to be engaged with different language
choices available to them from various resources. The students’ awareness of sociolinguistic
reality will be increased, more or less, with their engagement of different language choices,

which is instructive for their awareness of ELF.

While the learning process is ‘free from the constraints of time and space’, students are
exposed unrestrictedly to purely native speakers, or non-native speakers despite having the
same learning materials. Thus, students’ identities of being NSE learners will be surely
influenced consciously and unconsciously due to this occurrence. As a result, as mentioned
by Seidlhofer (2011), learners of EFL classes are actually users of ELF as well. However,
teachers, students, textbook publishers, testers and policy-makers are always unaware
(Jenkins 2007; Seidlhofer 2011, 2015; Sifakis 2009). They have ‘a priority in ELF
awareness’ (Sifakis, 2017, p.5). Therefore, students’ identities of being ELF users rather than
NSE learners will be impacted throughout their engagement of learning in the process of

being free from time and space. As such, it is relevant to raise their awareness of ELF.

5.3.3.3. Students’ Reality

Besides the two subthemes discussed above, other important issues have been noticed in the
Requirements (2007), which concentrate on the functional value of English. It has been
noticed that listening and speaking abilities are frequently underlined by the MOE in
explaining not only the Teaching Objectives and the Teaching Requirements, but also the
Teaching Model and Evaluation. However, in the meantime, strategies for listening and
speaking to facilitate meanings and construct conversations are frequently stressed in

Teaching Requirements at different levels as well.

Extract 5.24: Teaching Requirements(p.19-22)
v' “They are expected to be able to employ basic listening strategies to facilitate

comprehension” (Listening).
v' “They are expected to be able to use basic conversational strategies in dialogue”

(Speaking).

v' “They could...make due adjustments to the specific requirements...at the three
levels. In doing so they should place more emphasis on the cultivation and training
of listening and speaking abilities”.
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Seen from what has been explicitly stressed in the extract above, the functional characters
of English is paid attention. Requirements (2007 )indicates that other than conforming to
native speakers’ norms, as discussed in 5.3.2., the MOE values the strategic use of English
in communication as well, particularly in listening and speaking skills. This complies with
Seidlhofer (2011), who notes that what is crucial is not error correctness or conformity to
native speakers’ norms, but how the forms function in practice so as to serve individual
speakers’ needs and purpose of using the language. Just as the example listed in the following
Extract 5.25, students’ ‘area of specialty’ or ‘specialization’ has been repeated frequently in
the whole documents of Requirements (2007) and Syllabus (2004). Especially in Teaching
Requirements for listening, speaking, reading, writing and translating skills, ‘areas of

specialty’ have often been mentioned in the intermediate and advanced levels.

Extract 5.25 Teaching Requirements (p.19-22)

v’ “...They (students) should be able to deliver papers at academic conferences and
participate in discussions”. (Speaking)
v’ “...Compose English abstracts for these in their own areas of specialty, and write

short English papers on topics in their field” are emphasized here as
well...”(Writing)

v' “Students should be able to express, by and large, personal views on general topics,
compose English abstracts for these in their own specialization, and write short
English papers on topics in their field...” (Writing)

Extract 5.26: Teaching Model
v' “The new model should enable students to select materials and methods suited to
their individual needs, obtain guidance in learning strategies, and gradually improve
their autonomous learning ability” (MOE, p.25).

Placing emphasis on ‘areas of specialty’, the MOE has clearly acknowledged that the
students’ own needs and purpose are different (see Extract 5.25 & 5.26). English is learned
not only for academic use in class, or learning for testing, but also for using in different
occasions, e.g., conferences, conversations, or even travel overseas. Mentioning ‘free from
the constraints of time or place’in students’ engagement with learning, it engages more with
the students’ reality both in and out of the classrooms. The functional value of English for

social activities has been noticed as well both in and out of the classrooms.

Besides, as shown in the Extract 5.27, in Course Design, ‘English of specialty’ is set as one
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of the five types of module category. Although the ESP approach has not been explicitly
stated, English for specific purpose has been implicitly reflected by mentioning particular
context of use, and for different purposes. As the general ESP is used to refer to teaching and
learning activities that are tailored to meet the needs of individual purposes(Sifakis, 2017).
The features of teaching English for specific occasions and purposes, as indicated by ESP
approach, ‘can be instructive for the understanding of ELF awareness construct’ (Sifakis,

2017, p.9).

Extract 5.27: Course Design
v' “A course system which is a combination of required and elective courses in
comprehensive English, language skills, English for practical uses, language and
culture, and English of specialty, should ensure that students at different levels

receive adequate training and make improvement in their ability to use English”
(MOE, p.24).

Besides, the student’s reality is surely considered and referred subconsciously with the
emphasis laid on student’s engagement in the learning process. With specific reference to
the process of self-management and self-evaluation, students will have a very clear image of
their learning outcomes. They can easily reflect on outcomes on the basis of their own
situations and manage their own learning strategies. That is how individual speakers make
use of the acquired linguistic knowledge in practice and how they make use of it to develop
‘the capability for languaging’ have been considered by the MOE. It is similar to Sifakis’s
(2017) argument about language awareness and use as important components of ELF
awareness. A statement which relates engagement to the students’ reality is demonstrated in

Extract 5.28 below:

Extract 5.28: Formative Assessment
V' “...but also provides students with an effective means to adjust their learning
strategies and methods, improve their learning efficiency and achieve the desired

learning effects” (MOE, p.27).

It is significant to encourage students to be able to adjust their choices of materials and
learning methods, and strategies to meet their own purposes. Flexibility has been offered to
students to adjust their own materials and strategies of learning to meet the individual needs.

Students could reflect themselves on specific issues and get feedbacks from teachers out of

129



Chapter 5

their own needs and interests rather than taking the classes together with other students as
receivers only. It has also offered more opportunities for students to make the most use of
English in practice on the basis of their individual needs. This is in accordance with
Seidlhofer (2011) that, the pedagogic significance of an ELF perspective is that it shifts the
focus of attention to the students and the learning process, and that what really matters is
that the language should be engaged with the student’s reality and activate the learning

process.

5.4 Discussions

54.1. Inconsistencies among Different Policy Statements

After having gone through an analysis of the documents, it has been observed that there are
inconsistencies among different language policy statements. Firstly, the inconsistencies have
been showed between Teaching Objectives and Teaching Requirements. While the first
teaching objective (communicative effectiveness) has been found that to achieve effective
communication, the accuracy of linguistic knowledge is not particularly mentioned by the
MOE. Not only language, but also grammatical rules and knowledge are no longer
emphasised in Requirements (2007). Yet, the MOE still concentrates on encouraging their
students to speak English with ‘correct’ articulation, pronunciation, and intonation in the
Teaching Requirement (see Appendix 1). Inconsistency has also been found within Teaching
Objectives and Teaching Requirements as in Syllabus (2004). For writing, linguistic
performances are evaluated based on using vocabularies, grammatical rules, punctuation and
linking words ‘appropriately’ and ‘accurately’. However, no further explanations are given
based on what standard that the language output should be considered as appropriate and
accurate. All of the above facts suggest that the MOE’s understanding of communicative

effectiveness is based on the correct and appropriate use of the language as a fixed standard.

Another teaching objective refers to cultural awareness. On the one hand, the MOE hopes
students are able to enhance their cultural awareness for international exchange. On the other
hand, the MOE requires cultural-related courses should teach students “different cultures in
the world” in Requirements (2007), while “different cultures in the world” were interpreted
as the cultures from native-speaking countries by university authorities. In addition, no

further explanations are provided in terms of how to deal with cultural differences. Students
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are not taught to deal with cultural differences after they have been briefly introduced in
class. Moreover, the majority of the cultural-based modules were offered to students as
introductive and knowledge-based only. This is also different from the objective of

improving one’s cultural awareness for intercultural exchange.

In addition to issues with the two teaching objectives above, there is one further
inconsistency, between Teaching objectives and Testing. The Requirements (2007) suggests
multiple teaching requirements to students at different levels of proficiency. The standard
that they divide into different levels of proficiency is on the basis of a one-time norm-based
paper test. Based on the testing results, students are enrolled in the basic, intermediate and
advanced English classes and taught by different teachers, materials, objectives and
requirements. It is simply contradictory. On the one hand, it emphasises teaching to improve
one’s communicative effectiveness and cultural awareness. And on the other hand, it relies
on a one-time norm-based test to decide students’ language proficiency and their education
plans in the next four years of study. Furthermore, the test was NS norm based. The
communication strategies have not been taken into account in designing the test. Neither has

the cultural factor.

5.4.2. The Trends and Reform from Requirements (2007)
e College English Teaching Guide (2016)

It is worth mentioning that, in the year of 2016, a revised version, College English Teaching
Guide (2016) was launched by the MOE under the National Outline for Medium and Long-
term Education Reform and Development (2010-2020). However, by the time of its
publication in 2016, the research had started and almost finished with primary reference of
Requirements (2007). Thus, Guide (2016) is only looked at by the researcher to discuss the

current trends, shifts and promotions in relate to language ideologies.

Explicitly, in the newest version, the MOE puts forward the instrumental and humanity
features of English. All of the teaching objectives are made on the basis of the two features.
In mentioning humanity, the MOE explicitly mentions the intense focus on intercultural
communication. And in mentioning instrumental, it is concerned with individual skills of

listening, reading, speaking, writing, translating and English for special uses.
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Different from Requirements (2007), in Guide (2016), ‘cultural awareness’, has been
replaced by ‘intercultural communication’. Moreover, the module category of Language and
Culture in Requirements (2007) has been replaced by Intercultural Communication in Guide
(2016).The MOE also explicitly mentions ‘language is seen as the carrier of culture,
meanwhile, an important component of culture’(p.2)Intercultural communication is then
described as the “awareness and ability of intercultural communication” (p.10). Mentioning
the ability of placing intercultural communication, the MOE has acknowledged the ability

of putting cultural knowledge into practices rather than just learning it as introductive.

As for instrumental features of English, English for special uses is considered as one of the
major components of its instrumental characters. Besides Intercultural Communication,
English for Special Uses and General English are another two module categories recently
created. Guide (2016) values more of an integrated practical use of English for individual
needs than Requirements (2007). It also complies with the other ideologies, ‘human-
centred’. Besides “humanity feature” and “instrumental feature” (p.1), the MOE emphasises

on the value of individuals for personal development.

However, firstly, the standards for dividing students into different levels of class are still
based on their marks of national university entrance examination implicitly, e.g. the basic
level is set mainly for students with passing grades in their entrance exam. Secondly, the
statement of accuracy in phonology, vocabulary, and grammar and sentence structure is
emphasised by the MOE in the basic, intermediate and advanced levels for overall aim.
Thirdly, having ‘a command of basic learning strategies’ (p.4) is emphasised in all levels of
proficiency as well. To be more exact, the learning strategies refer to ‘following the language
learning habits or patterns’ (p.15). In fact, a ‘language learning pattern’ is based on the view
that language is used as a fixed code. More importantly, it has also been noticed that although
the MOE has recognised the importance of textbooks, course materials and digital
courseware, the MOE particularly states that ideological content, authoritativeness,
relevance are the three major elements when selecting textbooks. By noting
authoritativeness, it has easily been seen that the MOE has still been valued the legitimacy

of native English very much.
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e China Standards of English Language Ability

In order to accelerate the reforms of the examination and enrolment system across all levels
of education, China Standards of English Language Ability (CSE) was established in
response to assessment systems of foreign language proficiency in the year of 2018 by the
MOE and National Language Commission. CSE gave detailed descriptions about English
language ability in language comprehension ability, language production ability, pragmatic
ability, linguistic knowledge, interpretation and translation, and language use strategy at nine
levels, from primary to intermediate and advanced learners and users (MOE, 2018). It has
played a guiding role in setting the teaching objectives, designing courses, curricula,
evaluation syllabus and textbooks (Liu, 2014; Liu, 2019a). It has also affected the policy-
making process (Liu, 2019b). In the updated version of policy statement Guide (2016), the
MOE also made it clear that teaching and learning English in the higher education context
should be associated with CSE.

CSE puts forward language use ability in all levels of study. Instead of emphasizing on
language itself, it gives an articulate description of which kinds of communicative tasks are
expected to achieve within various contexts. It also makes it clear that ‘language ability’
refers to language learners and users making the strategic use of linguistic and non-linguistic
knowledge to deal with different language activities. Other than that, it also focuses on
language use strategy and pragmatic ability and encourages language-teaching activities
which are centered on communicative purpose. All of the above features suggest that it has
acknowledged the importance of non-linguistic resources for effective communication
besides language resources; and linguistic ability does not stand for language proficiency.

However, native speakerism is still reflected throughout the document.

Firstly, using language “appropriately” is always one of the criteria. For example, Table 6

states the students with overall organisational competence at Level 8:

“...can naturally use grammatical and textual knowledge...expressing meaning
correctly and coherently, with appropriate and conventional language use” (p.13).

It is the same as Table 10. Grammatical competence, at Level 8 & 9, the students:
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“...can appropriately use vocabulary and grammatical structures to organize

29 ¢

information...”, “can properly use grammar in all situations.” (p.19).

Secondly, fixed collocations and idiomatic phrases are encouraged. Examples are found in
Table 12, at Level 7 of vocabulary competence, the students are required to be able to use

fixed expressions, for example:

“...can appropriately use common fixed expressions (e.g. proverbs, idioms,

formulaic expressions).”

Thirdly, it is always in the reference of native speakers’ use of English. In giving the
suggestions of learning strategies (Table 17, level 6), CSE adopts traditional SLA points of

view and encourages students to:

“Can imitate words and sentence patterns used by native speakers and put them to
use creatively” (p.30).

Furthermore, CSE particular mentions about English varieties, and students are required to
distinguish and adjust to different varieties, such as American English, Indian English etc.
(e.g., Table 11, level 7 & Table 23, level 8). Such descriptions suggest that the policy has
acknowledged the development of English has caused language variations, but their points
of view are still based on the theory of WE, where language varieties are linked with

geography boundaries.

e Belt and Road Initiative

Another important policy statement that impacts on English teaching and learning is ‘Belt
and Road Initiative’ (Wang, 2019; Liu, 2019; Perrin, 2018; Zeng, 2018), an influential
official document which was firstly proposed by China’s President Xi in the year of 2013
and formally published in 2015 by Chinese National Development and Reform Commission,
Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Ministry of Commerce. As a development strategy, it aims
to deepen the cooperation among courtiers across Asia, Europe, and Africa and beyond, in
the aspects of economy, facilities, cultures, policy coordination and people. In order to
ensure the above connectives, language connectivity becomes an essential element and

serves as the basic tool for communications among speakers whose L1 is not English.
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The implication to “Belt and Road Initiative”, firstly, it lays emphasis on functional and
communicational use of language (Liu, 2019), which offers an opportunity for the
development of ELF in China as it meets the need of ‘Belt and Road Initiative’. Secondly,
Native speakers of English like British or American are no longer the major interlocutors of
Chinese speakers of English with the development of ‘Belt and Road Initiative’. In the light
of this, taking standard native English as target language input for classroom teaching clearly
mismatches the policy intention that prioritizes effective communications and intercultural
communications for connectives (Wang, 2019; Zeng, 2018). It should carefully reconsider
that how English should be taught and learned to serve the purpose of effective
communication with non-native speakers. Besides, it also has a positive effect on cultivating
language users’ awareness of ELF by raising ELF users’ awareness of the sociolinguistic
realities and their awareness of being ELF users focusing on communicative effectiveness
rather than NSL learners. Last but not the least, to implement the policy orientation of ‘Belt
and Road Initiative’, in the field of language teaching, a set of responding English
educational policy for the communicative effectiveness in intercultural settings are needed
without assuming NESs and NSE are the potential interlocutors for communication and are

the only legitimate English.

55 Conclusion

To conclude, this chapter has presented the procedures and findings from an analysis of a
number of publications. In order to clarify to what extent that the documents are aware of
ELF, special attention has been paid to analysing language ideologies embodied in language
acquisition policy statements. Not only overt, but also covert statements have been
evaluated. It has been noticed what role English has played and that the speakers of NNSE
has not been acknowledged by the MOE. The fluidity and diversity nature of English have
not been acknowledged either. On the bright side, the needs of students have been
particularly focused by the MOE, emphasising the functional use of English for
communicative effectiveness, particularly student engagement with learner-centred learning
process and student realities. Yet, communicative effectiveness is still on the basis of
correctly and appropriately productive English with fixed standards. In their totality,

inconsistencies between Teaching Objectives and Teaching Requirements (Requirements,
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2007); Teaching Objectives (Requirements, 2007) and Testing Requirements (Syllabus,

2004) have been noticed in the above official documents.

After discussing the explicit and implicit issues that are related to language ideologies in this
chapter, Chapter 6 will present some findings from another qualitative approach: through an
interview. This will provide a follow-up analysis of the findings gained from this chapter.
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Chapter 6 Qualitative Findings from Interviews

6.1 Introduction

Having presented the results found from an analysis of several documents in the previous
chapter, this chapter will present and discuss the findings from a series of semi-structured
interviews. Beginning with a description of the procedure of the interview study, the chapter
will follow up with a thematic coding framework which will be used for interview analysis.
The analysis of data will begin with the transcription and will be interpreted through the
construction of the framework. Results will be presented in terms of coding categories.
Moreover, discussions will also be concluded to interpret the research findings that have

been generated from the data in order to answer Research Questions 2 & 3.

6.2 Procedure of Interview Analysis

The data is sourced from interviews with 21 teacher participants from all the three interviews
universities. All of them were selected from ELT teachers for the first and second year non-
English major undergraduate students, except those who were teaching the courses that were
open for both English and non-English major students to select. The interviews were
conducted as semi-structured or unstructured before or after class. Each conducted interview
lasted around 40-45 minutes, with some of the 21 teachers interviewed on more than one
occasion. Information of each participant can be found in Appendix 3. Teacher Participants’

Information.

All of the interviews were given individually face to face at the three universities in public
places, such as campus café, meeting rooms, classrooms or staff restaurants. I gave the brief
introduction to my interviewees at the beginning and let them know that they could withdraw
at any time without any reasons during the interviews. Then I kindly asked them to read and
sign for information sheet and consent forms due to the ethical issues. I also notified them
that the interviews were going to be recorded and ensured them that the recordings were only
be used for research purpose and would be kept in a computer with password protected.

During the interviews, Mandarin Chinese was used as the main communication language as
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it was both interviewers and interviewees’ L1. Using the participants’ first language was easy
for the participants to express their ideas fully. Code-switching between Mandarin Chinese-

English and Mondrian Chinese-Cantonese were also used.

After the brief introduction, a number of opening questions were firstly asked regarding to
interviewee’s personal experiences to warm up to encourage them to speak up. Then, as a
follow-up to document analysis, the interviews were conducted with a small number of
prepared question prompts to let me focus on the topic, and followed up with several in-
depth questions regarding to the emerged point of views collected from other research
instruments. On the one hand, I focused on the research purposes, and on the other hand, I
was natural to the conversations to offer respondents comfortable atmosphere to open up.
During the process, I also prepared for different reactions regarding to the unexpected
answers [ might obtain from the respondents, which had obvious impacts on the flow of
interviews. | also adjusted my strategy of asking depending on the personality of the
interviewees. As | tended to find out interviewees’ attitudes, beliefs and ideologies towards
current language policies and practices, it was difficult to get the clear answers if I asked
directly. In this way, I paid more attention to interviewees’ discourses, in terms of their speed,
pauses, emphasis, modal particles, and facial expressions so as to evaluate the actual
meaning. At the end of each interview, I expressed my appreciations to the participants and
exchanged contact information with them to establish long-term relationships in case there
were further information or follow-up interviews were needed. It is worth mentioning that,
in order to foster the trusted relationship between interviewers and interviewees, small talks
or walk talks were used all the time after classes or before interviews. Especially when
talking with the interviewees who were introverted, it usually took time and made efforts for

them to open up.

6.2.1. Coding Framework Development

As it has been discussed in Chapter 3, Sifakis (2017) mentions the awareness of instructional
practice, e.g. teacher- and textbook-related practices, is important to the awareness of ELF
in ELT. This chapter aims to: 1). evaluate teachers’ language ideologies about the English
language and English teaching/learning and using in practice, in terms of ‘normativity,
appropriateness, comprehensibility and ownership of English by native and non-native users

alike’ (Sifakis, 2017, p.5). 2). gain an insight into the factors impacting on teachers’ beliefs.
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The participants’ beliefs about the issues reflected in document analysis are going to be

addressed as well as a follow-up.

The development of coding framework for thematic analysis was not straight forward, it
developed spirally. In this case, with the initial coding framework in mind, | firstly looked
into the data that | mapped onto categories | had in advance. In Nvivo 11, attention was paid
to data which would emerge through the interviews and which would not fit in any categories
I had in advance. This also provided me with unanticipated themes and pursued me to update
and reconstruct my coding framework. The updated framework then would be used as a
guide for me to backtrack to each interview and evaluate whether the framework was
suitable. Thereby, alongside the issues revealed through document analysis, the findings of
the interviews would be presented in the following three major themes: firstly, teachers’
beliefs about the English language; secondly, teachers’ beliefs about English
teaching/learning and using in practice; and thirdly, factors that impact on the teachers’

beliefs. The finalized framework of analysis is presented in Table 6.1.

Table 6.1 Coding Framework for Interviews

6.3.1. Teachers’ Beliefs about English in the Sociolinguistic Context
6.3.1.1. Awareness of ELF Concept

6.3.1.2.The Nature of English

6.3.1.3.Authority in English

6.3.2. Teachers’ Beliefs about English Teaching/Learning and Using in Practice
6.3.2.1.Standard English as the Target Language Input

6.3.2.2.Non-native Englishes as an Option

6.3.2.3.NES Cultural Awareness

6.3.3. The Factors of Impacting on Teachers’ Beliefs
6.3.3.1. Non-reorganization of ELF in Language Policy
e Testing and Education Systems
e Teachers’ Recruitment
6.3.3.2. Self-experiences of Teaching and Using English
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6.3  The Findings from Interview Analysis

6.3.1. Teachers’ Beliefs about English in the Sociolinguistic Realities

In terms of the participants’ beliefs about a language - especially, English language - in this
section, a number of issues are of particular focus. On the one hand, teachers’ awareness of
ELF concept is the major concern in investigating into teachers’ beliefs about English. On
the other hand, their recognition of the dynamic and diversity nature of English are the two
features that should be considered. Besides, insights into teachers’ beliefs on authorities in
English will be followed up. Each of these issues will be discussed in this section, with

specific reference to data collected from teachers’ discussions about relevant topics.

6.3.1.1. Awareness of ELF Concept

As the representation of English has been discussed with ELF perspectives in the document
analysis, how teacher participants acknowledge ELF was considered during the interview.
Generally, it was found that majority of participants were lacking knowledge about ELF.
Among the 21 participants, only one, who had the experience of studying in the UK,
expressed her awareness of it. Among the rest of 20 participants, the majority of them
showed an unacquaintance with ELF. Apart from their unacquaintance, an obvious and
common phenomenon was that the participants tended to mix up the concepts of WE and

ELF. Please refer to the following Extracts 6.1 & 6.2 for detailed information.

Extract 6.1
JG: What are you studying?
R: I’'m interested in English as a lingua franca.
JG: Er...?
(...Researcher gives a brief introduction, and the interviewee looks confuse)

R: Emm...have you heard about world Englishes or global Englishes ?
JG: Ahhh, world Englishes, I know, I know.

Extract 6.2
R: Have you heard about ELF? Would you mind sharing your opinions?

YL: I myself think that emphasizing on language identity will further weaken the
place (of the language), and the only benefit is to encourage them to use Chinese
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English. You can’t easily say yes, we want Standard English or no, we shouldn't
(refers to Standard English). ELT in China should be guided by the main stream of
English rather than the royal English, especially in college English teaching classes.
I strongly believe in it. I think your “lingua franca” should be interpreted differently
in the context of UK and China. Because it is quite political, it is different from
traditional means of language teaching.

R: Can you explain that it will ‘depower’ the place of a language?

YL: Well, there is just no need to claim the legal status, for example, Chinese
English. It can only bring about critics as the majority are refusing it.

According to the two interviewees’ transcripts listed above, it was evident that participants
tend to misunderstand the concept of ELF as WE implicitly and explicitly. It was also found
by the researcher that even if they were discussing the issues and facts in the scope of ELF,
the participants still tended to refer to WE instead of ELF theoretically. The terminology of
ELF, however, was unacquainted. Even the one participant (YL), who claimed that she knew
about ELF, tended to talk about English varieties all the time when the researcher asked her
perception about ELF. Extract 6.2 was the conversation with YL who had an experience of
studying overseas and claimed that she had heard about ELF. It should be noticed that when
the researcher asked about YL’s attitude towards ELF, she reacted quickly by mentioning
language identity and Chinese English, referring back to ‘Chinese English’ and ‘varieties’
of English several times. Accordingly, it was perceived by the researcher that YL tended to
adopt the idea that she had collected from World Englishes to answer questions on ELF. It
somehow suggested, as the matter of fact, she was confused with the term WE and ELF. One
more example was seen in Extract 6.2, YL’s attitude towards ELF were quite complex to
some extent. Although she claimed a tolerance towards the concept of ELF, she still showed
a strong bias in her argument with the researcher. For example, she used the words “your
‘lingua franca’” in the discussion, stressing the word ‘your’ (line 13) to express her attitude,
and ‘strongly believed in’ (line 13) for the mainstream use of English (line 11), e.g. Standard
English. Therefore, it was perceived by the researcher that she made her points with obvious

bias instead of tolerance.

Considering the rest of participants who were unfamiliar or had never heard about ELF, the
lack of knowledge about ELF had been commonly found among all the interviewed teachers.
With such a fact, the researcher briefly introduced the concept to the participants. Following
this, their attitudes towards ELF were found shifted in some extent. No one explicitly
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demonstrated a bias attitude towards ELF, however several participants avoided directly
answering questions like ‘is ELF acceptable?” Some of them held limited tolerant attitudes
and the majority of participants accepted the idea but had some hesitations. A few
participants thought ELF was acceptable and the theories would be applied to their classroom
teaching after they had the conversation with the researcher. To follow up, the researcher
will present participants’ attitudes towards the key issues of the awareness of ELF, such as

the awareness of nature of English and authorities in English.

6.3.1.2. The Nature of English

With the two facts, that English is viewed as a fixed code and illegitimacy of non-native
Englishes is believed by the MOE, in order to know how English was perceived by the
teacher participants in the sociolinguistic context, the two features of the dynamic and
diversity nature of English were taken into account in the interviews. From this, two common
attitudes towards the above issues were discovered. Firstly, it was found surprising that all
of the participants (21) claimed that they had noticed the existence of different kinds of
Englishes during the interviews. Moreover, more than half of them showed a positive attitude
towards the fact that English was replaced by its plural form in response to my questions as
to how they thought of the phenomenon that the different kinds of English existed. For
detailed information, Extract 6.3 displays the participants’ common attitude towards the
plural form of Englishes:

Extract 6.3

R: Have you noticed that as the matter of fact, there exist a lot of different kinds of
English?

CB: Of course, this is unstoppable.
R: Could you explain what do you mean by ‘unstoppable’?

CB: Well, English is used all over the world, and used by changing into different
kinds. And due to the globalization, people from different countries are all speaking
English now, and the language they use (people from different countries) is also
different, more or less, so, yeah, certainly, the existing of different kinds of English
will become more and more. You can’t stop it at all.

CB showed his recognition of different Englishes, making the argument that there would be

more kinds of different Englishes in the future as a result of globalisation (line 24). In line
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22, he used the word ‘unstoppable’ to describe the development of different Englishes,
believing that irrespective of whether it is or is not accepted, everyone had to adjust the
sociolinguistic reality. CB’s words suggested that he was aware that English used by its
speakers could be various in some way and the situation of highly variable use of English
would become “more and more” in the future (line 27). Yet, it was discovered that CB
tended to relate ‘Englishes’ with countries and geography boundaries. His understanding of
‘Englishes’ referred more to different ‘English varieties’, as emphasised in the field of World
Englishes , than what ELF researchers were talking about highly variable use of English by
all its speakers. That was one of the common reactions to the question asked by the

researcher in relation to the plural form of Englishes.

The second issue of teachers’ beliefs about English, referred to the dynamic and fluid
features of English. Contradicted with the traditional view of English as a fixed entity, this
belief was one of the overarching topics that ELF researchers had argued frequently. Extract

6.4 will display the common attitude towards the L1 transfer, please have a look below.

Extract 6.4

JT: I can understand the phenomenon of Englishes, but | don't know, because our
L2 is usually in the reference of L1, we rely on different L1s in communication,
this will cause the problems in understanding, more or less. Like Japanese people, |
had this experience, they tended to say /'milo/ for /'mirs/ (mirror) because they don't
have /r/in their L1. This caused troubles.

R: Okay, | see, enn, so, do you think how we can avoid such problems?

JT: (laugh) this is tough, emm...I don't know, maybe when we all refer to the same
language? That is why we teach (standard) English to our students.

What JT believed was another major common concern relates to the plural form of English.
The expression of JT indicated that he had acknowledged the phenomenon, and his
acknowledgement of different L1 speakers tended to use English in the different ways in the
reference of their L1, which would lead to different Englishes. However, he had a concern
that the use of different Englishes would cause trouble in intercultural communication, as he
had experienced trouble in understanding Japanese people in intercultural communication.
It was obvious that his view was still on the basis of the traditional EFL, that is, their L1 was
considered as negative transfer. His argument on negative L1 transfer also suggested that he
believed in his understanding of Englishes as fixed entities. He believed that there was an
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idealised form of language, namely, Standard English, which everyone could refer to. His
last sentence also proved the researcher’s interpretation was true (line 34-35). This is
different from what ELF believes, specifically that non-native speakers are regarded as
highly skilled intercultural communicators who are able to adjust and accommodate the
interactions in the intercultural settings with their L1 background as corpus resources.
NNESs are no longer identified as low-proficiency native English speakers. More evidence
is displayed in Extract 6.5, regarding teachers’ attitudes towards fixed grammatical

functions:

Extract 6.5

XI: ...because language is always changing, it is good, it develops because of
changing. Ancient English is different from modern English, and, and also
traditional Chinese characters and simplified characters.

R: So do you think fluid, dynamic language is good? And, do you think we still
need to teach the fixed grammar to our students?

XI: We do not teach grammatical functions to our students. Er...it is not because
we think it is unnecessary. We still think it is important. It is just because we think
they have already had command of using it.

XI seemed to have acknowledged the dynamic and fluid natures of English by mentioning
that language developed because of change (line 37). In fact, XI was still directed by a strong
belief in a fixed standard. As a teacher of Academic Writing, in her later response to the
researcher, X1 emphasised that it was still important for students to have command of using
grammatical functions in order to compose well-structured pieces of writing without serious
mistakes. The reason why she did not teach grammatical functions anymore was that she
thought the students had already had command of them. In this case, it was clear that X1 did
not show her understanding of the nature of language which was dynamic and fluid. Instead
she thought it was important to maintain some fixed standards to successfully compose well-
structured pieces of writing. Such a perception of English is certainly far away from what
ELF believes. The character of ELF, as summarised by Dewey (2009, p.62), is better to be
considered as a frequently movable and changeable dynamic, which is “highly variable” and
various. The variation is seen as inevitable and necessary in the process. The standard of
success depends on a students’ ability to accommodate, or shift speech patterns to achieve
effective communications. Instead, XI’s perceptions of English, on the contrary, downplayed

the performance of a language, in which system were seen as primary.
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From the above extract, the recognition of different kinds of English was commonly
recognized by the teacher participants though it was on the basis of the WE point of view.
English varieties were still concerned with ‘fixed’ entities. On the one hand, Englishes have
been perceived as different English varieties by teacher participants. On the other hand,
given the different varieties were different from their geography boundaries, an assumption
of communication difficulties among speakers occurred because of their different L1.
Teacher participants therefore believed there was a need of teaching SE to overcome such

problems.

6.3.1.3. Authorities in English

In discussing teachers’ attitudes towards English in sociolinguistic reality, NESs’ authorities
in English were found as one of the major concerns that impacted on teachers’ beliefs about
English. Throughout the discussions, two reasons were relevant to their attitudes. Firstly, it
referred to the belief that native speakers always had the right to decide and English was the
language they were using. The second reason focused on the lack of power within NNESs
to claim the global ownership of English. Please refer to Extracts 6.6, 6.7 & 6.8, displaying
participants’ discussions with the researcher in answering the questions about non-natives’

rights to make changes while using English.

Extract 6.6:

JUZ: ... (if ELF is accepted) We won’t feel we are evaluated, judged by native
speakers any more....

R: Judged, do you mean...

JUZ: | mean they are higher than us? They can decide your English whether it is
good. I feel unconfident and...er...how to say...feel nervous when communicating
with them.

Extract 6.7:

LAZ: Right...a lot of pressures (when talking with native speakers). How to say,
en...just uncomfortable you know?

R: Have you ever questioned why it must be native English that we are teaching
and learning?

LAZ: Itis the acquiescent. Because it is the language (English) that they are using.
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In Extract 6.6, the participant clearly stated that she had a feeling of being judged and
unequal status existed when she was talking with native speakers. The feeling of being
judged also caused her to become less confident in communicating with native speakers.
Similarly, in the discussion with LAZ in Extract 6.7, she also mentioned that she was feeling
‘uncomfortable’ and ‘a lot of pressures’ when she was talking to native speakers (line 50-
51). But neither JUZ nor LAZ thought that they should challenge the status when the
researcher raised the question why. LAZ even said that conforming to native English was
‘acquiescent’ to her, as it was ‘the language that they are using’ (line 54). Thus, we, as the
learner of their language, should learn native English and conform to their norms.
Apparently, such discussions suggested a strong intention of NESs’ authorities in English.
Although both the participants had sensed the unreasonable status, due to the deeply imposed
beliefs about English as a foreign language that was teaching and learning English with
native speaker’s English as the major aim, they did not question about the situation at all.
Extract 6.8 recorded the other response that ZW mentioned in relation to his hesitation.

Please have a look:

Extract 6.8

R: As non-English speakers, we are using English, we are changing English. Do
you think we have the right to change?

ZW: Your language can deliver your thought. As for whether it is Chinese English
or Cantonese or native or non-native like, it doesn't matter. Your thoughts matter
very much, your research matters. But it takes a process.

R: A process of what?

ZW: Power and influence. If you have the strong power in your plan, you will
change the language in your own way. (...) Chinese English will be the next lingua
franca. Back to the old times, the Great Britain has the power, so we learn British
English, but now we write articles of science and technology is in the reference of
American English. After our Chinese...when our Chinese people’s publication has
increased, because they need to learn our research they have to accept our Chinese
English.

Extract 6.8 above demonstrates what ZW believed about the authorities of English. On the
one hand, ZW did not give an answer explicitly as to whether ELF was acceptable or not.
However, he mentioned what really mattered was “your thoughts” that constructed whether

your language was “native or non-native like” (line 58). Such intention is quite ELF-oriented
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by suggesting constructing language to deliver one’s thoughts to achieve communicative
effectiveness. So in his mind, the purpose of speaking English was not to mimic NS English.
On the other hand, ZW laid emphasis on the ‘power and influence’ (line 61) of the speakers
of a language. With ‘power and influence’, he believed that Chinese English would become
the next lingua franca (line 62-63). This discussion was related to his attitude towards a
language which depended on the person who spoke it. With power and influence, he believed
Chinese speakers of English, as non-native speakers, could also have the equal right to use
language in their own way, and they were entitled to make changes. However, he also
mentioned that there would be a process of gaining power for non-native speakers. Thereby,

he still hesitated to apply it into classroom teaching.

Apart from the common attitudes that the vast majority was hesitated about in claiming
global ownership of English above, there were also a group of participants who believed in
challenging NES authorities. After the researcher had briefly introduced the concept of ELF,
they gradually changed their attitudes to accept the theories of ELF by starting questioning

NES authorities in English. Please refer to the Extract 6.9 and 6.10 for more information.

Extract 6.9

YQ: I think this is very good, the theory is very new (...) And then it will challenge
the dominant status of traditional English speaking countries. If...there must be
influence...Chinese English is sure to exist. Every (non-native) country must have
its own influence.

Extract 6.10

LAZ: Non-native English speaking countries clearly lack the awareness of
challenging the dominance of UK or US English. If they were aware of it, | think it
would be interesting. It would be flourishing (£ X 4+19), it would change. Because
language is always changing, if they find it is complicated to use a language, it
would be simplified like traditional Chinese characters. English has also developed
from ancient English. So it is quite hard to say what would be like in the future, but
I think we do need the awareness of such intentions.

LAN believed that at the moment, NNESs were lacking an awareness in challenging NES
authorities in English (line 73), although she thought it would be flourish if it could be
broken. For her, this was good for the development of English, like ‘ Fi ZX4+1%°, a Chinese

phrase which is used to describe flourish. It might also accelerate the development of
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English, and changes could be made due to the flourish that NNESs created. The discussion
with LAN reflected a strong intention of global ownership of English. Similar to LAZ’s
opinion, YQ mentioned that by challenging the NES ownership of English, every non-native
speaking country would promote their international status. She further mentioned that NNSE
was more useful and effective in intercultural communication with non-native speakers (see

Extract 6.35). Thus, it was good to question about the NESs’ ownership of English.

Given what has been summarised, teachers’ attitudes towards NESs’ authorities in English
were various, though the majority of them did not show resistance in believing authority in
native speakers. They, more or less, had a sense of being judged by native speakers, which
was unacceptable. This contradicts what Requirements (2007) reflects, that the ownership of
English belongs to native speakers. Considering teachers are playing the role as agency to
transmit the top-down ideologies into practice, their attitudes, will impact on their classroom
teaching practice and further on the implementation of de facto language policy. More
evidence is needed in looking at teachers’ beliefs about language teaching/learning and using

in practice in the next section 6.3.2.

6.3.2. Teachers’ Beliefs about Language Teaching/Learning and Using in Practice

Apart from how English was perceived by the participants in the previous section, their
beliefs about language teaching/learning and using in practice were also involved in the field
of the participants’ beliefs about a language. Thus, in this section, firstly, the issues which
were involved in choosing target input should be considered. Native English would be
particularly mentioned as majority of the participants used native English as their only target
input. Secondly, non-native Englishes were also discovered as an option in discussing
classroom input. Finally, as for target culture, it was noticed that the awareness of native

cultures were only considered by the teachers.

6.3.2.1. Standard Native English as the Target language Input

Given what was discussed in the previous section, participants’ attitudes towards target
language input for classroom teaching appeared to be clearer. While the majority of them
realised that with the development of globalisation, the frequent use of English among non-

native speakers has become unstoppable and existed of different kind of Englishes all over
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the world, most of them still believed that the native speakers’ use of English have
represented the authority and efficiency. Although quite a number of participants, such as
LAZ and JI, held very positive attitudes towards adding NNSE to classroom inputs, more or
less, YQ, believed it would be good to challenge NES ownership of English. Many of them
were still hesitated about having NNSE as the target language. For example, when discussing
the issues which were related to participants’ acceptance of ELF, the phrase ‘Standard
English’ was frequently collected by the researcher. Although almost all of the participants
claimed that they did not insist on teaching SE as the target language to their students, they
believed, without a fixed standard in mind, a common ground in communication couldn't be
reached. Such attitude can be found in Extract 6.11 & 6.12.

Extract 6.11

HJIW: 1 still think we need a common ground. Yes, | mean, you want
communicative effectiveness, sure. But, | don't know, maybe I can’t use the word
‘standard’, but we need to finally reach to a common ground. I don't know how if
we use ELF.

Extract 6.12

XH: There is a problem if you don't have a standard...your aim is communication,
but how can you tell the purpose of communication is achieved? Do you have a
standard? Exactly how many pieces of information delivered will be countered as
effective?

R: Do you mean we need a common ground? Something we all accept and follow?

XH: Yeah, it is difficult to do without a standard. Especially under the environment
of globalization. If an Italian is talking to a Chinese, how can you ensure that we
can understand each other if we are all influenced by our L1?

Extract 6.11 and 6.12 were the most common attitudes collected in discussing SE with
participants during the interviews. HIW, XH and the other five participants had similar
hesitations about how to reach a common ground if people used NNSE in ELF settings. It
was clear that on the one hand, participants were lacking knowledge about their own non-
native-like language, and on the other hand, the Standard English was preferred as the only
effective language to reach a common ground in both extracts. To be exact, HIW in Extract
6.11 ignored the communication strategies which played a very important role in the process
of reaching to a common ground among speakers from different cultural backgrounds. Even

if he claimed that he was willing to take the viewpoint that they did not need a fixed standard
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for communication in the intercultural settings, he still viewed that a fixed standard was
necessary for interlocutors to refer to. Similarly, XH in Extract 6.12 believed that they
needed to set a standard to make distinctions of effective and ineffective communications.
XH also expressed concern with negative L1 transfer and made it very clear that it might
cause misunderstandings. Her belief in negative L1 transfer was similar to the belief that
language was a fixed entity, with an ideal form of language that everyone could rely on.
Moreover, she believed that speakers’ L1 was the main resource of errors and
misunderstandings. Similarly LAZ’s talk in Extract 6.13, demonstrated a belief that it was

important to tell students what was right or wrong. Please have a look:

Extract 6.13

LAZ: | think the difficulty of (speak English) Chinese people is psychological
barrier. You see European people, they dare to speak, they speak poorly but fluently.

R: Poorly you mean...?
LAZ: Grammatically I mean. But they don't care how people will judge them.
R: Do you mean if we don't care about these grammatical mistakes, we can also...

LAZ: Right, right, right, at least it will encourage students to speak. Our teaching, in
some extent, is trying to improve the situation. Because we encourage them to speak,
do not care about right or wrong. When you have achieved to some stage. . .in another
word, after your capacity of language has been improved, then examine yourself and
enhance yourself, so you can move on. At the very first stage, you just have to speak
as possible as you can.

R: Do you think at the end, such errors are needed to be corrected (...)?
LAZ: Depends on what purpose. I think yes, if it is in our field, to be professional.

R: Like when students read, speak, or write in their daily life, they make grammatical
mistakes, do you think such errors should be corrected?

LAZ: En? If not, how can we tell them right or wrong? Won’t your supervisors tell
you the mistakes?

It should be noticed that when LAZ was asked if she thought errors should be corrected, she
sounded surprised and asked the researcher back with a rhetorical tone (line 106-107). She
also believed it was important to let her students know what was right or wrong so that they
could make progress (line 98-100). Error-correctness was seen as a compulsory process
which positively impacted on learning production, and if language production was different

from NES, it was considered to be errors. In this case, LAZ tended to correct errors by
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comparing students’ language output with NS norms. This contradicts with what ELFers
believe in with respect to NNESs’ creativity. Through an ELF perspective, errors are seen
as good for students to improve their language capacity and not barriers to produce fluent
English. But for LAZ, without measuring students’ errors with the established NS standards,
they could not make progress while feeling that they might be more fluent and confident in

using English.

Another reason of why Standard English was preferred was related to the symbolic power
of Standard English. In Extract 6.14, YL shared her experience of a failed communication
with a speaker of Sichuan accent (a dialect in China), and compared it with standard accent.

Please have a look:

Extract 6.14

YL: I received a phone call yesterday from a man with a strong Sichuan accent. He
called to inform me that | had been awarded. If he had called me with mandarin, |
wouldn’t have suspected him at all, but his accent was too strong to understand...
though I know we can’t judge someone by their accent, but still...

YL: | mean, you are a teacher, if there were no standard accent, at least you should
be understood by the majority.

R: So do you think being understandable is the least acceptable level for a
language?

YL: Yeah! Besides, there is a regional difference. If an accent has equal power to
mandarin, it does not impact much. But | don't think there is such one. It is the
same as SE or other English variety.

In Extract 6.14, YL suspected of the interlocutor’s identity because the language he spoke
was not standard mandarin Chinese. It indicated that to YL, her perception about people
would be impacted by what kind of language he/she spoke. To prove her opinion, YL even
gave an example of Mandarin Chinese and dialect accent to convince the researcher. She
further mentioned that Standard English was like the role that Mandarin Chinese played in
the Chinese context, enjoying a higher status than other varieties or dialects in
communication (line 117-119). Thereby, she thought it was important to produce a standard
accent to prove one’s identity to be well-educated and to gain more opportunities. Thus, it

could tell that Standard English was preferred by her mostly because of its superior status
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and its symbolic power. Her interpretation of English was similar to Requirements (2007)
that Standard English is the prestige variety than any other Englishes. And being the speakers
of such variety could be identified as high proficient speakers of English. Extracts 6.15 was
also an example of teaching Standard English as the target input because of its symbolic

meanings. Please have a look below:

Extract 6.15

WNG: You can use global sentence if it is just for daily communication. If you are
talking about academia, or in college English classes, you certainly want your
students to be more professional. And if it is in an international conference, your
language is related to your identity, then such communication must be
standardized. If you don't have it, | think that's unacceptable.

According to the transcript, WNG shared her opinion of whether Standard English should
be encouraged among her students. She used the word ‘professional’ to describe the student
who spoke SE in the field of academia (line 122). In it she also pointed that due to the fact
that the language identity was linked with the language speakers used, standardisation
therefore was lined with one’s language identity. In another word, she believed whether to
be able to speak SE was concerned with people’s attitudes towards its speakers. And in the
field of academia, SE meant ‘professional’. Generally, though both YL and WNG mentioned
that it did not have to be SE all the time with different occasions and purposes, the use of SE
could be flexible, implicitly, SE was always the best option to them. Especially as the power
of SE meant professional to teachers, teachers themselves should output SE to their students

as target input.

e The Dichotomy of Native/non-native English

Besides the symbolic power of Standard English, the teachers’ perception about NNESs as
deficient NES speakers was another major factor in impacting on teachers’ choices of
classroom input. Extract 6.16, was the conversation with ZLS, who seemed to be very
surprised when she heard the question of effectiveness of practicing English with non-native
speakers of English. Please have a look below:

Extract 6.16
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LAZ: ...1t is quite difficult for us to learn English in China...I mean us teachers,
we are lack of opportunities for practicing and using English in reality... to be
honesty.

(..)

R: ...Do you mean practicing English with native speakers? How about non-native
speakers? Do you think it is also effective to practice English with non-native
speakers of English?

LAZ: Oh? This is quite unexpected! | always think only speaking English with
native speakers can improve our language abilities.

R: Why? What’s wrong with non-native speakers’ English?

LAZ: Er... What’s wrong? Obviously, mother tongue speakers are better than
other language speakers.

It was recognized by LAZ that as a non-native speaker of English, when she was asked about
effectiveness of practicing English with non-native speakers of English, LAZ used the word
‘unexpected’ (line 132), and explained that she always thought learning native English was
effective. Accordingly, she had never thought about that communicating with NNESs could
improve one’s English. Such discussion suggested that she believed that only native English
was the effective language input for students to communicate with. In her words, LAZ
mentioned NESs were ‘obviously’ (line 135) better than non-native speakers, and confused
about why the researcher even raised this question to her. It suggested that a clear distinction
of ideological construct had been conceived by the participants. That is, the prefix “non-"
native English indicate deficit use of English (Galloway & Rose, 2015), while “Native
English” reflects a better language norm. Therefore, the teacher participants’ understanding
of the dichotomy of NES and NNES was still on the basis of traditional EFL point of view.

Similar points were also made by XI, please refer to Extract 6.17.

Extract 6.17

XI: If we do not teach students with high requirement, they, as non-native speakers
of English, their learning outcome won't be good.

In Extract 6.17, XI did not directly react to the question about whether NNSE should be
taught to students, yet, she sub-consciously thought that non-conformity to native English
meant to decrease the teaching requirements to students. Such comment suggested a negative

attitude towards non-native Englishes, and considered non-native use of Englishes as inferior
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to that of native English. And for students, the language learning outcome, as she mentioned,
would not be good. “Won't be good”, implicitly referred to the students’ language output,
which was different from native English. The discussion with X1 on NNSE also implicitly
reflected traditional EFL points of view that NSE was the only effective language input.
Based on the above two extracts, the Standard English ideology had also clearly been

demonstrated.

Besides the common attitude towards the dichotomy of NES and NNES, as displayed above,
surprisingly, quite a lot of the participants also showed their interests in non-conformity to
native English, despite significant hesitation. For example, Extracts 6.18 & 6.19 (see 6.3.2.2)
displayed LAZ’s and JI’s comments about classroom input. Both participants told the
researcher that NNSE were surely a part that was missing from the classroom input, and

agreed to take NNES into consideration in their future classes.

Clearly, both extracts reflected a strong intention of teaching Standard native English as the
target input for ELT classes for various reasons. The most common reason was that Standard
English referred to the only effective language input. Without SE, errors and
misunderstandings would occur. Both extracts also suggested that Standard English was
considered as the entirely meanings of English, the effectiveness of other Englishes were
overlooked. This complies with Seidholfer (2017, p. 89), that one of the relevant assumption
of Standard English ideology, specifically that “Standard English constitutes English in its
entirety, the English language” (p.89). This also complies with the notion that “things should
be done in the ‘right’ way”, and in the case of language, language should be used in the
‘correct’ way” (Milroy, 2012, p.1). Thus, a strong Standard English ideology has been found
from the interviews with the teacher participants. And their attitudes towards language
teaching were still on the basis of traditional teaching English as a Foreign Language, instead

of viewing it as ELF.

6.3.2.2. Non-native Englishes as an Option

While discussing the most common attitudes that participants expressed their preferences
for SE in the previous extracts, a group of participants also agreed to consider NNE as their
target input. Please refer to the following Extract 6.18 and 6.19, displaying what LAZ and
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JI noted about classroom input although their understanding of non-native Englishes were

still on the basis of geography boundaries.

Extract 6.18
R: Do you think classroom materials are reflected the use of English in reality?

LAZ: Emmm...in reality, students don't usually speak English. Our teachers rarely
use English, either.

R: Well, I noticed that in the textbooks, and the other classroom input, the
conversations were made up of native speakers of English.

LAZ: Yeah! This is a part we missed. We usually choose what is considered as
authoritative or native English. We used to have conversations among speakers of
Chinese and UK or US people. But now...

R: Used to?

LAZ: Yeah, before the revision of our textbook. Right, you have reminded me of
it. I didn't pay attention to it. (...) I think you are right, they (non-native speakers)
should be considered, it is globalization now.

In Extract 6.18, the interviewee sensed that with the development of globalisation,
communications among non-native speakers of English were increasing. Their ways of
speaking should not be completely ignored. So when LAZ was asked about her attitude
towards the current textbooks and classroom input, she showed her agreement and
considered NNSE in classroom teaching. LAZ also believed that the new textbook replaced
the language input that was involved in Chinese speakers’ use of English by UK and US
English, which was inappropriate. Although she did not acknowledge of global ownership
of English, she agreed that NNSE should be at least as another option reminded by ELT
teachers due to the development of globalisation. Similar findings were noticed in the
conversation with JI as well. As shown in Extract 6.19., JI showed a great interest in the
field of ELF, to the extent that the researcher requested relevant literature to read. After he
had showed his acceptance on ELF, he also tried adding the content of NNESs’ use of
English in his teaching. For example, listening materials selected were involved in
conversations among non-native speakers although both his and LAZ’s understanding of

ELF was still based on the WE point of view.
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Extract 6.19

JI: After our meeting last time, | told my students in class that there existed a lot of
Englishes except that what we usually referred to, like British and American English.
| also selected NNSE as listening materials for them to do practices.

R: And how do they react?

JI: They complained that the material was pirated.

The students’ reactions in line 155 is of worthy note. On one hand, the student reactions
suggest a common fact that NNSE was omitted from the classroom input. On the other hand,
the legitimate status of non-native speakers’ Englishes had not been accepted by the
majority. It was believed by the majority of students that the ownership of English still
belonged to native speakers. Further discussions about students’ attitudes towards the use of
non-native speakers’ Englishes will be discussed in the next Chapter, Qualitative Findings

from Focus Group.

Both LAZ and JI discussed the content of textbooks in the extracts above. They all mentioned
that NNSE were missing from the teaching and learning materials they were using in the
ELT classes. Local context was replaced by UK and US Englishes As a result, native
speakers’ English became the only recognised one. With the textbook-related practice,
Standard English ideology has been internalised by classroom participants and, furthermore,
it has been reproduced and reinforced. Just as Sifakis (2017, p.5) refers, the forms of
textbook-related practice involves, that is, “whether instructional materials and ‘endorsed’
instructional practices priorities a norm-bound approach” is important for ELT stakeholders

to be aware of ELF.

To sum up, the situation of choosing target language for classroom teaching and learning
could be various and complex. It could not simply decide what to teach as language input to
teachers. Although quite a lot of teachers have recognised the fact that the number of non-
native speakers of English was increasing, NNSE should not be completely ignored.
However, they further argued that they still needed a common ground to understand each
other. Moreover, native English was still considered as authority and enjoyed high status,
while non-conforming to native English, somehow suggested unprofessionalism. As an

expert in front of a class, it was unacceptable for the teacher to be unprofessional and
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deficient. Therefore, standard native English was still considered as the major target input

even if NNSE was considered in some circumstances.

6.3.2.3. NES Cultural Awareness

After having discussed target language input for ELT classes, cultural awareness was one of
the important issues that should not be ignored. Instead, it is a key concept that ELF
researchers have discussed frequently. Meanwhile, cultural awareness is also one of the main
objectives of teaching in Requirements (2007). With this in mind, further investigation into
cultural awareness is needed to follow up in the process of conducting the interviews with
participants. For example, how cultural-related elements are taught and learned in classes,
and what kind of cultural-related knowledge are involved. Extract 6.20, displays a teacher

of Comprehensive English talking about teaching cultural awareness in her class.

Extract 6.20
R: Would you conclude cultural-related elements in your teaching?

HX: En...yes, we mentioned if we came across it in our process of teaching, like in
listening material, in passage.

R: How do you usually mention to your students?

HX: Emmm...Well you know, it is very difficult to teach culture, all we can do is
infiltrate the knowledge. Students themselves need to adjust clashes in reality.

When HX was asked by the researcher how she usually taught cultural awareness to her
students, she did not answer it directly. As shown from her transcript, she was aware that it
was important to adjust the cultural differences in realities, and required her students to
experience it by themselves (line 161). She further mentioned to the researcher that cultural
awareness could not be taught by knowledge sharing, but by infiltrating (line 161). However,
at this stage, she could only mention cultural knowledge to her students when they came
across in the process of teaching due to the limited time and resources. This was the same
for the rest of participants. When compared with other skills, the percentage of cultural
related content was less. Almost all of the participants mentioned that it was hard to teach
cultural issues in class. Though they did not mention in what ways cultural issues were hard
to teach, they clearly sensed teaching cultural-related knowledge was different from teaching

linguistic knowledge. It could not be taught as strictly knowledge-based. From what HX
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said, the importance of cultural factor in communication was clearly aware. She not only
acknowledged cultural differences, but also emphasised to adjust those differences by
students themselves in realities. Her understanding of cultural awareness was in accordance
with Baker (2011) that learners should acknowledge that cultural norms in specific culture
are flexible and may change in accordance with different contexts, purposes and individuals.

In the meantime it was also consistent with Requirements (2007).

In addition, another feature of cultural awareness which has been discovered from teachers’
interviews was the conceptions of interlocutors for intercultural communication, which was
still targeted towards native speakers. Please have a look at the following Extract 6.21 for

more details:

Extract 6.21:

JJ. ...Emmm...for example, when we have to communicate with people from the
UK or America, we have to know the difference between us, and try to
accommodate our ways of speaking and acting, in case of misunderstandings.

A number of participants held similar attitudes when the researcher raised the question about
their understandings of cultural awareness in intercultural communication. JJ’s comment
was a very common attitude. For example in Extract 6.21, JJ directly reacted that the
intercultural communication was made among “people from the UK or America” (line 163).
Although JJ acknowledged the important accommodation strategies was to avoid
misunderstandings, a strong intention to take NES cultures as the target prevailed. And the
interlocutors for intercultural communication that Chinese students would come across in
reality were perceived as native speakers of English. This contradicts with Wang (2015b),
in that native speakers are no longer the main group that Chinese speakers comes across with
in intercultural settings. However, for majority of the teacher participants, they still
considered NES cultures as a target cultural input, even with the fact that non-native speakers
were the main interlocutors for intercultural communication. Thus, as Wang (2015a, p.92)
notes, it is easy to conclude that the teachers’ belief about classroom teaching/learning and
using still complies what the mainstream believes about English, which is “likely to focus
on the target language as native English and holds the assumption that L2 learners become
engaged in native English culture through the learning process”. ELF, however, is not aware

through the above extracts.
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6.3.3. The Factors of Impacting on Teachers’ Belief about ELF

In addition to what was discussed in previous sections, the teachers’ beliefs about English,
and teaching/learning or using English in practice were evaluated. Their attitudes towards
ELF were particularly addressed under two categories. Yet, there were also factors impacting
the teachers’ beliefs which emerged throughout the interviews. In this section, the following

two major factors were observed.

6.3.3.1. Non-recognizing ELF in Language Policy

One of the factors impacting a participants’ beliefs about ELF was language policy. More
than half of all participants mentioned they could not truly make decisions about their
language choices based on what they believed, mostly because of the current language policy
IS non-recognizing ELF. Even if they personally accepted ELF. Please refer to the next

following part of this section for more information.

Extract 6.22 notes JUZ’s decision about whether ELF was applicable in the Chinese ELT
settings. It should be noticed that JUZ did not realise the concept of ELF before the
researcher told her about the relevant theories of ELF. After the researcher briefly introduced
the knowledge about ELF, JUZ showed her interest and explicitly expressed her agreement

onit.

Extract 6.22
JUZ: ... (if ELF is accepted) In fact we are advantaged.
R: How do you think we are advantaged?

JUZ: We know how to communicate with non-natives like us. But they (NESs)
don't. This is a very good and interesting thing if this can be encouraged by the
government.

R: Do you mean if the policy were changing?

JUZ: Yeah, otherwise we still act under the regulation, and are judged by it, |
mean, tested by the system. No one can truly teach English on the basis of their
own choice without distraction. And how (to teach ELF)?

159



174
175

176
177

Chapter 6

As mentioned by JUZ, if ELF were accepted, the NNESs would be more advantaged in
intercultural communication as the NNESs could adjust quickly than NESs (line 167). This
was quite ELF-oriented, implicitly referring to the use of accommodation strategies among
non-native speakers for intercultural communication. It also suggested that she had had the
confusion about taking native English as the only target input for classroom teaching. It
could tell that JUZ personally accepted the concept of ELF as she claimed. However, from
line 170-172, JUZ hesitated to put it into practice. As ELF was not recognized in language
policy, it impacted on her acceptance of ELF and her behaviours in classroom teaching
practices. This is in accordance with Jenkins (2014), that language policy appears to be one
of the major gaps between what ELF has been used for many years in reality and the lack of
knowledge of its legitimate status.

e Testing and Education Systems

As mentioned in the previous chapter, according to Requirements (2007), the reformed
evaluation system consists of formative and summative methods. The government attempts
to change the evaluation system as multi-schemes, which involves in “self-evaluation”,
“mutual evaluation”, and “teacher-student evaluation”. As a result, all of the participants
mentioned that formative evaluations had been widely applied, and tended to increase its
proportion in final marks from 40% to 60% recently. Term-time examinations were not the
only way to evaluate students’ learning outcomes. The student’s classroom performance
could be recorded and evaluated in class and website activities. Extracts 6.23 displayed
teachers’ attitudes towards formative and summative evaluations in detail in which LAZ said
that the orientation of the test was important in guiding teachers and students language
choices. As it is mentioned by both Shohamy (2006) and Jenkins & Leung (2014) that
evaluation plays an important role in shaping one’s language ideology and impacting one’s
language choices. Thus, it is important to take testing and education systems into account

when considering participants’ language ideologies.

Extract 6.23

LAZ: Yes, we have about 40% of formative assessment. But every module is
different. It depends on teachers.

R: Is the summative test designed by teachers themselves as well? How about the
content? Is it relevant to textbook or not?
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LAZ: Totally it depends on teachers. So every module is different, but it should be
based on textbooks. For me, I usually have 80% (of the textbook).

R: Do you think it is good to take both formative and summative assessment into
account?

LAZ: Eh...the orientation of the test is important. Unless the reform of tests shifts
its purpose as communicative effectiveness, things may change. But yes, it is good
in some way. How should I say...em...at least students have more opportunities to
use English while they are interacting with their friends via our website platform.

LAZ was hesitated when the researcher asked her opinion about the evaluation system. On
the one hand, she carefully expressed that unless the orientation of the test changed, it would
be hard for students to change their way of learning and speaking English. With 80% of the
content of test was designed based on textbooks which were usually NS based, the tests were
as the matter of fact, NS norm-based as well. LAZ clearly realised the role that the test had
played in affecting teaching and learning activities for classroom participants. Yet, she could
do nothing to change the test orientation, even as a teacher, she was the one to set the test
papers. On the other hand, LAZ also mentioned that as long as students cooperated, she
usually gave high marks in formative evaluations out of encouragement which left less
consultative space of formative evaluation in knowing the student’s learning outcomes.
Although LAZ admitted the bright side of evaluating formatively, she believed it could
increase the frequencies and opportunities of using English instead of ‘testing’ English, it
was still the final test that made sense to teachers. Such intention was found commonly in

other participants’ responses as well.

After discussing LAZ’s comment about term-time test, Extract 6.24 was the discussion about
national English proficiency test, e.g. CET 4 & 6. According to the majority of participants,
the national English proficiency test, namely, CET 4 & 6 was mentioned very frequently. It
was unexpected that all of them had recognised its importance, yet, at the same time they
claimed that they would not allocate time and make efforts to help students to prepare for it.

Extract 6.24 presents how most of them believed. Please have a look:

Extract 6.24

R: Do your students learn English at university mainly for taking CET 4 & 6?
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WN: Not really. Actually CET 4 & 6 are very easy for them. If they were required
to take the exams, they would pass, the difference is whether they will pass with
high or low marks. So for them, I think the only problem for them is to recite the
vocabularies that they have not learned.

R: Then do you know what are the major purposes for students to learn English?

WN: We did a survey among students, about what aim they want to achieve by
leaning English. Most of them are learning English for studying overseas or
graduate-study admission exam.

This was unforeseen by the researcher. As LAZ mentioned that the importance of testing
orientation, students were still learned and taught on the basis of the test orientation. The
orientation would, more or less, impact on classroom participants’ language practices.
Therefore, it was assumed by the researcher that, in order to pass CET 4 & 6, teachers would
adjust their teaching content, class hours and lesson plans for the tests. However, 18 out of
21 interviewees expressed the same ideas as WN. Teachers would teach what was planned
on schedule, with knowledge of grammar or vocabularies not overemphasised. Without
overemphasising CET 4 & 6, an examination which was NS norms-based by ELT teachers,
classroom participants’ beliefs about native Englishes and the ownership of native speakers
of English would not be reinforced or less reinforced by the CET tests. However, according
to participants, a high pass-rate for CET 4 & 6 was required by institutional authorities.
Therefore, test orientations were still impacting on teaching and learning activities indirectly.
Although to gain a high pass rate, teachers would not allocate specific time and make efforts

in class, teachers and students’ language choices would be dependent on it.

e Teachers’ Recruitment

As discussed in Chapter 2, teachers were playing a very important role in the process of
policy implementations. The teachers were acting as agents in transmitting ideologies that
were embodied in official documents of language policy. They were the ones who could
decide on the content of teaching and how to make the use of textbooks. Therefore, their
language beliefs were also seen as one mechanism that would impact on students’ language
practice. Thus, there was a need to look into what teacher participants said about teacher

recruitment in relation to qualification on team building.
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It is worth mentioning that, in order to meet the policy requirements of teaching English at
different levels of Class A, B and C, the shortage of qualified teachers to maintain modules
appeared to be one of major problems in all of the three universities. One of the teacher
participants who worked in University B told the researcher that in order to keep its
competitiveness, the university had to open plenty of elective modules for students to choose
regardless of the number of registered students. Teachers therefore usually had to take
responsibility of more than two modules. As a result, a large number of NES teachers were
hired. The same as University A, half of the teachers in the department were NES, with only

two teachers having obtained relevant degrees. Please refer to Extract 6.25:

Extract 6.25

JI: ...let me tell you, half of my colleagues are not Chinese. They ...emm,
basically...come from America.

R: Do you mean half of them are native speakers of English? Are they hired to
teach ELT classes?

JI: I don't know too much, as far as | know, intercultural communication is taught
by an American, and there is business English.

With such a fact, the hire of NES to teach at university, on the one hand, suggested the Native
English was preferred by the authority of the institution. On the other hand, the belief that
native speakers of English would teach good English was unavoidably reinforced. Such
interpretation would be also found in Extract 6.26 in which YL heard the authority of
University B preferred the teachers who graduated from 985 or 211 universities. Please refer
to the following extract for detailed information:

Extract 6.26

YL: I heard a horrible comment from one of the leaders the other days. It is
something like this, “As we are a 985 university, we don't need the teachers who
graduated from non-985 universities to teach our students”.

YL.: By the time | graduated, there was no such thing like 985 or 211 universities.
Does that mean we don't need to find a job? And this is not said by students, this is
said by someone in power. So you see...
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In terms of recruitment for local teachers, Extract 6.26 reflected a very extreme point of view
about teachers’ qualification. In China, if the university is named as one of the 985
universities, the university enjoys a high reputation and stays at top tier. According to the
information YL passed on, if the teachers graduated from 985 universities, they would have
an important job qualification. In another word, it was seen as the evidence that the
candidates were qualified for teaching at a 985 university. It was worth mentioning that to
be able to graduate from one of the 985 universities, one had to gain good marks in national
entrance examination in all subjects, including English. This suggests a very strong belief in
test evaluation which is NS based. YL also emphasised that that ‘horrible comment’ (line
207) was made by the authority, not students. In one way, she thought it was improper for
people in authority to make such a comment, and in another word, she also foresaw what
was encouraged and promoted from the top. Although that ‘horrible comment’ mentioned
by YL was indirectly conveyed to the researcher, which might be overly interpreted
subjectively by the interviewee herself, it still somehow reflected the intention that

authorities of the institution preferred.

Having discussed what was expected from the authority in the two extracts, teachers’
proficiency in native English appeared to be the compulsory qualification to enter into
university. This was in accordance with what has been discovered in document analysis,
specifically that NESs have been set as the first important qualification. The gatekeeping
practice for teachers delivered a clear embodied language ideology from intuitional
authorities. That is, the inertial thinking of superior status and the authority of standard native
English has deeply ingrained in their mind. The legitimate status of NNSE has not been
recognised by most of them. This, somehow, would impact on teachers’ language
preference, as all of them have been educated and grown up in an environment where ENL
was taught and learned for formal education; living in the society where the standard native
English was regarded as the more correct and better language, evaluated by the NS-based
tests. In light of this, though some participants demonstrated their awareness and acceptance

of ELF in theory, they tended to view non-native speakers use of English as defective.

6.3.3.2. Self-experiences of Teaching and Using English

After discussing the factors that impacting on teachers’ beliefs from the top, e.g. language

policy, educations systems, and gatekeeping practices, this section will particularly focus on
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individual experiences as the bottom-up factor and how it will impact on participants’ beliefs
about ELF. In it, the issues like exactly to what extent that the importance of English for
individual speakers and for non-English major students will be further evaluated. It should
be noticed that this chapter only displays teachers’ attitudes towards the importance of
English to students, not students’ attitudes. The information which is related to students’

attitudes will be explored further in Chapter 7, Qualitative Findings from Focus Groups.

With respect to the importance of English for communication, two main attitudes were held
by teachers. Extract 6.27 displayed one of the common attitudes when discussing the
opportunities for using English in the Chinese context for teachers and students. It is worth
mentioning that similar discussions were noticed in all of the participants’ interviews, which
appeared to be the most common issues that all of the interviewed teachers were facing.
Extract 6.29 listed another less common attitude of teachers, which was the importance of
English for intercultural communication. Please refer to the following Extract 6.27 & 6.28:

Extract 6.27
R: How often do you use English?

YY: In fact, teachers and students rarely use English except in class. This is why it
is hard to learn a foreign language in China. You don't have the opportunity to
speak. It would be weird if two Chinese people are siting talking in English. For the
majority, we use it only for watching movies, TV series, and for travel. We do not
have that need.

YY: So is English really needed for everybody?

Obviously, YY believed that English was not often used among Chinese people for
communication. She also mentioned that not only students but also teachers themselves had
rarely used English after class. She further made her points of whether it was really necessary
to learn English for everyone at the national level due to the rare usage of English. From
what she said, we could tell that her perception about the importance of English in the
Chinese context was much related to her experiences of rarely using it for communication.
Due to the fact in China, English was only used for intercultural communication, only the
limited number of people would have such needs and experiences. Thus, individual’s need

of using ELF for intercultural communication would further decrease, let alone their
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awareness of ELF. In this case, personal experiences of communicating with English would
be one of the important factors that they have impacted on the participants’ acceptance of
ELF. Such an observation can also be further demonstrated in Extract 6.28. Different from
YY, who noted that English was rarely used in the last extract, LAZ argued for the
importance of English under the environment of globalisation with an example from her
husband.

Extract 6.28

LAZ: With the globalization, English has become more and more important. My
husband, who is majoring in business, always says to me that he wishes his English
could be better. I ask him why, he says he always has the business negotiations
with companies, like India, Singapore, yeah, those who are from non-native
countries. But he cannot successfully communicate with them like his colleagues.

In LAZ’s case, because her husband’s work involved in communicating and negotiating with
people whose L1 was neither Chinese nor English, it made her realise the importance of
using English for the purpose of intercultural communication. LAZ also told the researcher
that she had never realised that English had been much more used among non-native
speakers of English before this interview. From what she told to the researchers, the
researcher noticed that one’s personal experiences of intercultural communication could be
one of the most important factors that impacted on one’s awareness of ELF. Teachers’
awareness of the importance of functional and cultural factors of English were closely related
to their personal experiences of intercultural communication as well. Compared with Y'Y,
LAZ obviously had sensed ELF usage as a linguistic phenomenon emerged, although her
sense of ELF only remained at a practical level. After the researcher had introduced the
concept of ELF theoretically and systematically, LAZ explicitly changed her attitude and
showed her acceptance. In sum, from the two extracts above, ELF was found to have been
more accepted by people who had experiences of intercultural communication than those

who hardly had opportunities to use English as the only medium of communication.

In addition to the above two common attitudes, one more typical perception about the current
ELT is worth highlighting. As the interviews were mainly conducted with ELT teachers
teaching general major students, almost all of the participants believed, with ELF being of
greater applicability to non-English major students, it was good to teach English on the basis
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of individuals’ aim and need. Please refer to the following extract which is a very typical

example:

Extract 6.29

YL: One day the whole class of students were all late running into the classroom
due to a failure experiment on (...). That experience has left me a strong
impression. That was what they enjoyed doing, which was more interesting, more
significant for them. | have also realized that there are more choices than English in
life.

R: Do you mean English is not that important for those general major students?

YL: I mean I need to reconsider what is really important for them (general major
students). For them, their experiment is certainly more important than English,
memorizing vocabularies.

R: And has that experience impacted on your future teaching?

YL: Sure, | mean, different requirement, not only requirements, everything can be
different, more or less. What you said about ELF may be also a good idea.

YL was a teacher teaching Translation to both English and non-English major students. It
was worth taking into account her perceptions about students’ needs from different majors.
She told the researcher that these two groups of student’s motivation, focus, aims of learning
were much more different. This made her think what was really important for general major
students. And compared with students’ major subjects, she believed English for current ELT
classes should be taught differently. To general major students, major-relevant modules were
believed to be more important for students’ career-development by her. English, on the other
hand, should be learned on the basis of self-development, e.g. looking for a job, continuing
to further study etc. It should be noticed from lines 227-229, when the researcher asked
whether she thought English was not important or not, she answers by comparing students’
biology experiment, and believed their experiment ‘more important than English’ (line 228).
Her perception about ‘English’ is in the reference of the English that was taught in currently
ELT class. And it was this kind of ‘English’ should be reconsidered (line 228). She further
admitted ELF could be a good option. YL’s experience of teaching different groups of
students had offered her insight into students’ needs and interests in learning English.
According to YL, for general major students, English would be more frequently used at the
practical level, e.g. communications, information exchange. ELF was more applicable to

general major students. However, for English major students, English sometimes was linked
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with their identity and demonstrated their abilities, which was also related to their career
development. So it was hard to challenge the situations. It was clear that YL had sensed the
practical usage of ELF in intercultural settings, but the symbolic power of native Standard
English somehow hindered her decisions on putting ELF into practice for English major

student.

6.4 Discussion

6.4.1. The Lack of the Knowledge about Language Policy

After having gone through the qualitative interviews with teacher participants from the three
universities, one of the most common issues which was discovered unexpectedly, needed to
be explored further in the section of Discussion. That is, among the interviewed teachers
from all the three universities, quite a number of participants were unaware of the objectives
of College English Teaching Requirement. Neither of them was aware of the objectives of
modules that they were currently teaching. For example, the following Extract 6.30 cited
one of the teacher’s answers to the researcher’s question about current version of official’s

document of language policy statement.

Extract 6.30

R: Do you know which version of language policy that your university is using as a
guide?

JI: I’'m not really sure about it, but I know there is a curriculum existing out there.
And | know it is separately published for both English major and non-English
majors.

R: Would you show me?
JI: I just don't know!
R: How about the one for your modules?

JI: Just objectives, the ones that are published publicly with the textbook. Well, |
can ask about it for you. maybe our supervisors have it.

As shown in the conversation above, JI mentioned that he did not have the knowledge about
which document was used as a reference for college English teaching several times during

the interview. What’s more, his answers to the questions which were related to the
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information of language policy statements were ambiguous. The only thing JI could recall
was the objectives that the textbook claimed to achieve. It suggested that he knew a little
about the pedagogy objectives of the module that he was teaching. Similar results were also
found in an interview with HX. She mentioned that they had never been asked to learn about
policy information by their supervisors. Without knowing objectives and the curriculum they
were teaching, they could only follow the textbooks. Please refer to the following Extract
6.31:

Extract 6.31

HX: I don't know. They have never asked us to learn about it. Nowadays, we
basically follow what was structured and designed by the (textbook) publishers.
They also provide us with ppt slides for each class.

HX and the other two participants (e.g., JL & JI) also mentioned nowadays, with greater
competition among textbook publishers, more and more textbooks were written with lesson
plans, classroom materials and PowerPoint slides, ready for teachers to use directly in class.
These save time and efforts for teachers, with the key points for each lesson summarised in
a well-organized structure. Therefore, syllabus or curricula were not as important as before.
Furthermore, their supervisors or directors did not ask them to submit curricula or syllabuses.
With such facts, it can be seen that textbooks now are playing an influential role in language
education system in the way of how and what content are to be taught, and what purpose are
expected for students to achieve. Moreover, JI further mentioned that due to the fact that
syllabus, lesson plans, and curriculums were totally made by themselves and not required to
submit to their supervisors, the classroom teaching practice depended on teachers very much.
Given these, the textbooks became the major resources for classroom input, which was NS
norms based. Teachers were encouraged to teach what was considered as authority although

they were in the position to make decisions about classroom teaching.

6.5 Conclusion

To conclude, in this chapter the researcher discussed qualitative findings from the interviews
with 21 teachers from three universities, University A, B and C. Participants’ beliefs about
the English language, English teaching/learning and using in practice have been of particular

focus. Generally speaking, the findings have demonstrated that most of the teachers were
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lacking knowledge of ELF concept, while the mainstream beliefs about English were still on
the basis of viewing and teaching English as a foreign language. Moreover, contrary to its
dynamic and fluid nature, native English was believed to be the fixed standard, with
conformity to native standards has been emphasised by most of the teachers. Anything
different from NS norms were considered as errors which should be corrected so as to make
progress. Yet, other than the mainstream beliefs, NNSE was found to be an optional
classroom input; linguistic knowledge has not been overemphasized anymore; and a group
of participants have accepted that non-native speakers of English have the equal right to
claim their ownership of English. Although those intentions were still being impacted by
some hesitations, evidences have showed that the participants have sensed unfairness while
being judged by NESs. As for the impacting factors, Non-recognition of ELF in language
policy and in teachers’ personal experiences have been found to be the largest two factors of

impacting on participants’ beliefs.

In the light of this, more analysis is waiting to be done to take other classroom participants’
points of view to draw the conclusions to answer RQ2 & 3 of the research. In the next
chapter, qualitative findings from students’ focus group will be demonstrated in order to
complete the picture of classroom participants’ ideology about English and English

teaching/learning in practice and exactly to what extent that they are aware of ELF.
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Chapter 7 Qualitative Findings from Focus Groups

7.1 Introduction

In order to answer Research Questions 1 & 2, the previous two chapters have investigated
qualitative data that collected through documents and interviews. Language ideologies that
were embodied in official documents of language acquisition policy were explored explicitly
and implicitly, while teachers perceptions of the embodied language ideologies in language
policies were evaluated. In addition, teachers’ attitudes, beliefs and ideologies towards ELF
were of particular focus. In this chapter, attention will be paid to answering RQ2, e.g.,
students’ explicit perceptions of ELF and their reactions to English teaching/learning in
practice. In contrast to interviews with teachers, attention will be paid to the development,

changes and amendments of students’ beliefs, ideologies and attitudes towards ELF.

7.2 Procedure of Focus Group

Six focus groups were conducted in this research. As the aim of the research required the
researcher to focus on details and interactions among language policies, practices and
ideologies, 4-5 students were selected for each group as large group size might cause me to
ignore relevant details, compared with those smaller sized groups (Bryman, 2001, Hennink,
2007). All of the group members were selected from the first and second year undergraduate
community with both English & non-English major students included. It needed to explain
especially there, although this research mainly focused on non-English majors, some of the
English major classes were open to select by both English and non-English major students
as either compulsory or elective. For example, Interpreting and Translation. In such classes,
it was frequent that students were given classes together by the same ELT teachers. In this
way, although the target student participants were general major students, English major
students were not ruled out when the researcher selected the participants, as they were all
sharing the same knowledge of the teachers and classes, and also the same experiences of
classroom practice. Moreover, to some extent, students from English major and non-English
major were no doubt had different interpretations or attitudes towards the discussion topics.
By observing their dynamic discussions especially on how group members impacted on each

other, it could provide me with unanticipated insights into further understandings of their
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attitudes towards research questions. Detailed information of participants from each group

is presented in Appendix 6.

Each focus group lasted for 45-90 minutes in public places. Two of them were organized at
campus café. Three of them were conducted in a classroom. One of them was conducted in
the lobby of the university library. At the beginning of each focus group, a brief presentation
on introduction of English as a Lingua Franca was given to them (see Appendix 7), and then
several discussion topics were given. The design of focus group is presented in Appendix 5,
and is grounded on three aspects. Firstly, the students’ general attitude towards the role that
English played in the Chinese context; secondly, students’ perceptions of language
acquisition policy and ELT practices; and finally, students’ attitude towards English as a
lingua franca. The group discussions followed my presentation of the ELF concepts, which

was drawn from Jenkins (2015) (see Appendix 7 for Sample Presentation for Focus Group).

As a moderator, the discussion questions were clear, short and simply stated, trying to avoid
jargon and specialist terminology, and used one-dimensional and phrased in an informal
conversational style in order to promote discussions. Besides their discussion content, I
specially paid attention to silences, emphasis, rise and fall of sounds and the interrupting as
well to evaluate what was their meanings behind the sentences, and how their attitudes,
beliefs or ideologies affected on each other’s. Both Mandarin Chinese and Cantonese were
used as the main communication languages depending on what was the group members’ first
language. Audio-recording was taken throughout the whole process of the focus groups
discussion. After each of the focus groups, I also exchanged my contact information with the

participants to develop long-term relationship and for future discussions.

As discussed in Chapter 4, it was better to select the participants of each focus group from
the same class to ensure that they had the same degree of shared experience in discussing
topics. Nevertheless, due to the large number of students in China, students were usually
taught first in a large lecture class. Then they were divided into small parallel classes
depending on the proficiencies of individual students at the basic, intermediate or advanced
levels. Finally, members of each focus group were selected and organized based on the two

conditions. One was concerned with students from the same big lecture classes, their
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behaviours in both lectures and different parallel classes; the other was chosen depending on
the relevant points that teachers made in the interviews, which were worth exploring further

the students’ responses.

As for the data transcriptions in FG, the process, on the one hand, was similar to the
transcription of the interview data. The researcher recorded and interpreted what was
happening during the discussions. And on the other hand, different from the interview data,
the researcher particularly focused on the agreements and disagreements among members in
the process of their group interactions, in order to explore issues that impacted on the
directions of the group discussions. Greater attention was paid to each turn that a participant
took as to how a participant supported or challenged each point of view, and how a
participant maintained or changed his/her own arguments across different turns. The
researcher also focused on the particular discourses that were used by the student
participants, as to gain deeper unset understandings of their implicit attitudes towards
discussion topics. Through this, the analysis was generally a data-driven process. Bearing
the researcher’s focus in mind, the thematic framework for focus groups was developed as

follow:

e Developing the Thematic Coding Framework (RQ3)

In this Chapter, 1 considered the participants’ reflection on each other’s attitudinal
development, and identified contributing factors for their attitudes and beliefs. Through this,
the thematic coding framework was generated into two main categories. One framework
dealt with group decisions that were generated with attention paid to “what” perceptions
were co-constructed in different groups. Firstly, attention was paid to students’ attitudes
towards native English and Standard English. It allowed the researcher to gain insight into
their understanding of the dynamic and diverse nature of English looking at their perceptions
about native, standard or non-standardized English. In addition, as discussed in both Wang
(2015a) and Sifakis (2017), how students enacted their identities in the process of learning
was one of the major components of evaluating their awareness of ELF. Thus, students’

identities of being ELF users or NSE learners are focused as subthemes of this category.

The other framework focused on influencing factors behind attitudinal development with

focus on “how” group decisions were made through group negotiations and interactions. |
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identified the factors that they came into play in the participants’ attitudes and identities. |

observed how participants’ attitudes and identities were developed, amended or consolidated

during the course of the FG discussions. As a result, their being lack of knowledge about

ELF theoretically appeared to be the most influential one. Other than this, how the role that

English had played as a gatekeeper also impacted on students’ attitudinal development.

Furthermore, the impact of classroom teaching practice, especially teachers’ language

practice and textbook-related practice could not be ignored as well. Last but not the least,

personal experiences of using English for intercultural communication was a crucial factor

that had contributed to the development of students’ language ideologies and identities.

Table 7.1. Coding framework for Focus Groups

7.3.1. Common Co-constructed Perceptions:
7.3.1.1.Attitudes Towards Native and Standard English

7.3.1.2.NSE Learners vs. ELF Users
e Sociolinguistic Reality vs. Classroom Learning Materials
e Effective Communication vs. Correctness
e The Considering of Cultural Factors
e The Acceptance of Chinese Speakers’ Use of English
7.3.2. The Factors of Impacting on the Development of Different Attitudes
7.3.2.1.Lacking knowledge about ELF
7.3.2.2.Concerns of Gatekeeping Practices

7.3.2.3.Teachers and Textbooks’ Language Practices Impacting on Students
7.3.2.4.Self-experiences of ELF Use

It should be noticed that, in Chapter 6, the focus was mainly on teacher participants’

awareness of ELF, in the reference of the components of awareness of instructional practice,

as mentioned by Sifakis (2017). In this chapter, in order to display the findings well,

students’ awareness of ELF was evaluated on the basis of aspect of learners in language

education as emphasized in Wang (2015a).

7.3

The Findings from Students’ Focus Groups

7.3.1. Commonly Co-constructed Perceptions
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This section displays commonly co-constructed perceptions that have been collected through
the six student’s focus groups. There were two major issues. One was related to the complex
attitudes that student participants had about native/non-native and Standard English. The
other was concerned with how students were positioning themselves, as NSE learners? or as
ELF users? It was noticed that students were aware of the gap between the sociolinguistic
realities and the classroom learning environment and worried about their ability of
communication in real life situation. Moreover, they noticed the important role that cultural
factors had played in the process of communication in the intercultural settings. In addition,

they also expressed the acceptance of Chinese Speakers’ Use of English.

7.3.1.1.  Native/Non-native and Standard English

As one of the key issues related to language ideologies in ELF research, participants’
attitudes towards Standard native English was particularly paid attention to by the researcher
during students’ interactions of focus groups. It offered an insight into how student
participants conceived ‘English’ in terms of its dynamic and diverse natures. It was found
that although students’ perceptions about SE or non-SE were different, more or less, several
perceptions were co-constructed. Firstly, Standard English referred to a default and official
set of fixed codes, e.g. American English, or other native speaking countries use of English;
to reach a common ground, everyone should refer to it. Thus they believed that there should
be one kind of English existing for people to communicate, although they were not quite
clear about what was called as Standard English. Secondly, SE was seen as the most authority
one while other Englishes were not. Thirdly, students’ attitudes towards his/her language
were sometimes impacted by the speaker’s identity. Thus, even if students accepted that SE
was not necessarily required for everyone, non-standard English output, was not preferred
by most student participants to learn and speak. SE was still put at the first place. Please refer

to Extract 7.1 for further information.

It should be noticed that the letter “A”, as shown in SA1, stands for student participants from
Focus Group A. The number 1, 2, 3, and 4 refer to four different group members. This applies
to all other groups as well. For example, SB3 refers to the third student participant of Focus

Group B and SF4 refers to the fourth student participant of Focus Group F.
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Extract 7.1:

SAL: English also has dialects, right?
SA2: Too many.

SAL: English dialects and English... er...How to say, the English we are learning is
the same or different?

SA3: Do you mean Standard English?

SAL: Yeah, | understand Standard English, but can | understand English dialects?
SA2: A few?

SA4: What is SE anyway?

SAlL: ...

SA3: | don't know, either.

SAZ2: SE is...based on the dictionary? Or based on the phonetic symbol of American
English? Or British? I don't know...based on the official decision?

SA1: I don't know American English, either (LAUGH).

SA3: It sounds like a default language recognized by the official.

SA2: So they are (SE and dialects) like mandarin Chinese and Cantonese.

SAL: Do they also have proficiency test, like Putonghua Proficiency Test?
SA3: I don't know

SA2: Like IELTS?

SA4: Like IELTS...but speaking test also have examiners from other countries.

SAL: Yes, but they are (examiners) all from English speaking countries.

As shown in the extract above, all of the student participants were confused with the term
‘standard English’. When SA4 asked what SE was, all of the students became quiet. SA2
later answered with a degree of uncertainty that SE referred to a set of codes or phonetic
symbols based on American or British English (line 11-12). When SAS3 said that SE had
been set as ‘default’ and ‘recognized by the official’ (line 14), SA2 reacted quickly and made
additional remarks by illustrating the example of the relationship between SE and other
English dialects being “like mandarin Chinese and Cantonese” (line 15). As mandarin
Chinese was codified by the government while Cantonese was used as a dialect only, SA2
implicitly agreed with SA3. In this way, his discussion about Standard English suggested

that he believed Standard English was in the reference of ‘American English or British’, and
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his agreement with SA3, suggested SE was viewing as ‘default’ and ‘recognized by the
official’ by him. Hence, such discussion suggested that he believed American and British
English referred to the default and official language, which was set as SE. His discussion
was not probed by the other participants. It suggested that SE was interpreted as officially

recognised English that has been used in native speaking countries.

Next, student participants tended to distinguish SE from the other English dialects (line 3-
6). Considering their co-constructed perceptions about SE in the paragraph above as
officially recognised native English, SE was seen as the most authoritative style while others
were not. In the meanwhile, their concerns of whether they could understand other English
dialects produced by native speakers implicitly indicated that the target interlocutors are still
perceived as NESs. Their recognition of the diversity of English was limited to native
speaking countries only, such as SE and other dialects used by native speakers. Non-native

speakers’ use of Englishes was clearly ignored by students.

Thirdly, the students believed that the language they learned in class was SE and were
worried about whether people still could communicate with each other without Standard
English. For example, SA2 mentioned that maybe only ‘a few’ could be understood (line 7),
if their interlocutors spoke other dialects. It was quite obvious that both SA1 and SA2’s
understanding of English was still based on the traditional view of English, that is, viewing
English as a set of standard fixed codes. This overlooked the fluidity and dynamic nature of
English, and suggested that to reach a common ground, everyone should refer to one set of

standard fixed codes coming from native speaking countries.

Given these, as mentioned by the students in Extract 7.2, Standard English was believed to
be ‘as a right direction’ that everyone should aim at (line 21). Although the students also
mentioned that the outcome might be various due to the individual difference and a lot of
objective factors, without a standard, they believed that it would be ‘in chaos’ and the

communication would ‘fall apart’ (line 22).
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Extract 7.2:
SE1: This is a right direction...
SE2: If you don't, it would be more in chaos. And eventually fall apart.

SE1: There is a standard for everyone to achieve. Although everyone is different, we
have common ground to achieve. If we don't have this standard, the outcomes would
be...

SE3: Everybody speaks differently, then communications will become even harder.

In Extract 7.2, SE was seen as the basic factor to ensure successful communication. All three
students (SE1, SE2 and SE3), who took part in the discussions believed that it was necessary
to have a standard for communication and a need to set up a standard for everyone to aim at.
The extent that the standard was conformed to was not a matter of consideration for
individual students. Implicitly, their attitudes suggested that the students allowed learners’
non-standard English output given their individual differences; meanwhile, SE was needed
as the reference for student to learn. Without a reference, students would lose their learning
direction. It also suggested that students’ learning process was directed by native speakers’

competence. The role they played was more like NSE learners rather than ELF users.

More attitudes were found regarding non-standard English output and the necessity of
insisting on SE in Extract 7.3. The students in Group D also had a conversation about what
was defined as SE. SD3 argued that it was unnecessary to give a definition to SE so long as

people could understand each other (line 28-29). Please have a look below:

Extract 7.3:
SD1: But...I think what we are learning in class is Standard English.

SDa3: I think it is not necessary to give a definition to SE. as long as people understand
you.

SD1: But quite a lot people want their English to sound like standard most.

SD2: | actually don't think this is (English learned in class) the most Standard
English.

SD3: Yeah I read an article somewhere, that there are a lot of different Englishes
spoken by TV host and ordinary people. There is no standard united version of
English.

SD1: Speak of this, you should listen to English spoken by one of my classmates
from Dongbei province. His accent was like “I think...” (Imitating accent)
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SD2: Oh come on, he was not like that, you are over reacted.

SD1: His accent was! All of us did not understand him, even our teacher.

SD4: Okay, did you all laugh at him?

SD1: Certainly not. Everybody suddenly kept quiet.

SD2: You cannot say that. A lot of Cantonese speakers have strong accent as well.
SD1: ...true, true.

SDA4: 1 feel the same. I don't know what’s wrong, it’s just bad.

In the extract above, it could be observed that during the conversation, SD1 imitated one of
her classmates’ dialect accents to prove that non-standard English was unintelligible. SD4
also expressed his agreement with SD1 and mentioned that he felt the same by saying that
he didn't know what was wrong, but it was just bad. SD3 held different attitude towards
SD1’s imitations of Dongbei accent. She felt it was impolite to make fun of other’s English.
SD3 also believed SD1 was overreacted, mostly because the speaker was from Dongbei
province. Thereby, SD3 argued that Cantonese speakers (SD1 was a Cantonese speaker) also
had a strong accent. Her argument suggested her acknowledgement of one’s attitude towards
his/her language was sometimes impacted by one’s attitude towards its speaker’s identity.
This applied to SE as well. One might be judged by his/her background because of using
non-standard, namely, non-native Englishes, however one could never be complained as
unintelligible for using SE. SE therefore enjoyed a high status in the minds of the students;

this too had been acknowledged by the students.

From the student discussions in the previous extracts, some concepts of English were co-
constructed by students. Firstly, they were confused about what was called as Standard
English, tending to interpret Standard English as native English. Secondly, the existence of
fixed standard was seen as compulsory in order to maintain the right direction of
teaching/learning English to reach common grounds for communications. The diverse and
dynamic nature of English was not reflected through these discussions. Thirdly, SE was
considered as the most prestige variety while other English dialects were not. Thus, the
attitudes of students towards the speaker were sometimes impacted by their use of non-native
like language output. Meanwhile, students’ attitudes towards his/her language output would

also impact the speakers’ identity. Given such facts, the concept of English was still

179



45

46
47

48
49

50
51

52
53

54
55

56

57

58
59

60

61

62
63

64
65

66

Chapter 7

perceived on the basis of traditional EFL points of view. Standard native-like English was

still targeted to learn and to use for communications by most of the student participants.

7.3.1.2. NSE Learners vs. ELF Users

Section 7.3.1.2 recorded how students positioned themselves as NSE learners or as ELF
users. Extract 7.4 was also a conversation among the students from Focus Group D. They
were discussing whether it was even possible to be native-like after years of learning English.
Their co-constructed attitudes towards NSE and NNSE suggested their NSE learners’

identities. Please have a look below:

Extract 7.4:

SDS5: Is it even possible to be native-like?

SD2: But a lot of actors or actresses speak very fluently and they speak Standard
English when they play in the show.

SD3: Do you think so? But I don't think native will feel the same. It seems to them
our English still sounds non-standard.

SD2: Emmm, maybe you are right. Our way of speaking, more or less, has some
features of our mother tongue.

SD4: 1t’s pity! I mean, it is really embarrassed when foreigners judge our Chinese
English.

SD1: No, I am so proud of using Chinese English. I am a China...en, no, a
Chinese.

SD2: It is hard to say what my English is. They are mixed?

SD4: ...Ireally expect my English sounds like British accent. But I cannot achieve
it.

SDS5: Certainly, we cannot.
SD2: American accent sounds like very standard. But the British accent is unique.

SD1: I don't really know what the difference between British or American accent is.
And I don't think it matters.

SD3: I agree. I just care about what we are taught in class. And what are we going
to be tested.

SD1 & SD2: Hahaha, you are right.
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In Extract 7.4, it was found that all of the students were aware that it was impossible to be
native-like. Although SDS5 raised the question, she asked with doubtable tongue. Yet, even if
the students were aware of such a fact, most of them (SD2, SD3 & SD4) explicitly and
implicitly expressed pity " attitudes. For example, SD4 made it clear (line 58) that he would
like his English sounded like British even if he knew that he could not achieve eventually.
He particularly mentioned it was a pity that his English sounded like Chinese English to
native speakers (line 52). In his discussion, he used the word ‘pity’to suggest firstly, he was
pity and unsatisfied with his non-native-like ‘Chinese English’. Secondly, SD4 felt less
confident because of being judged by NESs. Such intention suggested a strong belief in
conforming to Native English norm and tending to rely “on the imposition of arbitrary norms
of usage by authority’” (Voloshinov 1929 in Wright 2003, p.53) in the top-down process of
a ‘highly political and ideological” language standardisation (Voloshinov 1929 in Wright
2003, p.53). Similar to SD2 and SD3. In SD3’s discussion, although she didn't mentioned
‘pity” explicitly, she tended to refer to ‘native will feel...” about her language (line 48-49). It
suggested that how NESs thought was important to her. SD2’s response to SD3 also
indicated his opinion by agreeing SD3’s discussion about NESs’ feelings about their non-
standard English (line 50-51). In a word, whether it was possible to be native like or not,
most of the students wanted to be as close as to be native-like, and thought their non-native
like English was ‘embarrassed’(line 52). Chinese, as their L1, was seen as a negative transfer
and their non-native like English was considered as ‘embarrassing” and ‘pity’. With the
exception of SD1, who was aware that her linguistic features of English were connected with
her identity of being Chinese speakers of English, other students all believed that as learners
of NSE, Chinese as their L1 had negative transfer in their process of learning English. As
how native speakers thought of their English, it could impact on students’ perceptions of
their own language performances. Their use of non-native-like Chinese English were less

preferred. Thus, students enacted themselves as NSE learners instead of being ELF users.

e Sociolinguistic Realities vs. Classroom Learning Materials

Environment

Initially, it was commonly observed that students were aware of the existing gap between
classrooms learning materials and the English that student were exposed to be in the outer
sociolinguistic context. This also became one of the major concerns that students had for

their English learning in the later discussions about effective general communications.
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Moreover, it was also an important factor that had effect on students’ perceptions about ELF.
The extract below displayed the interactions among students from Group E when discussing

classroom input.

Extract 7.5:

SE4: We always focus on reading literatures. Very little attention is paid to general
communications.

SES5: Those literatures are all written in English. The words they used were really
difficult and rarely used in daily communications.

SE1: So this has caused a lot of barriers in the process of English learning.

SE5: Right. The things we are expected to learn, and the materials we are supposed
to read, and the English language we will need for everyday communication are
completely different. So I can foresee a lot of difficulties in the future if we plan to
go overseas.

As shown in Extract 7.5, ‘a lot of barriers’ (line 71) between classroom input and social
communications were recognised by SEI, SE4 and SE5. SE5 explicitly agreed with SE1 and
pointed out that he could ‘foresee a lot of difficulties’ in the future (line 74), because the
learning materials for ELT class, the purpose of leaning and the actual English that they
needed for social communication were completely different (line 72-75). SE also mentioned
that the focus for classroom teaching was different from general communications. According
to SE4 and SE5, in a word, they disagreed with the fact that knowledge that students learned
and taught in class was not taken real life communication as the aim of teaching and learning.
It could tell that students was aware the gap and barrier that current ELF classes were facing.
And they had also acknowledged that the communication in sociolinguistic context was
more important than acquiring linguistic knowledge in class. Their awareness further
impacted on their language practice and perceptions about communicative effectiveness.
This will be discussed in the next point, specifically that effectiveness is more important than

linguistic performance.

More evidence was found in another group of students in Extract 7.6, which listed the
discussions of 5 students from two different parallel classes led by two different teachers.

Compared with teachers’ teaching practices, their acknowledgement of the existing gap was
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noticed. Moreover, majority of them made it clear that what was said in the textbook was

not their interest. Please refer to the following extract:

Extract 7.6:

SF5: Our teacher is not that strict. She asks us to give a presentation each class. She
doesn't require us to memorize vocabularies, or give dictation tests or writing. She
just asks us to comprehend the passage and be able to summarize those key points
in our own words.

SF1: We have all of them! Oh...all of them. All!
SF5: So your teacher is quite high school style.

SF1: Er... She just can’t stop analysing the whole passage sentence by sentence.
We are so sleepy!!!...and our class is like, for example, first week, Unit 1, second
week, listening and speaking for Unit One; third week, Unit Two...and then
listening and speaking for Unit 2. No changes at all!!!

SF2: Won’t you guys have problems if she teaches so flexible?

SF4: | don't. I actually don't care about what is the textbook about. Although we
have exams, they are not hard to pass anyway. What are we worried about is the
future use.

SF5: Yeah, | don't care about textbooks, either. | mean, we can learn it by ourselves
if we want. | want to know more about what we cannot gain from the
textbooks...Something that is really useful or interesting to me.

From their conversations, it could be seen that the way that the teachers of SF1 and SF5 were
giving the classes differently. All of the students held positive attitudes towards flexible way
of teaching except SF2 who questioned about the ‘flexible’ style of SF5’s teacher. This was
for two reasons. One was concerned with the content of learning materials. SF5 mentioned
that their teacher was quite flexible in selecting classroom input from the textbooks.
Vocabularies, grammatical rules and fixed expressions were not emphasised (line 76-79).
Instead, attention was paid to comprehending the passage. SE5 also showed his willingness
of leaning additional knowledge from his teacher which had been excluded from the
textbook (line 90-92). This, more or less, suggested that SE5 believed that something really
interesting or useful could not be acquired only form the textbooks. It was similar to SF4’s
point of view. SF4 mentioned that although exams became one of the reason that they had
to pay attention to what has been taught in the textbook, learning English for ‘future use’

(line 89) was what the students should be considered. Accordingly, the acknowledgement of
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the gap in and out of the classes was obviously sensed by SF4 and SF5, while learning

English for communication in social life was more important to them.

Different from SF5’s class, SE1 was taught in ‘high school style’ (line 81). SE1 didn't like
her teacher’s way of teaching vocabularies, grammatical rules. And she had no motivation
to follow her teacher’s instructions in class, saying that she could fall asleep. She clearly
held a strong negative attitude towards her teacher’s instruction and classroom teaching
practices. She even expressed her envy to SF5’s description of his class several time
explicitly during the talk. Her reaction to different classes suggested her attitude was the
same as SF4 and SF5.

In sum, most of the students in Group F preferred ‘flexible’ style of teaching, taking
effectiveness in social reality as the major focus. Yet, students’ attitudes were various even
if they were in the same class. For example, SF2 had a different attitude, although she was
in the same class led by the same teacher as SF1. She did not show too many disagreements
with her teacher’s ‘high school style’ instruction but she asked surprisingly if others were ok
with this ‘flexibility’. This, more or less, suggested that she had not adjusted to the way that

her teacher was flexible in deciding classroom input.

e Effective Communication vs. Correctness

In discussing communicative effectiveness, many issues were mentioned by the students
from different groups. Extract 7.7 was mainly about students’ purpose of learning English.
To be more exact, it was mainly about the aims of his/her wanting to achieve at the end.
Extract 7.8 looked at students’ reactions to teachers’ mistakes. Please have a look carefully

at the extract below for further details.

Extract 7.7:

SBS: I have a definite purpose of learning English, 1 just want to be able to
communicate with people in English, like what we are doing right now. That’s all I
want.

SB1: Like us?
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SB4: Yeah, I understand what people say, just as we have a conversation in Chinese
without any gaps, without thinking about vocabularies, tense and...

SB3: Then you have to practice with people.
SB4: I really cannot find... I have to look for some listening materials like VOA.
SB1: Same, I watch American TV series.

SB4: Yeah, and English music!

SB1: Of course! I really learned a lot from English subtitles, vocabularies, sentences
patterns and fixed expression.

SBS: Yeah yeah, that's effective, but I also forget them, just rarely use them.

SB3: See, still! You have to use it.

According to the extract above, ELF-oriented description was found when SB5 mentioned
that his purpose of learning English was to be able to communicate with people effectively
in English, as well as to talk with Chinese speakers without any gaps. Communicative
effectiveness was clearly the only and most important aim for SB5. The aim suggested that
SBS5 believed that learning grammatical forms and vocabularies couldn't help him achieve
what he wanted. In his following discussion, he also made it clear that he did not want to
consider too many vocabularies and tenses while communicating in English. In this case,
SB5 was aware of the importance of not only communicative effectiveness but also moving
beyond the forms and functions to construct language on the basis of meanings of

communication. The communication factor was recognised by him.

However, a co-constructed problem was mentioned by all the students of Group B during
the discussions. There were a shortage of opportunities and resources available to the
students who took communication effectiveness as their learning aims. For example, VOA,
American TV series, English songs or pop music, as mentioned in the extract, were all NS
norm-based materials coming from English speaking countries. Learning ‘English subtitles,
vocabularies, sentences patterns and fixed expressions’ (line 104) that were produced by
NESs implicitly reinforced their Standard English ideology. Worse still, even if there were
such NS based materials as the reference, students still could not find opportunities to put
them into practice. This echoes the conclusion by SB3 that, after all, ‘you have to use it’(line

107). By emphasising ‘use’, this group of students apparently valued functional features of

185



108
109

110

111
112

113

114

115

116

117

118
119

120
121
122
123
124

125
126

Chapter 7

English more than acquiring knowledge. This also suggested that students had realised that
there were gaps between what was learned in classroom and what was needed for social

communications, as discussed in the previous point.

Similar perceptions were also found in another FG discussion, in which students were talking
about the requirements by teachers on their language performance. All four students deemed

it was unnecessary to always correct their errors. Please refer to Extract 7.8.

Extract 7.8:

SB1: My teacher place emphasis on sticking to standard and correct students’ errors
in class sometimes but not always...I don't really care.

SB2: Right, it was unnecessary!

SB1: Well, they teach you the pronunciation, then what? You can pronounce it
properly like native speakers? No, I don't think so. But we still communicate.

SB4: Teachers themselves cannot speak Standard English properly anyway.
SB2: And they made mistakes.

SB3: (LAUGH) I’'ll pretend I don't know if they make mistakes in class.
SB4: Me too, but someone likes to correct teachers.

SB2: Yeah, some people would like to.

SB4: (LAUGH) they are just like “oh, I'm sorry, did you just mention... bla bla
bla”

SB2: They (teacher) sometimes correct themselves if they realize it. This morning,
our teacher saw a word she couldn't recognize when she was reading a
passage...she just stopped there and tried to pronounce it based on phonology
symbols. I didn't know whether it was right or wrong anyway. But who cares, no
one said anything about it.

SB1: It’s normal! That's not our L1 anyway. Native speakers themselves make
mistakes as well!

Extract 7.8 recorded students’ perceptions about teachers’ corrections on their language
performances. From the above extract, all of the students from Group B admitted the fact
that teachers tended to correct their errors and emphasised on sticking to the standard, in
front of the class. However, all of the students seemed to hold negative attitudes towards

such a fact. SB1 and SB2 explicitly expressed their disagreement in line 108-112. SB1
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further defined himself by saying that even if the standard pronunciation was taught, it did
not mean that students would acquire and pronounce it like native speakers. This did not
affect communication either (line 111-112). His discussion, in one sense, suggested his
understanding of linguistic accuracy, was not the only way to ensure a successful
communication. In another sense, he didn’t think that English should be taught as a
knowledge-based subject. One’s language ability could not be improved by accumulating
knowledge only. More importantly, he was implicitly aware that it was impossible to be

native-like no matter how they were taught.

However, different from SB1’s discussion, SB4 laid emphasis on teachers’ non-standardised
language output. The reason why he did not care about the standards and mistakes was not
that he thought it was unnecessary, but rather that he believed that teachers themselves
‘cannot speak Standard English properly’ either (line 113). In stressing ‘themselves’ and
‘anyway’, he believed that teachers’ non-standardised language output made them lack
authority to correct students’ errors or mistakes. His comment suggested a strong belief in

NS norms and his identity of being a NSE learner.

In the later on discussion, the focus changed to talk about teachers’ mistakes while they were
giving the instructions in classroom teaching. The situation was quite different from students’
mistakes according to the participants’ discussions. From SB2’s words that teachers cared
about what was considered to be correct, and believed it was their responsibility to teach
their students correctly. As for the students’ perception about teachers’ corrections, the
students seemed to tolerate them. SB1 further expressed his tolerance by taking NESs as an
example, saying that they made mistakes as well. For Chinese students, as non-native
speakers, making mistake was rather normal. Other students did not show considerable
disagreement with SB1, but did mention that there were a few students insisting on
correcting teachers’ mistake in class. This suggests that student attitudes towards error
correctness can be various. A wide range of factors can impact students’ attitudes. Further
information will be displayed in Section 7.3.2. The Factors of Impacting on the Development

of Different Attitudes.
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e The Considering of Cultural Factors

As improving one’s cultural awareness was set as one of the major teaching objectives in
Requirements (2007), the researcher’s attention was paid to observing discussions which
were related to cultural awareness as well. Extract 7.9, displayed students’ arguments about
the appropriateness of teaching traditional Chinese literature e.g. Dream of the Red Chamber
(ZL#£%) through EMI. It seemed that students believed that learning local and target
cultures were equally important to learn the target language. Let’s have a look at them one

by one in the following extracts.

Extract 7.9:

SC1: Do you know why Chinese culture is taught by English medium instruction. |
really don't get it.

SC2: Huh? Do you have international students in your class?

SC1: No. That is why I really don't get it why it has to be taught in English. | am so
struggled to understand those terminologies! | mean, why? It is not necessary.

SC2: Right! If it were British culture, ok, I could get it. But, Chinese culture...

SC4: Ah-huh! Our teacher used to teach Dream of the Red Chamber (£7 #%F) all
in English! Can you imagine?

SC3: Haha we also have a Danish teacher teaching intercultural communication
module. This is weird, | mean, does she know Chinese cultures? And she is not
even a native speaker.

SC2: But if she is Danish, I get it why she uses EMI.

It is evident from Extract 7.9 that all the students explicit or inexplicit questioned the
necessity of teaching Chinese culture with EMI. SC2 showed his surprise as he thought there
were international students in class. So it would be understandable to teach it in English as
that was the only way for them to understand. SC2 further mentioned in the last sentence
that because of the teacher was Danish, English was not the teacher’s L1, so he could
understand why the class was given in English. Irrespective of whether his attitude towards
EMI was right or wrong, his comments clearly showed an understanding of the situation in
which ELF was necessary. That is, English was used as a contact language among speakers
whose L1 was different (Jenkins, 2015), although ELF had not been acknowledged and

realised theoretically by students from this FG group.
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Moreover, the cultural factor was considered. SC4 gave an example that in one of his classes,
Dream of the Red Chamber (274 %F) was taught and analysed in English by his teacher
who was Chinese. He used the words ‘can you imagine’ (line 134) to express his
disagreement and unintelligible attitude. Using English as the only medium of instruction, a
lot of terminologies (SC1’s point), habits and manners of Chinese culture could not be
appropriately explained. It is also noted by SC2 that if the module was about British culture,
where English originated, it would be understandable to use EMI. Furthermore, from line
135-137, when SC3 was talking about that he was taught by a Danish teacher in Intercultural
Communication, he doubted one could teach Intercultural Communication in the Chinese
context when she was neither a Chinese speaker nor a native speaker. Although the
discussion with SC3 reflected his limited understanding of what was standing for
intercultural communication, his point of view suggested that he believed without being
equipped with local and target cultural knowledge; learning outcomes would not be good.
Besides, as he particularly mentioned the teacher was not ‘even a native speaker’ (line 137),
a belief in native speaker authority was noticed. Thereby, local, target cultures and NSE were

seen as basic for SC3 for intercultural communication.

Similar points were also made among the student participants from Group B. Extract 7.10
displays the students’ discussions about translating cultural-related information from
Chinese to English. It was believed by all of the students that translation from one language
to another was difficult, particularly when it crossed cultural issues, e.g. interpreting an

ancient poem from Chinese to English. Please have a careful read below:

Extract 7.10

SB5: Eh, did you feel the same? There is always something that we understand the
meanings, but if we are asked to repeat it with our own words, there was a moment
that we really don't know how to say it clearly.

SB3: Come on! It comes from different culture and context. How can you explain it
in another language? The language is formulated with different patterns of thinking
and speaking.

SB1 & SB5: It could only be unspeakable (R 7] &£ A1) 5 4%).
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SB4: So to be a translator or interpreter, he/she must be good at Chinese culture,
English and target culture as well.

SB2: See! That’s why it is so difficult to become a competent translator.

In the extract above, based on his own experience, SB5 noticed that it was hard translate
sentences with one’s own words in another language even if he/she understood the meanings.
SB3 agreed with him and recognized that a language was formulated with different patterns
of thinking and speaking coming from a specific culture and context (line 142-143). In this
way, it was difficult to explain cultural issues in another language. SB1 and SB5 even used
the word ‘unspeakable’ (line 145) to illustrate the cultural issues as an existing gap. Thus,
the same comment as SF3 in the previous extract was made by SB4. He believed that to be
able to translate or interpret properly, one should be good at not only Chinese culture, but
also English and target language cultures. The conversation suggested that the students had
acknowledged the relationship between the language and culture, and the importance of
cultural factors in communication. In the meantime, students were also aware that it was not
enough to just learn the cultural differences to understand the information delivered by
different languages. However, there was still something that all of the students were
confused about as to how to be able to deal with such difficulties. That’s why student (SB1
and SB5) used the word ‘unspeakable’ to describe their confusions.

Briefly speaking, although students showed their understandings of the situation in which
ELF was necessary and the importance of cultural factors for communication among
speakers with different L1, they believed effective communication was made only when the
interlocutors were equipped with local and target cultural knowledge, as well as NSE. They
tended to link cultures and languages to the countries where they originated. The
transcultural flow had not been acknowledged by them. Thus, they were confused about

which ways cultural differences should be dealt with.

e The Acceptance of Chinese Speakers’ Use of English

During the observations in the student focus groups, Chinese speakers’ use of English was
found to have been commonly referred to in all the six groups. Thereby, in this section, the
students perception(s) of Chinese speakers’ use of English were paid attention to. There were

three major points reflected through students’ interactions. Firstly, all of them thought that
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Chinese speakers’ use of English was easier to understand than native speakers’ English or
the other non-native speakers’ Englishes. The reason, as mentioned by them, was that the
interlocutors shared the same context and knew how to accommodate with each other.
Furthermore, although the students believed that Chinese speakers’ use of English was more
useful in communication, it was still not preferred, as it sounded ‘weird’, compared with UK
or US accent. And thirdly, the majority of them believed they didn't mind being judged by
their features of Chinese ways of using English, as that meant their English could be
understood by their interlocutors. Please have a look at the following Extract 7.11, 7.12 &

7.13 for detailed information:

Extract 7.11

SAL: | think English spoken by Chinese speakers is easier to understand than the
speakers of other languages.

SA2: Because you are in the context...

SAL: No...they speak very clearly and slowly when they come to the key
information. They know which part of the information is easy to be ignored.
Basically, | can understand it word by word. It is different from listening to native
speakers.

SA5: Because your interlocutors think and speak in the same way as you do, and
even your teachers have the same accents. So you feel more comfortable.

SA3: But foreigners may find it is (Chinese speakers use of English) hard (to
understand). They will still think your English is bad.

SAL: Foreigners’ English is really hard to understand, it’s so fluent and so quick.

SAD5: Tt is like, er...how to say...l am a Cantonese speaker, | found it is easier to
understand Cantonese speakers’ English than mandarin speakers.

SA4: Is that so?

SA5: I’'m not used to their ways of speaking. It is very hard to match their words
and actual meanings.

Extract 7.11 was students’ discussions about Chinese speakers’ use of English in Group A.
It was commonly found that all the students felt Chinese speakers use of English was easier
to understand than the other kinds of Englishes, whether they were native or non-native
Englishes. The reasons that were mentioned in Extract 7.11 were involved in the following
issues. First of all, as believed by SA2 and SA5, as Chinese speakers of English, they shared
the same context as the other Chinese speakers, which made their English is easier to
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understand by other Chinese speakers as well. SA5 also took her identity of being a
Cantonese speaker as an example to explain that she always found Cantonese speakers’ use
of English was easier to understand than mandarin speakers’ use of English. At the same
time, SA1 showed his agreement and remarked that Chinese speakers’ use of English was
more intelligible. Because they knew how to accommodate with each other when
communicating in speed, and with different vocabularies, especially when coming to the key
information (line 152-154). SAS5 even emphasised that without the shared understanding of
context, ‘it is hard to match their words and actual meanings’ when communicating with
NESs (lines 164-165). Such discussions reflected students’ positive attitudes towards
Chinese speakers’ use of English. It suggested that the importance of cultural issues,
communication and accommodation strategy had been noticed by the students, more or less,

in the process of communication, instead of over-emphasising the language itself.

However, different opinions were discovered. In response to SA1’s viewpoint, SA3’s
attention was paid to differently. SA3 believed although Chinese speakers’ use of English
was easier to understand, foreigners might find it was hard to understand. Although SA3 did
not show any disagreement with SA1 directly, it was still important for her to gain praise
from foreigners. Yet, praise could not be gained by using CHE. Her hesitation that foreigners
would think Chinese speakers’ of English was bad, implied a strong negative attitude
towards Chinese speakers’ use of English. It also indicated that she strongly believed that

native speakers had the right to decide whether her language was good or not.

After discussing the intelligibility of Chinese speakers’ use of English, further discussions
about whether Chinese speakers’ use of English was preferred or not were recorded in the

following Extract 7.12, please have a look:

Extract 7.12:

SD1: | prefer Chinese accent. It is more understandable. But | don't think it sounds
great. | like UK or US English. They sound very fluent.

SD2: | like British accent.

SD4: Well, if a Chinese speaker also speaks English quite fluently, then how do
you feel about it?
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SD1: Er...His/her English is great? I still think UK or UK accent sounds more
comfortable.

SD2: Hmmm... (UK or UK accent) hard to understand
SD1: Yeah, | don't understand, either.
SD3: Chinese English is understandable, but it sounds weird.

SD4: No, actually, if one speaks Chinese English very fluently, it is also difficult to
understand.

It was noticed that, even if Chinese speakers’ use of English was more understandable and
effective in the Chinese context, Chinese speakers’ use of English still sounded ‘weird’ to
the student (line 175). Compared with Chinese speakers’ way of speaking, the UK and US
accent were hard to understand. However, SD1 and SD2 explicitly expressed their
preference of UK and US English in the process of group interactions. Just as SD1 said he
preferred UK or US English due to the fact that ‘they sound very fluent’. Yet, SD4 seemed
to have the different point of view. He didn't think that students who had their preference of
native English was the cause of the level of fluency, as SD1claimed. He further argued that
if Chinese speakers could speak English with a certain degree of fluency, he/she would also
be hard to understand. Implicitly, he believed that the reason that Chinese speakers’ use of
English was less preferred was neither linguistic performance nor the language itself.
Though he did not further explain why, his attitude implicitly indicated the symbolic
meanings of Chinese speakers’ use of English had impacted on its acceptance by students

themselves.

A similar topic was also discussed by the students in Group B. Their attitudes towards
identities of being a Chinese speakers’ of English were found in the following Extract 7.13.
Surprisingly, majority of the students claimed that they didn't mind being judged by their

Chinese English. Let’s have a look for more information.

Extract 7.13

SB1: I don't feel I am being judged if someone thinks I am using Chinese English
or Chinglish.

SB2: | don't feel it, either.

SB3: I'll take this as a compliment. It means that I am understandable.
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SB2: Yeah, the purpose of communication is to be able to understand each other.
SB4: Even if you are judged by them, they won’t let you know anyway.

SB1: How do foreigners feel about our ways of speaking anyway?

SB4: Like when you hear about Indian people speak Indian English.

SB3: There is a lot of differences. | mean, like Americans who were born in China,
their English is good, but their English is different from Native Americans.

SB2: For example, in academia, if the paper were written by non-native speakers, I
would know! Because it would be easier to understand than it written by native
speakers.

SB4: It is because of the way they formulate sentences and choose vocabularies.

SB3: Yeah, they are clearly different.

First of all, SB1, SB2, and SB3 claimed that they did not feel that they were being judged if
people thought that they were using Chinese English or Chinglish. SB3 even said that she
would take it as a compliment because it meant that her English was understandable. Clearly,
this suggested that she thought that Chinese speakers’ use of English was easier to
understand like the students in Group D. However, when SB1 mentioned that he did not
mind being judged, in the following discussion, he raised a question about how foreigners
would feel about the way of their speaking (line 184). That question, somehow suggested
that he still cared about how native speakers thought of his English. Thus, deep inside,
Chinese speakers’ use of English, as the matter of fact, is less preferred by him, and he cared

about how people, especially native speakers, perceived him.

Furthermore, it was noticed by the students that there were different Englishes spoken by
native and non-native speakers. SB3 mentioned that there was quite a difference between
the times when English was spoken by Americans who were born in China and by Native
American although both of them spoke good English. SB2 also said that it was easy to tell
whether an academic article was written by NESs or NNESs, because the way they
formulated sentences and the way they chose vocabularies were quite different. They were
much easier to understand than they were written by native speakers. Thus, it suggested that
as non-native speakers of English, students had acknowledged the intelligibility of non-

native Englishes, which had been used more frequently.
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Generally, from what has been discussed about Chinese speakers’ use of English, non-
native’s use of English was more understandable than native speakers according to the
students. And compared with other non-native Englishes, Chinese speakers’ use of English
was more effective. In a sense, they were sharing the same understanding of culture and
context. In another sense, Chinese speakers know how to accommodate with each other
while they were talking. Given such facts, the importance of cultural factors and
accommodation strategies for effective communications were preferred to instead of over-
emphasising the language itself. Yet, students also made it clear that although Chinese
speakers’ use of English was effective, it was not preferred compared with native English.

The symbolic meanings of native and non-native English had impacted their perceptions.

Though NSE learners’ identities were identified through students’ discussions in the extracts
above, a number of features of ELF emerged as well. Apart from taking NSE as a target
language and learning English towards native speakers’ competence, student participants
were worried about the awareness of the gap between sociolinguistic reality and classroom
learning material. Instead of linguistic performance, their motivations of learning for
effective communication became the major concern. Moreover, the researcher was surprised
that Chinese speakers’ use of English had been accepted by most of the participants. And it
was even perceived as more effective than native English. In addition, the considering of
cultural factors in communication had also been noticed by students. All of the above
features suggested that they were, as the matter of fact, ELF users. As mentioned by
Seidlhofer (2011), learners of EFL classes are actually users of ELF as well. However, this
is always unaware by teachers, students themselves, and textbook publishers, testers and
policy-makers (Jenkins 2007; Seidlhofer 2011, 2015; Sifakis 2009), who have ‘a priority in
ELF awareness’ (Sifakis, 2017, p.5).

7.3.2. The Factors of Impacting on the Development of Participants’ Attitudes

After presenting students’ co-constructed perceptions in the previous section, this section
mainly focused on various factors that had contributed to constructions of students’ beliefs
about English, among which four main factors had been discovered. First of all, it referred
to students’ lacking knowledge about ELF, such as being unfamiliar with the terminologies;
not recognizing the fact that NNESs outnumbered NESs and the legitimacy of NNE; NES
ownership of English and so on. Furthermore, it was the concerns of the gatekeeping
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practices of English. In addition, it was involved in the teachers’ and textbook’s language
practices impacting on students. And last but not the least, it was self-experience of using

ELF for intercultural communication.

7.3.2.1. Lacking Knowledge about ELF

In discussing the factors that impacted on students’ perceptions about English, lacking
knowledge about ELF appeared to be one of the most obvious factors that should be
particularly mentioned. Other than that, it was also observed that students were not clearly
aware of the differences between terminologies like EFL, ENL and ELT etc., in theory. The
term of ELF, therefore had been even less recognised by the students. Further up, in
discussing Chinese speakers’ use of ELF with students in the previous section 7.3.1., it was
evident that majority of the students were even unaware of how to describe the kind of
English they were currently acquiring from ELT classrooms in university. They did not
distinguish what was Chinese English or Chinglish and tended to use them to refer to their
own use of English. However, students’ being unfamiliar with the terms did not mean that
they were not aware of such issues. In the next parts of this section, transcripts that were

relevant to the key issues of understanding of ELF will be further discussed.

Extract 7.14, was the students’ conversation about their experiences of being volunteers as
interpreters at China Export Commodities Fair. In it they discussed their attitudes towards
NNESs use of English. Their perceptions about non-native Englishes and speakers of non-

native Englishes were also recorded. Please have a look below:

Extract 7.14
SC1: Did you go to China Export Commodities Fair as a volunteer last week?
SC3: Yes, of course. All of us went.

SC2: There were not many native speakers. The people I mostly communicate with
were Indian speakers and Singapore speakers.

SC1: Yeah! Yeah! I was about to ask you that. I thought it was only me.

SC4: Where did all these Indian speakers come from? There were a lot of them.
Oh...and there were a lot of Japanese speakers I also ran into.

SC3: Their English was like... (Imitate Japanese speakers’ speaking)
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SC4: (Laugh), and Indian English sounded so weird, they were using very non-
standard English. It was so hard to understand them.

On the one hand, students were surprised that most communications that they made were
with non-English speakers of English, especially with Indian and Japanese speakers. They
also found that it was quite unexpected that the majority of their interlocutors were NNESs.
Students’ reactions suggested they did not recognise that NNESs outnumbered NESs. On the
other hand, the students’ attitude towards Indian and Japanese speakers’ use of English
appeared to be negative. SC4 even imitated and made fun of other NNESs, which indicated
that, non-native speakers’ English was ‘non-standard’ and ‘hard to understand’ to them.
Their beliefs in NS norms were found obviously in their discussions. At the same time, their
making fun of NNESs could tell that NNESs were viewed as deficient native English users,
who produced non-standard English to the students. The assumptions about NNSE and
NNESs suggested the fact that students were unaware of the development of English as a
lingua franca in social realities. The dichotomy of native and non-native speakerism was still
viewed on the basis of traditional EFL, that is, the use of prefix ‘non-" implies some sort of

negative meanings.

The second issue indicating students’ lacking knowledge about ELF was concerned with
their beliefs in NES ownership of English and their beliefs in NES authority. The evidence
could be found in Extract 7.13, and Extract 7.11. As shown in these two extracts, SB1 and
SA3 cared how ‘foreigners’, namely, native speakers of English thought of their language
performances, which was important and further impacted on their language practices. No
one seemed to question about NES authority in judging and deciding whether their English
was good or not. Apparently, NES ownership of English had been deeply accepted by them.
More relevant interactions were found in Extract 7.8. In it, SB1 mentioned teachers
themselves could not speak Standard English properly. It implicitly suggested, to him,
teachers, as non-native speakers of English, who spoke non-standardised English, were not
entitle to correct students’ errors. SB2 also remarked that teachers made mistakes as well.
By emphasising ‘mistakes’ and ‘non-standard English’, SB2 believed language output that
was different from Standard English were mistakes. Furthermore, such an intention
suggested that, SB2, teachers, who were non-native speakers of English, had no power to

make changes.
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To sum up, the beliefs about ‘non-native speakers of English had no power to make changes’;
it was important in how native speakers of English thought of students’ language
performance; and no one questioned about NESs’ authority in judging and deciding,
suggested NES ownership of English had been deeply accepted by the student participants.
And the beliefs in NES ownership of English had resulted in students’ conformity to NS
norms and viewed English as a fixed standard. This had also impacted on their positioning
themselves in the process of learning as ELF users. Thus, due to the assumptions that
mentioned above, although the students were ELF users, they still enacted themselves as

NSE learners.

7.3.2.2. Concerns of Gatekeeping Practices in China

Concerns of gatekeeping practices in China were another common factor that played an
important role in shaping students’ language ideologies. So in this section 7.3.2.2, students’
discussions about testing and evaluations were collected. National proficiency tests, such as
CET Level 4 & 6 was particularly mentioned by students. Extracts 7.15 & 7.16 were

reflections of CET tests from the students in University A.

Extract 7.15
SD1: Do you guys know we will have an English contest in our university.
SD5: We’ll have?
SD1: Yeah, but you have to get 7 for IELTS, or passed CET 6...
SD4: Then what? Win?
SD1: You are in your dream...to be qualified for the preliminary contest only.
SD4: ONLY the preliminary contest?
SD5: It’s absurd.
SD4: OMG!
SD1: Or you are in class A.
SD4: ONLY qualified!!!
SD1: ONLY qualified.

SDA4: To take preliminary contest...
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SD5: It’s horrible, so competitive in our university.
SD4: But ability and testing results, they are two different things.
SD1& SD5: Yeah...

Extract 7.15 recorded the students’ discussion about an announcement of an English contest
that they heard on the day. It was incredible for them after they were aware of the entry
condition by saying ‘absurd’ (line 209), and ‘horrible’ (line 215). As only the students who
had got 7 score for IELTS, or passed CET 6 or in Class A were qualified for the preliminary
contest. This entry condition reflected a common situation that majority of students would
have to face, e.g. gatekeeping practices. Students could not even get the opportunity to
participate in the competition if they didn't get high marks in NS based examinations
launched by NESs.

Moreover, SD4 believed that actual ability and testing score were two different things, which
could not stand for everything. Both SD1 and SD5 agreed with him. By saying ‘only’ and
‘horrible’ in an incredible tone, students’ negative reactions to the entry condition were very
strong. Their comments suggested that they did not agree with the university that one’s
English proficiency should be evaluated only depended on examinations. They also did not
believe that testing results could reflect their abilities. Yet, due to the university’s regulations
about the contest, they could do nothing about it and did not seem to change the situation.
Although, students did not make explicit comment on test standards which was NS based,
and showed unwillingness of taking such tests, conforming to the ideology of the test was
their only option if they wanted to gain the opportunities. Their language choice would be

surely impacted.

Extract 7.16 was recorded when the same group of students were talking about their IELTS
scores. As they did not mention too much about NS norms in the previous extract, in this

one, attention was paid to uncovering their implicit beliefs about NS norms test.

Extract 7.16
SD5: I really thought about going aboard. But my English is so bad.
SD1: I just got my IELTS result, 6. I think it is quite bad.
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SD4: 6 1s bad? Don’t tell me you want to get 8.

SD1: Not really! But it would be better if | can reach 7. Why is it only 67 6 is really
bad.

SD3: Why you want to get 7 so badly? 6 is not bad.

SD1: At least 7 is capable of applying for good universities. 6 is acceptable for
some of them, but if you got 7, you are qualified for most of them.

SD4: How can they decide to give you the mark? | mean the scores from 1-9.

SD1: So complicated. You see, reading, listening, speaking, and writing. For
writing, they marks are very strict. So is speaking. The rest of reading and listening
draw back the margin of everyone score. Listening and reading can buy you some
marks, but the other two, ohhh...too horrible! I thought I was prepared! But who
knows my writing and speaking can be so bad?

It was noticed by the researcher that although SD1 expressed her disagreement with entry
condition strongly in the previous extract, she seemed to agree with SD4 that ones’ language
ability should not be only evaluated by a test. But in this extract, she did not show her
understanding consistently. Instead, she was very keen on getting good grades in IELTS test.
For example, between line 219 and 223, SD1 kept saying that her IELTS result ‘is quite
bad’. And it would be better if she could reach 7. In line 229-230, she also mentioned
‘reading can buy you some marks’. All of these details suggested, in one way, she refused
to be evaluated by the test given by others (see Extract 7.15), and in another, she tended to

evaluated herself with the same standard.

The main reason why she tended to gain a good grade in IELTS test, particularly, 7, was that
the university application requirements for language proficiency. The gatekeeping practice
of English was an important factor that had impacted on SD1’s language practice although
she did not really even know the proficiency difference of what Score 6 and 7 stood for. The
only thing she knew was that more opportunities would be offered to her if she could get 7
instead of 6. Besides, unlike what she claimed her disagreement with the university’s
regulation to examine students’ English proficiency by marks in Extract 7.16, she herself
still tended to evaluate her English ability by NS-based examination. As she complained,
she had never realised her ‘writing and speaking can be so bad’. Obviously, she made her
judgement on her writing and speaking ability on the basis of IELTS scores unconsciously,
which was inconsistent with what she claimed in the previous extract that examination

results could not speak for the real abilities.

200



232

233

234
235

236

237

238
239

240

241
242

243

Chapter 7

7.3.2.3. Teachers and textbooks’ Language Practices Impacting on Students

As motioned in the previous section, the gap between classroom learning materials and what
was needed for social interactions had been acknowledged by students. And teachers’ ways
of making use of different contents were different. This had, more or less, impacted on
students’ attitudes towards English. In a word, the teachers’ decisions on how to make use
of learning materials available to students was a crucial factor that had impacted student
perception. Extract 7.17 listed the students’ comments about classroom input in Groups A.
In it students believed that the differences of classroom inputs among Classroom A, B and
C, were mostly because the teachers’ decisions on what was important for classroom

teaching. Please have a look below for detailed information:

Extract 7.17:
SA1: Class A depends too much on what their teachers give to students.
SA2: Yeah, Class A have different ppt because of the different textbooks.

SA4: Right, we don't take the same exams as Class B and C. It depends on
individual teachers.

SA3: How about Class B and C, are we the same?
SAL: No | guess?

SA5: Yeah, (Class B and C) there are also a lot of differences... We learn the same
content, but it...

SAL: So it also depends on teachers’ decision.

SA4: Some teachers won’t even require you to take the exams, just finish the
assessments.

SA2: No, that's only the teachers who teach Class A.

As mandatory by Requirements (2007), teaching requirements were set at three different
levels. Students were all divided into the three levels of classes: basic (A), intermediate (B)
and advanced (C) levels. As shown in this extract, SA2, and SA3 were in Class B, SA5 were
in Class C, while SA1 and SA4 were in Class A. While SA2 mentioned that the difference
of classroom input depended on textbooks, SA1 and SA4 pointed out that the differences
were also on individual teacher’s decisions. SA5 further argued that even if there were the

same learning materials, classroom input always depended on decisions made by teachers as
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well. Therefore, not only the textbook, but also the role that teachers played in the process
of education had been noticed by the students. They were explicitly aware that it was
teachers’ decisions that certain materials were taken as classroom input. It was also their
decisions about what types of assessments that were given to students as a part of evaluations
methods. More evidence could also be found in the following extract in which the students
had been implicitly impacted by the teachers’ and materials-related language practice, please

read carefully.

Extract 7.18
SA1L: I just use it (English) in class (laugh).
SA2: In class. Yeah, just read, read and read. Papers and articles.

SAL: And teachers usually encourage us to read English literatures instead of
Chinese literatures.

SA3: | used to read Chinese only, they (English literatures) are difficult.
SA2: But they are more convinced.
SA3: True. They are advanced in content. And in language.

SA4: Yeah, the same as our teacher. So now | use English for academic reading
only.

Extract 7.18 was also a conversation among four student participants from Group A. They
were selected from different parallel classes of the same module Comprehensive English led
by different teachers. One of the major points in which all four students agreed on was that
English was rarely used except English classes. And even if English was only used in class,
it was usually the reading skills that were emphasised. Because ‘English literatures’ were
encouraged by the teachers more than the literatures written in Chinese. It was believed to
be ‘more convinced’ according to SA2. Nobody seemed to question the importance of
reading and understanding English literatures. And no one seemed to challenge the status of
literatures written in English was ‘more convinced’. Especially for SA3, who used to read
literatures written in Chinese only, tended to agree that English literatures were more
convinced in both content and linguistic aspects. SA4 then responded directly afterwards
that as English literatures were encouraged by teachers as effective target input, his exposure

to English was limited to focusing on academic reading only.
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Apparently, what was encouraged by teachers could impact on students’ language practices
explicitly and implicitly while students were aware or unaware. Taking the materials with
different kinds of language as target input, students’ perceptions about such language would
gradually change as well. This is in accordance with what has been discussed in Chapter 2,
teachers and textbooks serve as mechanisms that effect on students’ language beliefs or
ideologies and further impact on the de facto language practices. It also echoes the
importance of awareness of instructional practice, such as what teachers do and believe as
proposed in Sifakis (2017).

7.3.2.4. Self-experience of Learning and Using English

In addition to teachers and textbooks language practices, there was one important factor that
should not be ignored: individual experience of using English for communication. Two
common issues were picked up among the six groups. One was that due to lacking
opportunities for students to communicate in English, lots of students were learning English
for academic purposes. And the importance of English for communication had been
questioned by some of students’ participants. The other was the experience of intercultural

communication impacting on individual speakers’ language attitudes, beliefs and ideologies.

e Lacking Opportunities to Communicate in English

In discussing the students’ own experiences of communicating in English, Extract 7.19 &
7.20 displayed two different groups of the students from two universities discussing their
purposes of learning and using English in class and in their everyday life. In Extract 7.19,
the students believed that English was important for general major students, mostly because
they had to read their own major knowledge-related literatures. No one mentioned about
other skills except SC4 (line 256). She believed that listening skill was also important if
he/she planned to study overseas.

Extract 7.19:
SC1: I really feel that English is important.
SC2: | feel the same here, for academic readings.

SC3: Yeah, especially our major is biology. We have to read literatures.
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SC4: And, and listening and speaking are also important if you want to study
overseas.

SC1: Emm, yeah... but listening and speaking are not too much worried by me. At
least we have been taught English for, let me think, 11 years in school?

SC3: En, right, we can cope with general communication, defiantly. You have to
admit, although the thing we learned in school was not practical at all, at least...

SC1: At least we learned the most Basic English to deal with the most basic
situations! Leave difficult thing to English major students (Laugh)

SC4: Really? I can cope with listening, but speaking...the lack of opportunities to
speak. And where are the interlocutors?

SC1: Right! How silly you are if you keep talking in English with me!

SC4: (laugh) Foreigners also use Chinese when they buy food in the canteen. They
don't want to speak English with you, either.

SC2: Right, they want to learn Chinese.
SC1: Yeah, yeah.

SC4: Just as we want to speak English when we see foreigners, so they also want to
speak Chinese when they see us.

SC3: It’s just because of the context.

SC2: Yes, because they are in China, Chinese people are all using Chinese.

In the above extract, both of the students acknowledged the importance of English for
academic purposes, particularly in reading and comprehending their major-related
literatures. Yet, at the same time, the communication factor of English had been less
recognised. SC1 agreed that it would be awkward to communicate in English among Chinese
speakers. Even if the students themselves might have some different dialects, they could still
communicate with each other in mandarin Chinese. English was not necessary. As for
international students, SC4 also noted that even if there were a lot of international students
whom he could often ran into every day at the campus, the international students were much
eager to speak and practice Chinese, just as Chinese students wanted to practice English. So
it was unlikely to always use English for communication with them, either. Hence, English
was used by students to communicate neither with Chinese students nor with international
students within a higher education context. SC3 and SC2 then drew the conclusion that
because of the context in which majority of Chinese people were all using Chinese for
communication, except the students who had planned to study overseas, they rarely had

opportunities to use English for general communication in China due to lacking
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opportunities and interlocutors to speak with.

Students further mentioned listening and speaking skill was related to the individual’s need
of communication. For example, both SC1 and SC3 believed that they were not worried
about listening and speaking for general communication, and believed that they were capable
of everyday communication after years of learning English through formal education. On
the one hand, they specially mentioned that the classroom input was ‘not practical at all’.
On the other hand, they thought what had been taught was necessary because it had covered
the most basic knowledge that they would needed. They clearly lacked knowledge about
ELF, macroscopically, the importance of communication factor of English had been
overlooked as the development of English in the sociolinguistic context. And at the
microscopic level, other than language, other components of gaining successful

communication had not been acknowledged.

e the Use of ELF for Intercultural Communication

As mentioned above, based on students’ experiences of using English, majority of students
lacked opportunities to communicate in English, which led to students overlooking the
importance of communication factors of English. With such fact, their need of ELF
decreased as well. Yet, a number of students who had experiences of intercultural
communication with foreigners had sensed differently. Please refer to the following Extract

7.20 for details:

Extract 7.20:

SE1: I want to go abroad, but I’'m afraid that when I get there, everybody’s English
is very good, and I will be completely lost and filled with mistakes.

SE2: Yeah, I’'m afraid of making mistakes.

SE3: Well, it’s alright. I remember when I first met a foreigner. It was really the
first time that I got an opportunity to communicate with foreigners. At the
beginning I talked with him in Chinese, he couldn’t understand, so he asked me to
speak English. Well, my English was very poor at the time, so I basically talk to
him literally. He then understood me, but didn't say anything.

SE4: The same to me here. I ever met one who asked me how to buy food from the
college canteen with campus card. I didn't know how to speak to him, and then I
had to let him follow me. (Laugh) and on the way to the canteen I met one of the
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students who maybe was in Class A, and his English was amazing, he explained it
to the foreigner.

SE3: It seems to me that foreigners are not likely to judge you grammar or accent.
But in class, teachers tend to correct us all the time.

SE1: Grammar, usually, but not accent.

SE2: No, teachers do not correct errors for oral English. In writing they will
correct grammatical errors, but not in speaking.

It was interesting that in Extract 7.20, the student who had experience of intercultural
communication with foreigners seemed to be careless about making mistakes. For example,
SE1 and SE2 explicitly mentioned that they were eager to practice their English, but afraid
of making mistakes. SE3 and SE4, on the other hand, shared their experiences of using
English with foreigners, and believed that in reality, people did not usually correct each
other’s mistakes as long as they were understandable. It was obvious that the students who

had experiences of intercultural communication were more confident to use English.

Yet, another issue occurred subconsciously. Students were unaware that they were actually
using ELF for intercultural communication. By mentioning ‘at that time my English was
poor’ , it suggested that the student still believed making mistakes made her a deficient
English user. Although she became confident in using ELF subconsciously, the ‘poor’
English, namely, her non-native like English had still been considered as the deficient use of

English by her.

In sum, based on the students’ discussions about their experiences of learning and using
English, it was clear that the students believed that in the Chinese context, there were no
chances of using English for communication with Chinese speakers and non-Chinese
speakers. Because of the context, speakers of other languages were much more willing to
use Chinese for communication. However, English was still important for them to learn
knowledge and information that was published in English for care-development. It was also
important for general communication if he/she planned to study overseas. Given these, to
the majority of students, the need of ELF for intercultural communication decreased. As for

those who had experiences of intercultural communications, they were more confident, and
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recognized the importance of communication factor of ELF although they were unaware of

being ELF users.

7.4 Discussion

In addition to students’ co-constructed perceptions about English and factors that they
impacted on the development of their perceptions, there were some more findings that were
unexpected which emerged during the process of observing focus groups. For examples,
students’ were unaware of the current language acquisition policy. Extracts 7.21, 7.22 &
7.23 displayed the students’ discussions about the content and information of their program
handbook and textbooks in Group C & D from University B. Generally speaking, all of the
students seemed to be lacking knowledge of the program that they were enrolled in and the
information about English-related modules. Some of them could not even remember the
name of the module and textbooks that they were currently enrolled in. Pease refer to the

following extracts for more information:

Extract 7.25:

SC1: We have this...er... small handbook, called “education plans”. It has all the
information we need to know. And... (...look at Student B)

SC2: (Laugh...) don’t look at me, I’ve never read it.

SC3: Are you all in Class B? I'm in Class C. So I guess our plan is different.
SC2: No, I'm in Class B.

SC3: What! So great!

SC1: Yeah, I'm in Class A, but I don't know what is the different.

Extract 7.26:
SD3: Do you remember what our module is called??
SD5: Don't know the name... (Laugh)
SD1: (laugh) I don't know... Is it called college English or advanced English?

SD4: OK. It doesn't matter anyway. Those are perfunctory. Also the materials, they
are printed by teachers themselves. We don't have examinations, either, just
homework and presentations.
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SD1: You are right...I really don't know what we have learned so far in class because
of such few class hours per week.

SD5: Yeah, and I usually forget about what we learned last week in this week’s class.

It was clear that in Extracts 7.21 & 7.22, both students explicitly and implicitly expressed
their lacking the knowledge of education plans and module information. Even if there was a
program handbook of English education plans, as mentioned in Extract 7.21, the students
(SC1 & SC2) seemed to have never cared to read it. Similarly, in Extract 7.22, SD1, SD3
and SD5 all forgot the name of their English related modules. SD1 and SD5 both mentioned
that they could not even remember what was taught in class due to the few class hours per
week. Although SD4 didn't express his opinion explicitly, he said that learning materials
were printed by teachers themselves, so he did not know it, either, and believed ‘it doesn't

matter’. Similarly in Extract 7.23, please have a look:

Extract 7.23:
SD5: New what...I don't remember...
SD4: (Laugh)...
SD5: I don't remember (embarrassing...)

SD1: New standard, a green cover page...I don't bring it with me. But we use
different ones, Class A, Band C. I’'m in Class B.

SD5: Some books are not required for the students in Class A.
SD1: Work load for students is also different from Class A.

SD4: Their English is better than us. I read their textbook, basically all readings are
fictions, just narratives. They have two books in total. Our Class B has four books.

Given the common reactions of student participants, it is easy to figure out that no matter
which level classes students were enrolled in, there was a lack of knowledge about relevant

information for their respective modules, and that they did not pay much attention to it.

How students were ‘divide(ed) into different class (es)’ was also discussed in all of the three
extracts above. It was observed that even if student participants did not fully comprehend
the differences among different levels of classes, the students tended to make comparisons,

believing that the students in Class A were better than them. It was commonly discovered
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that their attitudes towards multiple teaching requirement were negative. Using such
standards to divide them into different classes, on the one hand, reduced their confidence in
using English. And on the other hand, it reinforced their beliefs in NS norms by evaluating

them with a NS norms-based evaluation system.

75 Conclusion

To conclude, this chapter evaluated students’ co-constructed perceptions and the factors of
Impacting on the co-constructed perceptions to find out to what extent that the students were
aware of ELF. It has been found that generally ELF theories have not been recognised by
students systematically and theoretically. This appeared to be one of the most obvious factors
of impacting on students’ attitudinal differences in constructing their perceptions about
English. Due to lacking the knowledge about ELF, student’s perceptions about native and
non-native dichotomy were still on the basis of EFL theories. The dynamic and diversity
nature of English hasn't been acknowledged. For example, for student participants, SE
referred to official set of fixed codes coming from native speaking countries; students’
concerns about comprehending SE and other English dialects from native speaking
countries, while NNSE were not even mentioned by the students. Moreover, NES ownership
of English and not recognising that NNESs outhumbered NESs have been found deeply
imposed, which has also impacted on students’ perceptions. In addition to the lack of
knowledge on ELF, the concerns of gatekeeping practices and self-experiences of using
English for intercultural communication also played an important role in impacting students’
language practice. All of the issues contributed to students enacting themselves to be NSE

learners.

However, even if NSE learners’ identities have been reflected, the features of ELF have also
been discovered during the students’ focus group discussion. For example, students
demonstrated their awareness of the situation in which ELF was necessary for
communication among speakers from different first languages; students were aware of the
importance of cultural knowledge in the process of communication; their tolerance of errors
and mistakes for effective communications; their acknowledgement of the gap between
classroom environment and social realities; their acceptance of Chinese speakers’ use of

Englishetc. With this in mind, students were unaware ELF users as well. And considering
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the majority of student participants would go aboard for further studies, and only a few of
them had experiences of intercultural communications. The importance of communicative
effectiveness for intercultural communication which was emphasised by ELFers was

decreased.
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Chapter 8 Qualitative Findings from Classroom

Observation

8.1 Introduction

This chapter will present the findings generated through classroom observations in all the
three universities. It aims to record what actually happened in the observed ELT classes to
answer RQ2 & RQ3. The focus was, on the one hand, to look into the effectiveness of policy
implementation in order to seek an answer to RQ2. And on the other hand, it was to find out
the classroom participants’ language beliefs or ideologies so as to clarify their perceptions
about ELF, and how their perceptions impacted on their language perspective, further on the
effectiveness of policy implementation (RQ3). It is worth mentioning that implicit language
ideologies of the classroom participants were particularly paid attention to in this chapter in
order to examine whether the teachers and students’ language behaviours were in accordance
with what they have claimed and they believed in the previous qualitative findings from

interviews and focus groups.

8.2 Procedure of Classroom Observation

There were 23 observational data collected in ELT classes in the three universities. All the
observed classes were taught by the interviewed teacher participants. All 23 classes were
selected from the first and second year undergraduate modules listed as compulsory and
electives. Each class lasted for 90 minutes or longer depending on the timetable, as the
students from different classes were sometimes taught at one time per week with the
combination of class hours. The classes were observed before or after each turn of teacher’s
interview and students’ focus groups. For the observed classes before the interviews, it was
offered the common ground for the participants and the researcher. For the observed classes
after the interviews, the researcher particularly focused on the relevant issues that had been
discussed in other research approaches. Yet, as classroom participants were overlapped in
different classes, not all of the classes were necessarily observed before the interviews and
focus groups. It is worth mentioning that, some of the observed classes were parallel ones,
which referred to the same content taught by different teachers and different classes of

students. Thus, they were usually taught in different approaches with different supplemental
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materials used when the teachers shared the same syllabus and schedules for teaching given
the large number of students. It offered insights into how teachers differently transmitted the
same content in practice to their students. Detailed information of the observed classes was
listed in Appendix 3. It should be noticed that, in order to gain an overall picture of each
observation, not only the participants’ performances, but also relevant documents, such as
teaching courseware, textbooks and handouts etc., were observed as well. Particular attention
was paid to how these were put into practice by teachers.

In University A, 8 different module classes form different teachers were observed while
another 7 classes observed in University B. Among the 7 classes, Translation was taught in
two parallel classes and it was observed twice. And Business English was not referred to
teaching business in English. Business English there meant English class in which it
contained knowledge of business. Besides, 8 classes were also observed in University C.
Similar to what | explained before, Business English/Educational English in University C
was referred to as ESP classes with teaching business/Education as the specific purposes.

Business English was observed several times in parallel classes. So was Interactive English.

During the observations, all of the classes were observed with a number of issues in mind
including the teacher’s instructions, teaching approaches, in-class activities given by the
teacher, teacher’s use of textbook or other supportive teaching materials, teacher’s reactions
to errors and teacher’s interaction with students etc. In the meantime, I was also open to
possibilities to any unanticipated points that would emerge through the observations. In this
way, for each observation, I arrived minutes early before each class to record the background
information, such as the layout of classrooms, numbers of students or attendance, and
teachers or students’ preparation of the class. In most cases, both teachers and students were
very willing to be observed and willing to give information if | asked. Students were usually
told and explained for my appearance by their teachers before or at the beginning of class. |
usually sat at the back seat, and tried to make myself invisible as much as possible during
the class so that both teachers and students did not show any uncomfortably and acted as
normally during the classes. After each class, | often collected handouts, materials or
exercise papers that had been used in class for future analysis. | also waited for teachers to
have small talk or walk talk after classes to deepen each other’s familiarity. In some

circumstances, students tended to ask questions after classes, so | also paid attention to how
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teachers reacted to the questions, and what types of questions students tended to ask etc.
Besides, voice recording and field notes were kept taking throughout the whole period of the
observations. All dates, locations, time and length of each class were recorded so that I could
track afterwards. And instead of interpreting and reflecting on different situations, I mainly
focused on recording what was actually happening to avoid any wrong or subjective

judgments in field notes.

Last but not the least, as discussed in the previous chapters, it was likely to be contradictory
between participants’ words and behaviours. Some were subconsciously produced. Others
were said by the students and teachers on purpose due to the various factors. Thus, with the
development of the coding frame, the contradictions and conflicts were gradually noticed.
In terms of language accuracy, on the one hand, form-based and structural-based
grammatical rules were emphasised in the learning process. On the other hand, it was noticed
that the teachers and students were tolerant to errors and tended to use negotiation strategies
for communication. As for language authenticity, in one way, English was taught and learned
in the reference of NESs’ context and NESs’ real life situation. NEC was also learned as
target culture input for intercultural communication. But in the meantime, NNSE was found

as optional classroom input in the learning materials and in teachers’ spoken English.

Thus, language accuracy and authenticity were generated as the first two themes. In terms
of language accuracy, conformity to native standards, error correctness and negotiations
strategies were particularly paid attention to. As for authenticity, the reference of NES’s
authenticity and NNSE as optional input were included. Besides, the third theme focused on
students. English for special purpose was observed during the classroom observations.
Students’ local context was also engaged with among the teachers, more or less, during the

classes. The coding framework was developed as follows:

Table 8.1. Coding Framework for Classroom Observations

8.3.1.Focus on Language Accuracy

8.3.1.1Conformity to Native Speakers’ Standards
8.3.1.2.Error Correctness & the Use of Negotiation Strategies
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8.3.2.In the Reference of NESs’ Authenticity
8.3.2.1.NES Idiomatic Expressions

8.3.2.2.NEC Awareness for Intercultural Communication
8.3.2.3.NESs’ Contexts

8.3.2.4.NNSE as Optional Input

8.3.3.Focus on Students
8.3.3.1.English for Special Purpose/Occasions
8.3.3.2.Engage with Students’ Local Context

8.3  The Findings from Classroom Observations

According to the themes generated in the coding framework in the previous sections, the
major findings of classroom observations are going to be discussed in this section.
Classroom input and teachers’ instructions are going to be used as the example to explain
the three main themes generated above. Firstly, focus on language accuracy; secondly, the
reference of NESs’ authenticity; and thirdly, focus on students’ needs and local context.

Among the three themes, the main focus of observational data is the participants’ implicit

beliefs.
8.3.1. Focus on Language Accuracy
8.3.1.1. Conformity to Native Speakers’ Standards

Regarding to conformity to native standards, the teaching of grammatical rules and
forms/structure-based learning process were noticed as the two obvious examples. Similar
to the findings from teachers’ interviews and students’ focus groups, English was viewed as
a set of fixed standards which had been widely observed in classroom observations as well.
Take one of the most common procedures of classroom teaching for example. Please have a

look at the following descriptions which was observed in Comprehensive English class:

At the beginning of the class, the teachers firstly asked the students to read the passage
paragraph by paragraph loudly in front of the class, and asked them to make sentences with
the newly-acquired vocabularies. Then, a number of questions were raised by the teachers,

e.g. what the general ideas of the new passage was; asking the students to translate and

214



Chapter 8

summarize the key information between Chinese and English. Afterwards, the teachers
explained grammatical rules and linguistic points of the passage of the textbook. During the
time the teachers explained the vocabularies and introduced some synonyms and
approximate expressions. Teachers also taught grammatical rules and sentence patterns
while the students tried to remember the structure (see Extract 8.1). They also helped the
students to analyse the structures of some long and complicated sentences. In the last parts
of the class, the teachers would go through the whole passage again and finished the
exercises in the textbook all together. If time was allowed, a role-play would be done, reading

and practicing the passage of the textbook.

Please refer to the following teachers’ instruction in the class of Contemporary College

English, and Image 8.1 extracted from one of the PPT slides for example:

Extract 8.1
v' “Itis reported/ estimated that...”

v' “OKk, since we finished analyzing linguistic points of the passage last week, let’s do
the exercise together. Page 35”.

v ...“locate to’ is different from ‘locate on’ and ‘locate with’, be careful (to) use these
three phrases...”

v' “It is ok you didn't get this clearly. Guess the answer. Which parts of sentence
constituent was missing (has been missed)?

From the teachers’ instruction and the PowerPoint slide, grammatical rules and linguistic
knowledge occupied a large portion of teaching, for example, forms and functions of
vocabularies, the grammatical rules and sentence patterns. They were taught not in a
communicative way, but through memorising and accumulating. In another word, they were
more relevant to traditional approaches of the second language acquisition where context
and social practice had very limited involvement in the learning process. More importantly,
as the important representation of NS standards, the reach of such fixed linguistic knowledge
indicated that English which was taught in this type of class was on the basis of a set of fixed
standards. The process became ‘“no more than a systematic accumulation of consciously
collected discrete pieces of knowledge gained through repeated exposure, practice, and

application” (Kumaravadivelu, 2006, p.100).
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More evidence was found in image 8.1, presenting a common procedures of teaching
linguistic knowledge. In was obvious that teachers had played a positive role in maintaining
NS norms. Teachers’ conformity to NS standards was different from what they had claimed

in the interviews saying that linguistic skills were not overly emphasized.

Image 8.1
— 2 = CONTEMPORAR
.. .. Detailed Analysis Nl R
fit
The book is small enough to fit into your pocket.

Is writing did not fit into any traditional literary category.

€ir policies did not { 'I "l th the ideals of democratic gO

Moreover, there was a very common phenomenon about teachers’ decisions on teaching
objectives and pedagogic goals. To a greater extent, the teachers’ teaching procedure
depended on how the textbooks that they were using were designed. One of the obvious
examples was that the PowerPoint slides used in class were created to comply with the
textbooks, which were usually offered by the textbook publishers directly. This information
was also collected in teachers’ interview. Teacher participants mentioned that they were not
required to prepare curriculum, or syllabus as all the parallel classes relied on the same slides
offered by the textbook publishers. The information of one of the PowerPoint slides was
presented in the following Image 8.2 with the textbook loge presented on the upper left
corner. The PowerPoint courseware was designed to be used with the textbook. See Image
8.2:

Image 8.2
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b EXS¥RE
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Unit 6 Streets full of heroes

As for the structure of the textbooks, the tasks and sections were usually designed on the
basis of individual skills, such as vocabularies and grammatical rules, passages, group
discussion topics, exercises and audio-visual tasks etc. See Image 8.3 for an observed
textbook content used in class. Though the listening and speaking were the major focus of
this module, for the whole Unit 1, it divided its tasks into four different parts: 1) watching
and listening, 2) reading, 3) speaking & group discussions, and lastly 4) creative writing as
after-class homework. Useful words and expressions were listed for students to refer to
before the extended listening and reading and speaking tasks. The contents for each part, as

shown in Image 8.3, was extracted only as an example.

Image 8.3

M. dless leackin

4'}’ Watch the movie extract in which two

ladies are reviewing a schedule. Take down the
time for the events and imagine what life is like
with such a schedule.

ITI. Watch & Listen

_____ Voatol wends ond exposesions
iringer .. i 7. one who bears a striking resemblancs to another | _ I
ihint |n' a statement conveying information in an |nd|recr.|

i | fashion; a clue i

i i ——— RN —

I twlst one’'s arm l V. to mench or spram one’'s arm; to fon::e somehody I

e e 5 e 1 15 D 6 5 4 S o o O 1 A S
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Discuss the following questions based on the
information from the clips and your own knowledge,
experiences, and beliefs.

1. What do you think of Ann’s choice? If you were Ann, would you make the
same choice? What if she made a different one?

2. What would you do if you were in Joe's position? Selling your exclusive
story to a news agency to make a fortune? Or go on with your poor and
dignified life? Or beg Ann to stay?

|m&ﬁmmm|

Maorality, as we understand it. has to do with
obligation. This is because we are not naturally

inclined to do what is morally good. If the morally right h "‘_.i' ‘

action always was on top of our list of preferences we g N
did not need morality at all. What then are we 'ﬁil; .\!.;J'—w:
naturally inclined to do? Ewver since Thomas Hobbes

drew his repellent picture of human nature nNo one 4 J

can deny any more that humans are naturally driven

by concemns for their own well-being. Egoism or selfishness is part of our |
nature — not surprisingly so as we are not quite as different from non-rational

animals as we might wish to be. The question is not whether we are selfish —

we are. The question is how selfish we are. Is there among the forces

determining owr desires anything else than selfish desires? This question has

been on the agenda of moral psychology ever since Hobbes Leviathan (1651)

and it has not yet been solved.

W. &Afferdlass Aciisiiies

1. Creative ending - Writing

Ulnit 1

i What different characters can you see in Princess -
Ann? How do you like her? What if she didn™t go back
but persisted in staying with Joe? Create an endin
for the movie and act it out. It can be a comic ending
a tragic ending, a humorous ending or any othe
: endings you can imagine.

il

This seems quite different from what Teaching Objectives of Requirements (2007) requires,
that is, to be able to improve students’ ability for effective communication and cultural
awareness in both classroom learning and social interactions. With such a fact, the above
classroom teaching practice could not ensure effective communication and intercultural

competence in an ever-changing society where English is used as a lingua franca rather than
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foreign language. Yet, at the same time, this observed fact is consistent with the findings
from document analysis, where individual skills of listening, reading, speaking and writing
are taught respectively. Therefore, on the one hand, English is consistent with the multiple
Teaching Requirement and taught as a fixed code. But on the other hand, it is inconsistent
with Teaching Objectives of Requirements (2007). More detailed observed features were

explored in the following parts.

In terms of the students’ engagement with the class, the outcomes could be various with the
same procedures that were taught by different teachers in another parallel class. For example,
in one observed class, 5 out of 23 students were sleeping. But it was quite surprising that in
another observed class, most of the students were found to have arrived 15 minutes earlier
for the morning class at 8:00am so that they could do the revision and read the passage
loudly. The teacher of the second class arrived early as well. The students of the second class
were closely engaged with their teacher. During the class, the majority of students were quite
confident in answering the questions. Only a few of them asked or answered in very low
voices. Students were fully motivated in learning and asking the questions even if the class
was over, they did not rush to leave. In comparison to the observed classes, their different
performances in class suggested their implicit ideologies about the language were different.
The students of the second class did not show any resistance to the linguistic standards at all,
while the students of the first observed class seemed to have made a silent revolt by sleeping
in class or playing with their mobile phones. This was also in accordance with the findings
from students’ focus groups, that is, attitudes of the students could be varied for several
reasons (see Chapter 7 for detailed information). Yet, it should be highlighted that although
a silent resistance was noticed during the class, none of the students explicitly demonstrated

their non-conformity to the fixed standards and challenged them.

Conformity to native standards was not only reflected through classroom teaching materials,
but was observed as being deeply embodied in in-class quizzes as well. In addition to the
national proficiency tests, e.g. CET Level 4 and 6, and the university’s semester tests, small
quizzes that were organised by teachers and conducted during the class, had been
occasionally observed. These types of quizzes were usually regarded as a part of formative
assessments for students, which involved in a variety of formats including in- or out-of-class
papers (conducted via internet learning platforms). In the observed classes, these quizzes had
usually been undertaken at the beginning or end of class, and focused on vocabularies,

sentence patterns, fixed expressions and translations. For instance, to test students’ learning
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outcomes, teachers usually gave the meaning of the sentences, and asked students to translate
with the most recently-acquired words or sentence patterns. Please refer to the following

extract for teachers’ instruction about in-class quizzes:

Extract 8.2:

v' “Before we start, we will have a small quiz. I will read each sentence twice from the
passage we learned last week, you can re-write them in your own words with the new
vocabularies we learned last week”

v' “We have 10 more minutes, let’s do a small quiz, the sentence dictation I told you to
prepare on last Wednesday. Remember it worth 5% of your final mark...”

Such quizzes were designed to test the students’ learning outcomes of linguistic and
grammatical knowledge. The teacher explicitly mentioned that all the vocabularies,
expressions, and sentences for dictations were the knowledge that the students learned in the
previous classes. The quizzes were taken as a part of the students’ formative evaluation. In
such kinds of quizzes, accuracy appeared to be very important, while adaptation and
innovations were not allowed. Through such testing systems, conforming to native standard
norms were reproduced and reinforced as a result. The test played a role as one of the obvious
mechanisms that impacted on classroom participants’ language beliefs or ideologies and

language practices.

In sum, conformity to native standards was one of the most obvious features in all the
observed classes. It was reflected in teaching and learning content; in structured-based
learning/teaching process; through NS-based quizzes and teachers’ instructions. All these
features suggested English was still viewed as a set of fixed codes where it was compulsory
to compare an individual students’ language output with the established standards. This is in
accordance with what Requirements (2007) mentioned that, in order to achieve effective
communication, students should be able to perform accurately and appropriately as based on
the established NS standards.

8.3.1.2. Error Correctness and The Use of Negotiation Strategies

Apart from conforming to the native standards, in most of the observed classes, EMI was
commonly adopted. With the use of English as a the medium of instruction, to ensure

effective communication, teachers had adopted a variety of communicative strategies
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including code-switching, repetitions, repairs, paraphrases and body languages, etc. during
the classroom communications. It was also observed that teachers had tended to explain
something in details in Chinese if the students did not react to the teachers’ instruction in

English. Please refer to the following instructions of teachers:

Extract 8.3
v' “Ok guys, I see er some of you is reading, is reading right now, er, so let’s, let’s
adjust our reading strategies, 1% — 1 [ 5 H%, Ok?”
v “Your line manager, someone above your position, on the top of you. i & A 1F
IS4, Tk Bw], %F, Tk BAE]. 7
v “This is...for example, in China, when we are visiting our friends, we will change
our shoes but we won’t walking bare feet. However, in United States...”

As shown above, the teachers applied code-switching, repetitions, paraphrases and examples
to their students. Communicative strategies were widely used by teachers and students in
class to achieve effective communications. And being non-native speakers of English, they
made mistakes while speaking. Yet, not all errors and mistakes would be corrected. As a
matter of fact, teachers did not usually correct their students if they were intelligible to the
majority of classroom participants. If they thought the errors had to be correct, they usually

did it by repeating with the correct forms. Please refer to Extract 8.4 & 8.5:

Extract 8.4
v' S: He is incer...in..incertain. . .tainty
T: Uncertainty?

S: (laugh) uncertainty. He is uncertainty...en, uncertainty about his music.

Extract 8.5
v' “Well-structured speech. But a quick suggestion. Next time, try not to bring a piece
of paper and read it. It’ll increase your nerves, and remind you all to rely on the paper.
You will forget some of the pronunciations. You’ve got your points, speak out with
your own words, the ones you are familiar with. It will be more fluency.”

In a teacher’s feedback of a presentation in Extract 8.5, the teacher suggested the student not
just to read while presenting, and just speak and avoid long or complicated expressions if
they were not familiar with. The teachers did not pay too much attention to linguistic
knowledge and accuracy while they were communicating with the students or while students
were conducting speaking activities in class. Instead, the teachers focused on teaching their

students how to present effectively. It was clear that teachers emphasised the strategical use
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of words and intelligibility rather than on accuracy in forms and functions. This is the same
as Extract 8.4. During the communication, the teacher did not correct the student on purpose;
instead, she asked by repeating when she was confused with the meaning. Obviously, not
correcting student mistakes and the use of strategies did not cause any troubles in
communicating between teachers and students, as observed. All of the classes ran smoothly
without teachers and students considering and measuring each other with a standard or set
of standards. This is inconsistent with the issues that are related to correctness and accuracy
in Requirements (2007) because Teaching Requirement for speaking at the basic and
intermediate levels clearly states that “clear articulation and basically correct pronunciation
and intonation” (p.20). However, what have been observed complies with the Teaching
Obijectives of Requirements (2007) where communicative efficiency has been emphasised.
Therefore, it suggested that unconsciously, teachers and students were comfortably applying
communication strategies for effective communication when negotiating in practice,

whether their language input and output was conforming to native or non-native norms.

However, although non-native-like English had been used by teachers and students for
classroom communications successfully, and as teachers’ instruction was not merely
classroom input that was offered to students, textbooks and other teaching/learning materials
were also used as the mechanisms to translate ideologies from the top that had impacted on
classroom participants’ practice. Nevertheless, the other two resources were found to have
played huge impacts on the participants’ language beliefs. As mentioned in the previous
section, the textbooks were usually designed regarding to individual skills, among which
vocabularies and linguistic knowledge were taught, learned, practiced on the basis of
cognitive process. Throughout the process, as a result, Standard English had been reproduced
and Standard English ideology had been reinforced. Even if small quizzes which were
organised played a part of students’ usual results, the quizzes were mainly designed to
evaluate vocabularies and linguistic knowledge. In light of this, the test and evaluation
system are “determining the prestige and status of languages”, ‘“standardizing and
perpetuating language correctness” “suppressing language diversity” (Shohamy, 2006, p.
90) and further turning teachers to become policy implementation agents, to transmit
Standard English ideologies. Students had no choice but to take Standard English as the ideal
form of English.
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Thus, although teachers and students were found to be very tolerant to each other’s errors,
and intelligibility was very important to them, teachers and students tended to correct
themselves while speaking. For example, quite a lot of teachers cared about linguistic
accuracy of their own English and corrected themselves by repeating the right forms, e.g.
“she get—she got”. 1t was even evident that one teacher had tended to insist on an American
accent when reading the word “hot”” when she accidently pronounced the word with a British
accent. Furthermore, students themselves would like to correct their own mistakes
unconsciously while they were talking, not only in meanings but also linguistically. Please

refer to the following Extract 8.6 for the teachers and students’ own corrections.

Extract 8.6
v" You mentioned a very hot [hot], a very [hat] issue.
v" He write songs of folk, er, wrote folk songs.
v" My work involve filtration...involves in filtration.
v 1 didn't do that, | wasn't, that wasn't my task.

Therefore, consciously, teachers and students were identified as NSE learners by themselves,
even if the fact that teachers didn't correct students’ use of communicative strategies in
practice on purpose. Students’ use of strategies was considered as deficient or errors by the
teachers and students themselves. And such ‘deficient or errors’ were needed to be corrected
in presenting answers to academic tasks. In a word, the teachers and students were NSE
learners acquiring NS based norms. And at the same time, they were using ELF for
communication. Therefore, as the matter of fact, they were unaware of ELF users. Such a
finding is consistent with the findings from the teachers’ interviews and students’ focus

groups, as seen in the previous two chapters.

8.3.2. In the Reference of NESs’ Authenticity

Form the previous section, it was acknowledged that English was taught as a set of fixed
standards in classroom teaching and learning practice, and that the teachers and students
tended to conform to the NS-based standards. This section mainly focused on classroom
participants’ implicit attitudes towards language authenticity. Three main issues could be
summarised according to the observational data. Firstly, NES idiomatic expressions were
believed to be the right forms and standards by teachers and students. Next, native cultures

for intercultural communication were found to have been commonly learned and taught
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during the classroom observations. Finally, the authentic input was extracted from NESs’
real life situation. Although NNSE was found as an optional classroom input, NNSE was
not used as target input.

8.3.2.1. NES Idiomatic Expressions

In terms of idiomatic expressions, the following instructions of teachers’ in Extract 8.7 were

collected by the researcher in observing the classes. Please have a look first:

Extract 8.7

v “This is an idiomatic phrase, a regular collocation that you have to remember.”

v “It cannot be explained with linguistic knowledge. They speak in this way.”

v “Fixed expression cannot be explained logically. There is no other way around but to
memorize”

v" “You did it wrong because you chose the answer in the reference of regular
grammatical rules. Normally you are right, this is good...but this one is an idiomatic
phrase.”

It was noticed that, when facing vocabularies or fixed expressions were idiomatic, teachers
would tend to give instructions that these expressions were “their” fixed patterns, which
could not explained logically. All that students had to do was to learn them by memory. The
following issues were discovered with these instructions. On the one hand, by referring
“they”, although it did not directly mention native speakers according to the context, it was
obvious that the way “they” spoke referred to the way native speakers spoke. Such
interpretations were also found in the interview data in which the participants mentioned
“Because it is the language (English) that they are using.” (See Extract 6.7). Although it
was commonly found from interviews with teachers that teachers had felt unconfident when
communicating with native speakers, and had had the feeling of being judged by their
English ability, none of them thought this situation should be challenged before the

researcher briefly introduced the concept of ELF.

On the other hand, because the fixed expressions were created and used by native speakers,
although they were not used on the basis of grammatical rules that were designed by native
speakers themselves, they were always considered to be the right answers. And as non-native

speakers, we had to memorise their ways of using the language. This contradicts with what
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Jenkins (2007) mentions, that the changes and adjustments that are made by native speakers
while using the language throughout the development of sociolinguistic context are
considered as creations and innovations. However, if such creations and innovations were
made by NNESs, they would be usually considered as errors, mistakes and exemplify the
deficient use of native English (Cogo & Dewey, 2009). Regarding the last instructions that
were listed in Extract 8.2, the student’s answer was wrong because it was different from the
native speakers’ use of English, although the answer was given by the student based on a
grammatical rule. Thereby, teachers were not aware that the ownership belonging to NNESs

was as equal as NESs although they expressed their feeling of unequal status.

In addition to teachers’ attitudes, students were more confident in using idiomatic phrases
that they learned out of the classroom as well. The next paragraph describes one of the

observed scenes in the Interactive English class.

Scene 8.1

In the class of Interactive English, there was a student who used an idiomatic phrase
that she learned from TV series, which were not watched by the teacher, all the
students and the researcher. She was corrected by the teacher. However, the student
insisted that she should not be wrong by arguing that it was picked up from an
American series, which couldn't be wrong. After the class, she even replayed the TV
series that she watched to other students to convince them. The teacher and students
were confused at the beginning. They didn't try to clarify whether it was right or
wrong any more until the student replayed the show and emphasized it had been
picked up from TV series from a native speaking country.

It seemed that, when the innovation was made by native speakers, it was considered as the
right way of using the language for both teachers and students. Anyone else had no choice
but to follow it. And to students, who were able to produce language that close to native
English, one’s English proficiency was considered as higher and better, even if it was the
teacher that they were arguing with. Although teachers were experts in the field in ELT
settings, they were still non-native speakers of English. Compared with native speakers, they

were still deficient speakers.

Based on what was discussed above, as Galloway & Rose (2015) mentions, traditional view

of the dichotomy of native and non-native Englishes prevail. It suggests a meaning of
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deficiency with the use of prefix “non-" in term “non-native” English, in order to distinguish
between “native” and “non-native” (Jenkins, 2015; Galloway & Rose, 2015). As listed
above, the student argued that the phrase she used was acquired from an American TV series,
which could not be wrong. It suggested an interpretation that native speakers represented the
standard. More interestingly, after being aware of the phrase that was acquired from a
television series produced from a native speaking country, the teacher and all the students
tended to let her pass. On the one hand, it suggested that teachers and students admitted that
NESs had the right to innovate and create the language. And on the other hand, one’s

language that was different from NS standard was considered as wrong and illegitimate ones.

8.3.2.2. NEC Awareness for Intercultural Communication

Similar to accepting idiomatic phrases as effective input, NES cultures as the target and
authentic inputs for ‘cultural awareness’ were observed as well. In fact, cultural-related
knowledge was rarely mentioned in class, let alone the aim of improving students’ cultural
awareness and intercultural competence for international exchange. Please have a look at

the following Extract 8.8 and Image 8.4 for teachers’ cultural-related instructions:

Extract 8.8

v “I know many of you like to watch English TV series. Yes, it is good, you can
not only practice your listening and speaking skills, but also gain knowledge
about their culture.”

v “It is important to know cultural differences. When you have to communicate in
English, you have to adjust your way of speaking. For example, American people
usually say lift while British people use the word, elevator. You have to know
that. ”

Image 8.4

2. Teaching Objectives

To analyze and understand the plot
K nowledge of this movie

listening, critical thinking and logical

o foster students’ skills of intensive ’
reasoning

o raise students’ awareness of the
western culture
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The researcher found that among all the observed classes, no more than 10 teachers’
instructions were related to culture. The students, therefore, could not better improve their
cultural awareness if no culture-related resources were available to them. And according to
Extract 8.8, the teachers’ classroom instructions mainly complied with what had been found
through document analysis in Requirements (2007), specifically that “different cultures in
the world” (see Course Design in Appendix 1). At the same time, ‘different cultures in the
world’ were interpreted by the observed teacher as different western cultures. For instance
in above Extract 8.8, culture difference referred to the difference between “our tradition”
and “British friends”, according to the teachers’ instructions. Teachers tended to think that
the interlocutors for communication were mostly NESs as they gave examples in the
reference of NES cultures only. Please refer to the following extract about teachers’

instruction in giving a listening task:

Extract 8.9

v' “We are going to listen to an interview, before you listen, think about what advice
would you give to the parents who are moving to another country with small children.
Let’s say, imagine you will study in the, in the UK, United Kingdom, or Canada, or
America. What you might want to do, you might want to know the local customs.
Local cultures™ .

According to the instruction, when talking about moving to another country, the teacher
directly gave some examples of the UK, Canada and America. The teacher did not refer to
other non-native speaking countries. Such a fact implicitly suggested that he believed that
knowledge about cultures and customs directly referred to the listed native speaking
counties. Teacher’s practice was inconsistent with what Requirements (2007) encouraged in
Teaching Objectives, particularly the desire to ‘improve cultural awareness for international

exchange’.

8.3.2.3. NESs’ Contexts

In addition to the above example, native speakers’ context and their real life situation was

noticed to be regarded as authentic input. The following example was observed in an
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Academic Writing class, when the teacher was giving instruction in choosing appropriate

vocabularies. Please refer to the following Extract 8.10:

Extract 8.10

v “Use words appropriately...there are several ways. You should pay more attention
to the detailed explanation of words while consulting a dictionary. You’d better use
Oxford one. Longman, em...ok, but I have used Oxford one ever since I was a
student. The second thing, make an effort to use specific words, fixed expressions,
and the least meanings of the words wherever possible. Well, overall, try to read
more original English works. It will give you hints about the context where particular
words should be used”.

Several issues were reflected through the above instructions. Firstly, the teacher mentioned
that it was the most basic steps and compulsory for students to consult a dictionary to use
words appropriately, as shown in the above extract. And it was the Oxford dictionary that
the students were preferably recommended by their teacher. With the use of dictionary,
NESs’ specific words, fixed expressions and the least used meanings of vocabularies were
encouraged to pay attention to. And, the original published English literatures were
encouraged for student to read, as the original English works gave hints to use words
appropriately in the target context—the NES’s context. NESs’ use of vocabularies in their
context was taken as the reference of students’ language output, which was directed by the
traditional view of SLA in that it took NS standard as the only effective one. The
development of English as a lingua Franca as an emerging phenomenon, had not been

acknowledged by the teacher.

Take the course of Academic English for another example. In the listening task, students
were asked to answer questions on a recording which was about the introduction of a tutorial.
The recording sounded similar to an introductive video made for university first-year
students. The recording introduced students to what was meant by tutorial and how to apply
for tutorials in a British university. The contents seemed to be close to students’ real life
situation by adopting the authentic university handbook to students. Yet, it was selected from
British universities, which did not reflect the students’ own reality. Similar to the lecture of
the English Audio-visual. For the listening task, the teacher played radio which was airport
announcements of flight numbers and time schedule. The announcement was close to real

surroundings, with voices of crowds. Another radio was played afterwards, that was in the
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context of a train station, with a conversation between two passengers discussing the train
delay. It was true the close to nature materials were adopted for students’ listening practice.
However, both of the language inputs used in the context of the airport and train station were
NSE. It was obvious that assumptions about what was meant by authentic materials were

based on the understanding of NESs’ real life situation.

One more example was found in another parallel class of English Audio-visual, where a
typical listening exercise was shown in Image 8.5. Students were asked to complete the set
of closed questions based on what they had heard from a Hollywood movie extract Roman
Holiday:

Image 8.5

Directions: Watch the part “Joe invites Irving to join in the bet”
and fill in the blanks according to what you hear.

Joe: Listen. What would you do for five grand?
Irving: Five grand?

Joe: Yeah. Mow. she doesn't know ____ | am or | do. Look,
Irving, this is my : I dug it up, | gotta itl

Irving: She's really the. .. ?

Joe: Sssshl Your tin types are gonna make this little ____ twice as

Irving: 'The Princess Goes

Joe: You're in for of the take.
Irving: And it takes five 'g™?
Joe: - Hennessey shook hands on it.

7

Also, in the following extract was a song - Candle in the Wind - written to commemorate the
death of Princess Diana. It was played as a warm-up activity given at the beginning of the
class. The students were required to memorise it and fill the blanks to complete sentences
while listening.

Extract 8.11
v Loveliness we've lost
v' These days without your smile
v" This torch we'll always carry
v For our nation's child

Obviously, a range of materials were selected for students to practice in the context of
different social activities, for example, traveling via trains, airplanes, and applying for

tutorials etc. Yet, they were selected in the context of NESs’ real-life situation, including
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Hollywood movie, television series or NES music. This contradicts with what Hogan-Brun
(2007) mentions regarding authenticity. That is, the authenticity of a target language should
be relevant to “the environment in which the candidate will use the language” (p.2). The

classroom input was still selected in the reference of NESs’ authenticity.

8.3.2.4. NNSE as Optional Input
e The Existing of NNSE in Learning Materials

Besides teaching and learning in the reference of NESs’ authenticity, the presence of NNSE
was detected in learning materials in a small number of observed classes. ‘Authentic
interview’ wWas put forward in the Rational of the textbook, as shown in teachers’ handbook
(Image 8.6) of Business English. And the “authentic interview” was explained to include not
only NSE but also NNSE, as Englishes that has been used by NNESs were much more than
it has been used by NESs in business industry. Thus, it was necessary for students to adjust

NNESs’ ways of speaking. Please have a look at the Image 8.6:

Image 8.6 Rational:

®  There are authentic interviews with a company director, a quality manager, a human
resources manager, a store manager, an accountant, a bond dealer, an ecologist, several
gconomists, a financial journalist, a British Member of Parliament, and others. The
interviewees include British and American native speakers, and non-native speakers from
Cermany, laly, Swiltzerland, India and Malaysia, Very little of the English that
international business people hear in their professional lives is spoken by native speakers,
50 it is important that learners get used to hearing non-native speakers of English, as well

as a variety of native speaker accents.

From the statement above, the editors of this textbook have clearly acknowledged the
important role that NNSE plays in various business areas, and have attempted to engage with
the real needs of students in covering the most related concept of working in business
industry, for example, banking, marketing and accounting. On the bright side, the increasing
number of NNESs have been noticed, the way that NNESs’ use of English has also been
considered. Yet, it makes clear that in the last sentences, the use of NNSE is just to get
students to be familiar with the way NNESs speak. Thus, though NNSE have not adopted as
a reference of learning and teaching. They have adopted examples to acknowledge students
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the existence of such Englishes rather than NSE. The language and cultures selected as the

target learning input were still on the basis of native speakers norms in classes.

e Teachers’ Spoken English as One of the Major Resources

In addition, as the fact that EMI was commonly adopted and promoted in classroom practice,
teachers’ instructions had become one of the major resources available to students in
classroom practice. And because teachers were affected by their L1 while speaking, the
teacher’s spoken English was not Standard English, either. For example, in Extract 8.12, the
mixed use of ‘he’ and ‘she’. Because in the Chinese language, there was no such thing called
gender misuses of third-person singular. The teacher had been clearly impacted by her L1 in
producing the language output. Thus, Standard English was not the only classroom input
that was acquired by students.

Extract 8.12
v You are influence by what media want you to believe, this is media influence.
v" Andy Murray, he is a famous British tennis player. Yeah, yeah, she won three Grand
slams. You are right, you guys know him very well.

As discussed, the teachers’ spoken English appeared to be another major resource that
students were exposed to in classroom learning, especially with the fact that English was
used as the medium of instruction in the majority of the observed ELT classes in all the three
universities. Teachers and students in the majority of instances communicated in English
during the classroom teaching and learning with their non-standard-like English. Extract
8.13 recorded a conversation between a teacher and a student speaking in non-standardised

English:

Extract 8.13
v"S: Sorry to interrupt, but I’'m confusing with the chart. I, | can’t understand.

T: Ok, Have you see the relations between this two? They are in a hierarchy relation,
in this diagram.

S: Yeah, I know. But how?...I don't know how, in this hierarchy relation.

Standard English had not been adopted in the above Extract 8.13. Both the teacher and the
student made grammatical mistakes from the traditional SLA point of view. Yet, both of
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them understood each other when negotiating the question. Teachers and students’ language
output thus became another major resource of classroom input other than textbooks and
officially used learning materials. This is different from what Requirements (2007)

mentioned, that students are encouraged to learn English from English speaking countries.

8.3.3. Focus on Students
8.3.3.1. English for Special Purpose/Occasions

After discussing the two themes above, teachers’ engagement with students’ needs and
realities were also found in a small number of observed classes. Teaching and learning
English for special purpose was found as the most obvious feature. For example, in
University B, the English major was named as ‘Business English Major’ instead of the
traditional name ‘English’. ESP approaches was adopted in business English classes. The
vocabularies were the students’ area of speciality; classroom input were all selected from the
context of business. For example, the following image shows the course content of the

module Business English. Please have a look:

Image 8.7

Unit 12 Promotional tools
@ Unit 12 includes a second extract from the interview with Jogishwar Singh, in which he
discusses the promotional strategy used in the launch of Fresh Fries, and a text and case
study about promotional tools.
Unit 13 Accounting and financial statements
@ Unit 13 contains a text defining different types of accounting, an interview with Sarah
Brandston, an American tax accountant, who talks about her job, and an exercise based on
authentic financial statements from Nokia, the mobile phone manufacturer.
Unit 14 Banking
@ Unit 14 comprises a text defining different types of banks, and a role play in which the

learners have lo convince a bank to lend them money to develop a business.

As shown from the above image, each unit was highly related to the issues that will be useful
in business industry. English in Business English class was clearly designed on the basis of
specific purpose and occasions. This is also in accordance with Course Design in
Requirements (2007) that “English of specialty” is set as one of the five modules category.
More ESP modules were observed in different major modules, for example, Biology English,
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English & Landscape and Hospitality English. Please read the following descriptions of
another classroom teaching procedure, English for Accounting and Finance. On the one
hand, it was concerned with English’s functional value, and on the other hand, it took native

speakers’ norms as the standard.

Scene 8.2

Firstly, the teacher asked each one of the students to take a piece of paper and write down a
telephone number (made up of 11 numbers). Then the teacher pointed at one student and
asked him to read the number in order while two other students were asked to write them
down in front of the blackboard. Similar procedures went through afterwards, the teacher
also asked the students to write a price tag, a bank account numbers as difficult as they could.
The whole process of the exercise lasted for 30 minutes. Then the teacher started to refer
back to the textbooks and mentioned that figures and numbers were not only the most basic
but also difficult part for Chinese learners to acquire, which was the major aims for learning
Unite One. After explaining the aim of the class, the teacher briefly explained the new
vocabularies of the unit by telling the meanings, fixed expressions and word classes.

It was noticed that in this class, the teacher established a set of tasks and considered students’
needs in the social interactions. Listening to phone numbers and bank accounts was quite
relevant to students’ everyday activities. At the same time, ability and sensitivity in numbers
appeared to be extremely important in the field of accounting and finance. Thus, the students
were quite motivated in following the instructions, and tended to participate into the tasks in
groups voluntarily. During the process, teachers and students were engaged very well. But,
at the same time, students were nervous in showing their answers. Please refer to a
conversation between the teacher and students when the students was asked to write his

answer in front of the class:

Extract 8.14
v' S: Ah? Me?
T: Yeah, you, don't be nervous, come!

S: Idon't...I can’t. ’'m bad at numbers.

T: Everyone is bad at numbers, that's why we have to practice. Come on.
S: Eh...but...ask him (laugh with finger pointing at his classmate).

T: He will be the next! Quick, quick, be confident.
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Such a fact suggested, on the one hand, students were engaged with the class very well as
the task was quite relevant to their needs in reality. However, students cared about the
accuracy of their answers as well. Teachers and students tended to conform to NS norms in
producing their English while they were, as the matter of fact, communicating with ELF.
Thus, after all, the teacher had to refer back to the textbook and explain the new vocabularies

of the unit by telling the meanings, fixed expressions and word classes.

8.3.3.2. Engage with Students’ Local Context

Besides functional values of English in ESP classes, it was found that the some of the
teachers were engaged with students’ local context in classes as well. For example, in
Academic English, students were quiet all the time and didn't seem to have the motivation to
participate in class activities. A lot of students were playing with their mobile-phones and
laptops; in a few instances students fell asleep while the listening material was being played.
Those students only took notes when the teacher started to summarise the linguistic points
and sentence structures. But their engagement with the teacher changed when the teacher
tended to refer to the most recent news, or popular issues of the local context to explain some
of the terms to help the students to comprehend during the discussion. Please read for more

examples below:

Extract 8.15
v T: There are three ways (to) influence on your mind. The first model, media effect

model. That is, 4K %k N A% . And active audience model. FAH 32 i . That is
whatever the media tell, I insist on what | believe. Like what, like Marong (&
#%), and Wang Baogiang (£ 55%). Right? You see, before he had found Marong
was cheating on him, he believed Marong was his love of life. People told him, he
just insisted on himself. Right? So did Zhang Liangliang (7% &), before she got
divorced, everyone said Fengke (&%) was a bad guy, but she would marry him.
S: Then, now, no matter what Marong says or argues for herself, we and the media

don't believe her, is this also an active audience model?
T: Good point. What do you think?

In the above extract, the teacher gave two examples to explain the term ‘active audience
model” with the most recent gossip in China during the time. They were two scandals of two
celebrity couples Zhang Liangying & Fengke (5K #Z1#7 & /3#7); Marong & Wang Baogiang
(& &I %78). With the examples, students automatically participated into the
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conversation and discussed with the teacher afterwards. Classroom participants’ engagement
became closer than the teacher who asked the students to discuss questions coming from the
textbook. Thus, it suggested that teachers did not always refer to the NES and NES cultures
while speaking, they sometimes engaged with local context to give instructions. More

examples were found as well, when the teacher explained cultural differences to students:

Extract 8.16

v' T: I don't know about other countries. But here in China, if we are invited to our
friend’s house for a dinner, we usually bring some gifts, but we won’t take shower
and change our clothes before we go, right?
S1: It depends on who (I am going to have dinner with)
S2: Yeah, with family, no. but with friends, emmm...sometimes.
T: Really? Maybe I’m old.
T&S: (Laugh)

It was very obvious that when the teacher started to mention about the students’ local context,
students responded actively. They were more willing to participate into conversations on the
topic they were familiar with. At the same time, students were less motivated in following
the activities of the textbook. Yet, they were commonly found to pay attention to linguistic
knowledge from textbooks. For example, writing down some fixed expressions of listening
material in the context of the ‘authentic’. They tended to taking NESs’ authenticity as the
reference mostly because the students were lack of knowledge about authenticity. NSE was
regarded as the entire meaning of English. Clearly, the same as teachers, they did not
acknowledge the role that English played in the outer sociolinguistic reality which was
different from the traditional EFL.

8.4 Discussion: Consistency/Inconsistencies with Language Policy

After analysing the data collected from classroom observations and uncovering what was
believed by teachers and students implicitly, consistency and inconsistencies between
classroom teaching practice and language policy have been discovered. As for consistency,
English from English speaking countries was the major classroom input; English was taught
and learned on the basis of a set of fixed standards; native cultures were the reference of
learning for intercultural communications; English was taught for specific purpose and

occasions in some of the classes etc.
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As for the inconsistencies, the most obvious ones were concerned with the two teaching
objectives of Requirements (2007), e.g., to achieve effective communication and to enhance
cultural awareness for international exchange. Please have a look at the following Extract
8.14, which lists a number of typical instructions given by teachers regarding to their
pedagogy goal for each class. It should be noted that none of the teachers explicitly
mentioned that to be able to achieve effective communication was one of their

teaching/learning objectives and pedagogic goals to the students.

Extract 8.17

v’ “Today, we are going to finish Unit 4. Let’s have a look at the rest of the passage”.

v’ “Ok, since we finished analyzing linguistic points of the passage last week, this week,
let’s do the exercise together. Page 35”.

v “For today’s class, we’ll have a number of group tasks. I will play a video for you to
watch first, then you can discuss the questions on Page 23 in groups. I will only play
twice, so watch carefully. You have 5 minutes to read the questions first.”

v' “Last week we said we were going to let you give presentations this week, right? So,
today, let’s hear your presentation together.

As seen from the teacher’s instruction in each class, reading the passage occupied a large
proportion of classroom teaching. As discussed in the previous sections, analysing the
passage was mainly dealing with linguistic points or writing features of the passage. They
were taught and learned through the cognitive process, where a language-centred teaching
along with form-based input modification and limited interaction activities had been heavily
affected by structural linguistics. Even if when the teacher asked students to finish the tasks
or presentations, teachers still drilled basic language patterns using “a series of carefully-

9 ¢

designed exercises” in order to eliminate students’ “possibility for making errors” and help
students’ performance “become habitual and automatic” (Kumaravadivelu, 2006, p.102).
This seems quite different from what Requirements (2007) requires, that is, to improve

students’ ability for effective communication in classroom learning and social interactions.

As for cultural awareness, as shown in Image 8.4, Teaching Objectives, it explicitly stated
students’ awareness of western cultures was one of the major aims. This contradicts with
what Requirements (2007) encourages to enhance cultural awareness for intercultural

communication, as ‘different cultures’ in the words refer to not only the western cultures.
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More examples can be seen below. Image 8.8 is a PowerPoint slide extracted from a
collective lesson plan for an open class. On the PowerPoint slide, it stated that the goal of
teaching was knowledge, skill and attitude/awareness. To be communicative effectives was

not listed under any of them. Please have a look:

Image 8.8

R RiE
o> Knowledge:

> language and grammar points ,writing techniques |,
content of the input material, cultural notes...

o SKkill:

> the ability of listening, reading, speaking, writing,
translating, autonomous learning...

> Attitude/Awareness:

> critical and creative thinking, intercultural awareness ...

Apparently, the teaching objectives of classroom teaching were inconsistent with Teaching
Obijectives in Requirements (2007). Another inconsistency was discovered through teachers
and students’ use of English for classroom communication. This is different from
Requirements (2007), although linguistic skills and knowledge were always playing an
important role in the whole process of classroom teaching, students’ language accuracy was
not overly emphasised. The teachers also tried to allocate more opportunities for students to
practice and use the language for the major purpose of effectiveness and intelligibility. For
example, teachers tended to encourage students to participate in the class occasionally by
asking them to give presentations, having quizzes for students to re-write sentences that they
had learned in the previous classes, and organising group discussions. It was clear that the
teachers had acknowledged the importance of students’ ability in using the language instead
of just learning and acquiring the language forms. This is different from what Requirements
(2007) believes, noting that accuracy and appropriateness are considered as compulsory
elements for successful communication. Yet, besides linguistic knowledge, other
perspectives of teaching, especially ELF-oriented goals, including strategies for effective
communication and intercultural competence, were not addressed by the teachers when they
were describing the aims of each class to their students. Furthermore, they were not set as

aims of goals in the textbooks.
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8.5 Conclusion

To conclude, this chapter has detailed findings from data collected from classroom
observations. Two aims of the observation were: 1) to evaluate the effectiveness of
implantation of language policy in practice, namely Requirements (2007), and 2) investigate
how participants’ implicit language ideologies, particularly ELF awareness, had impacted
on their practices and further on the policy implementations. Three major issues have been
observed: 1) focus on language accuracy; 2) the reference of NESs’ authenticity, and 3) the
focus on students. As for language accuracy, it has been found that, on the one hand, English
was learned and taught as a set of fixed codes, where grammatical rules, forms and
structured-based learning/teaching processes had been adopted. NS-based quizzes were
adopted in class to evaluate students’ learning outcomes of linguistic knowledge. Textbooks
were also playing an important role in impacting on conforming to native standards.
However, on the other hand, teachers and students were tolerant to each other’s errors and
used negotiation strategies for communication during the classes. As for language
authenticity, it has been found that NES cultures, fixed expressions, and contexts were the
references of study. NNSE was only used as the optional input, and as examples to get
students to use NNESs’ way of speaking. Yet, besides the target NES input from the
textbooks and other relevant learning material, teachers and students’ NNSE were major
resources of classroom input as well. Last but not the least, ESP was found to have been
adopted to meet students’ needs in the observed classes. The functional values of English

have been emphasised. Students’ local context has also been engaged with during the classes.

In this chapter, the researcher has presented some findings observed in ELT classes at all the
three universities. Along with the qualitative analysis of data gained through document
analysis, interviews, and student focus groups in the previous chapters, a clear picture of
both top-down and bottom-up processes of language policy have been demonstrated. In the
next chapters, discussion and conclusion will be provided in response to the research

questions and evaluations to the PhD research project.
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Chapter 9 Discussion

9.1 Introduction

After having gone through the previous chapters of presenting, discussing and analysing data
collected from the field via each of the research instruments, in this chapter, in order to
answer research questions, the researcher will draw the conclusion(s) about the findings
gained through each of the datasets. The findings, conclude the issues that prevail from the
previous chapters from 5 to 8 by referring back to the theoretical frameworks that have been
explored in the chapters from 2 to 3, that is to say, the three components of language policy
(Spolsky, 2009); mechanisms that impact on the de facto language policy (Shohamy, 2006);
and ELF awareness which impacts on the actual language practice (Wang, 2015a; Sifakis,
2017). In addition, unexpected issues emerging through the qualitative data analysis will be
evaluated with reference to theories in the relevant literature. For example, the understanding
of “WE vs. ELF’ and ‘Chinese English, China English, Chinglish and ChELF’ in terms of
language awareness in relation to English education in China. In the next sections, I will
explain the key findings by cross-referencing analysis of each of the datasets and the

literature review of this study.

9.2 Findings among Different Datasets

9.2.1. The Conceptualization of English

As one of the major foci of the research, it makes clear that in the literature review, Chapter
3, English is perceived as a lingua franca, and that “any use of English among speakers of
different first languages for whom English is the communicative medium of choice, and
often the only option” (Seidlhofer, 2011, p.7). Considering the increasing number of NNESs,
the use of English has become highly variable with its fluidity and diversity nature (Jenkins,
2015; Baker, 2012; Cogo, 2010; Wang, 2015). The focus has shifted to not a specific
language or culture anymore. Thus, the key issues of understanding the role that English
plays have been re-interpreted through an ELF perceptive. Such issues involve in the
dichotomy of native/non-native; the ownership of English and the use of standard/non-
standards norms; (Jenkins, 2015; Galloway and Rose, 2015; Seidlhofer, 2011; Cogo and
Dewey, 2006; Widdowson, 1994). Some of the issues have been explicitly or implicitly
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reflected throughout the data analysis, while some of them were not. In further detail, the
dichotomy of native/non-native was perceived by classroom participants and the MOE on
the basis of traditional SLA points of view explicitly and implicitly. Secondly, NES
ownership of English was still believed by the majority of the participants. Thirdly, non-
conformity to standard norms was found to have been commonly reflected in practice, while
Standard norms were believed to be learned and taught by teachers, students and policy-
makers. Yet, in the meantime, while NES ownership was believed by the majority of
participants, some of the participants had a feeling of being judged and began to question
whether NESs have the right to make certain decisions (see section 6.3.1.3). While Standard
norms were taught and learned as the target input, quite a lot of participants mentioned that
not all the errors were necessary to correct; linguistic knowledge was no longer emphasised
(see section 6.3.2.1). Moreover, a number of students did not care about whether their
English was standard or non-standard like, as long as they could communicate effectively
(see section 7.3.1.2). Most students acknowledged the gap between classroom teaching and
social interactions requiring English (see section 7.3.1.2) etc. The above issues were not
reflected in official documents. In the following part, the key findings for the
conceptualisation of English will be displayed by cross-referencing the analysis of each

datasets and the literature review.

First, the complexity and fluidity of language was overlooked. English was still viewed as a
set of fixed codes. The social and cultural factors were ignored as well. English was taught
and isolated from the social-cultural context (Canagarajah, 2013). Evidence could be easily
found in Section 5.3.Iwhere grammatical rules were taught as forms and structured-based
patterns. Similarly in interviews, focus groups and classroom observations, teachers and
students believed that there existed a fixed standard that everybody could understand. And
in classroom observations, individual skills were taught separately in different modules, e.g.
Creative Writing, English audio-visual, Comprehensive Reading etc. Therefore, the
understanding of English as a fixed entity has overlooked the changeability of language and
further dismissed the outer sociolinguistic context in considering teaching and learning

English at higher education level.

Furthermore, the diversity of English was overlooked as well in the documents and in other

qualitative findings. Unlike what ELF believes, the mixture and hybrid of Englishes is highly
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variable (Dewey, 2009; Baker, 2011), all of the data collected throughout this thesis
suggested the understandings of Englishes were the combination of different varieties on the
basis of geographical boundaries. For example, in Requirements (2007), English is
considered as the varieties of native speaking countries; in teachers’ interview, ‘Chinese
English’ and ‘Standard English’ were repeated frequently (see section 6.3.1.1). Also in
students’ focus groups, students were confused about the meaning of Standard English, and
believed it referred to American English (see section 7.3.1.1). Such misunderstandings of
Englishes suggested the lack of awareness of diversity nature of Englilsh in the outer

sociolinguistic realities.

Thirdly, other than the misunderstandings of Englishes as the combination of different
English varieties, English that is used in English-speaking countries was considered as
superior English varieties than other varieties from non-native speaking countries. For
instance, in the Recruitment Advertisement, on one of the university’s websites, NS-based
certificates, such as TESOL, TESL or TEFL, were preferred by the authorities (see Extract
5.11). It was the same as the interviews with teachers. Some of them said that half of their
colleagues who were hired in their department were native speakers. The teachers with a
degree from native speaking countries, particularly in UK or US were preferred, compared
with other candidates (see Extract 6.25). Clearly, their English ability was considered as
native English competence, while other NNESs were excluded. This also leads to NESs’ use
of English which is conceived as the entirely meaning of English. This complies with the
two major assumptions believed by Standard English ideology, as mentioned by Seidholfer
(2017, p.89) in the literature review chapter , specifically that Standard English is equivalent
to native speaker English (see also Lippi-Green, 1994; Milroy, 1999; Brutt-Griffler, 2002),
and that “standard English constitutes English in its entirety, the English language”
(Seidholfer, 2017, p.89). Therefore, the Standard English ideology was another major
ideology that was implicitly found commonly in not only the document of Requirements
(2007), Syllabus (2004) and other documents, but also in teachers and students’ discussions
in interviews and focus group. The same phenomenon happened in the classroom
observations. Although NNSE was used as an example in one of the observed ESP classes,

native English and NEC were taught as the target (see section 8.3.2.4).
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In addition to language abilities, other communication resources, such as cultural and
pragmatic strategies, were overlooked. Although linguistic knowledge was no longer
emphasised, linguistic accuracy was considered as compulsory to achieve successful
communication (see Extract 5.21). It is contradicted with how global Englishes believe that
effective communication is achieved through multi-modalities, while language is only one
of the resources (Jenkins, 2015; Baker, 2011; Cogo & Dewey, 2006). Similarly, in the
teacher interviews and student focus groups, the use of pragmatic strategies was seen as
deficient in English (see Extract 6.13, 6.17 and section 7.3.2.4). Cultural-related elements

were even rarely concluded in classroom teaching.

Finally, the functional value of English was paid attention to by emphasising the purposes
and occasions of learning/teaching English for. In Requirements (2007), the strategies for
listening and speaking to facilitate meanings and construct conversations are frequently
stressed in Teaching Requirements at different levels. And in Course Design, ‘English of
specialty’ is set as one of the five types of module category. This was observed in classroom
observations as well, where ESP was widely adopted to meet the needs of individual
students’ ‘area of speciality’ including business English, Hospitality English, etc. This
complies with Seidlhofer (2011), noting that what is crucial is how the forms function in
practice so as to serve individual speakers’ needs and purpose of using the language (see
section 5.3.3). The features of teaching English for specific occasions and purposes, as
indicated by ESP approach, “can be instructive for the understanding of ELF awareness
construct” (Sifakis, 2017, p.9). Yet, although the functional values of English was considered
to engage with students’ needs, as the outer linguistic context was overlooked, the fluidity
and diversity nature of English for example, the numbers of NNESs outnumbering NESs,
and believing in the legitimacy of NNSE, NSE was still considered as the authentic and
effective input used as reference for teaching/learning activities in ELT classes.

To sum up, based on the findings gained through different approaches, English was still
conceptualised on the basis of SLA point of view. That is, a combination of sets of fixed
codes was isolated from communication and cultural factors. The dynamic and diversity
nature of English was not fully aware. And NESs’ English was taken as the exclusive

meaning of English which was commonly reflected in all the datasets.
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9.2.2. The Struggle between Top-down and Bottom-up Language Ideologies

After discussing English at conceptual level in the previous section, in this section, data will
be discussed in relation to the struggles between top-down modifications and bottom-up
resistance on the basis of Spolsky’s (2009) and Shohamy’s (2006) framework for language
policy. There are battles between language management and language practice, in which
they attempt to reproduce language beliefs. Such reproduced language beliefs, on the one
hand, are top-down language beliefs which are embraced in policy statements. On the other
hand, they are bottom-up language beliefs emerging through practice. The top-down and the
bottom-up language beliefs always interplay with each other and eventually have an impact
on the de facto language practice (Spolsky, 2004; Shohamy, 2006; Kaplan &Baldauf, 1997).
As language policy is not only decided by who created it, but is also affected by the ones
who are supposed to appropriate it into practice according to their interpretations as it moves
from top-down (Recinto and Hornberg, 1996; Johnson, 2013). Thus, in this section, how
classroom participants perceived and interpreted English would be looked into based on the
interrelations among the three components, language management, language beliefs or
ideologies and language practice as mentioned in Spolsky (2009). Ideally, the three
components as mentioned in Spolsky’s (2009) framework should be consistent with each
other in the top-down manner. For example, the policy statements from the top are supposed
to take what people believe about language and language use.In this research,
communicative effectiveness and cultural awareness were the two major explicit objectives
of teaching from the top. The learning process and functional values of English were also
emphasised to engage with students’ individual needs. As the top-down process, these policy
statements should reflect how people believe about language teaching and learning. And in
the meanwhile, classroom participants are expected to apply such beliefs into practice.
However, there were a number of inconsistences between what was believed from the top

and what actually happened in the field. Detailed findings were summarised as follow.

9.2.2.1. Inconsistences among Components of Language Policy

Before comparing the findings gained from each of the datasets, it is worth mentioning that
there are inconsistencies among different policy statements in Requirements (2007). The
major reason is that the MOE is lack knowledge about ELF. To be specific, they are unaware
of what is required for individual students to achieve effective communications in both

classroom environment and outer sociolinguistic realities. Thus, on the one hand, they
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emphasise communicative effectiveness is one of the major teaching objective for
Requirements (2007). On the other hand, they concentrate on encouraging students to speak
English with ‘correct’ articulation, pronunciation, and intonation in Teaching
Requirements(see Appendix 1). More evidences have been found in Teaching Requirements
for speaking, where correctness and accuracy are emphasised. Similar to the Testing
Requirements for Writing in Syllabus (2004), linguistic performance is evaluated based on
using vocabularies, grammatical rules, punctuation and linking words ‘appropriately’ and
‘accurately’. As discussed in Chapter 5, both Requirements (2007) and Syllbus (2004) share
the same objectives for teaching and testing, in which they should be consistent with each
other. However, there are clearly inconsistencies among Teaching Objectives and Teaching
Requirementsin Requirements (2007) and Testing Requirementsin Syllabus (2004).These
inconsistencies suggested that the MOE believes conforming to standard norms is
compulsory for effective communication. As a matter of fact, conforming to standard norms
cannot ensure effective communication. Neither the MOE acknowledges that in the outer
sociolinguistic realities, students are much more interacted with NNESs. Nor the MOE is
concerned with the dynamic nature of English. Accommodation and negotiation strategies
have been all dismissed in the documents. Thus, even if communicative effectiveness is
mentioned explicitly by the MOE, implicitly, conforming to standard norms has still been
believed deeply from the top.

e Between Policy Statements and Language Practice

After discussing the inconsistences among different policy statements, there are also a
number of inconsistences between the top-down language policy statements and the
practices. The first inconsistency related to conforming to standard native English for
effective communication from the top-down policy statements. As discussed, Standard
English ideology was found commonly in the official documents of language policy.
Conforming to standard native English was considered as the basic and compulsory
condition to achieve effective communication. And standard native English has been taken
as the target language input for learning and teaching since it is the model that language tests
examine (see section 5.3.2.3). It was noticed that from the classroom observations, teachers’
spoken English, which was clearly not standard native English, became the major classroom
input. Teachers and students did not have trouble in communicating and negotiating (see
section 8.3.2.4), and were quite tolerant with each others’ errors. Furthermore, as Matsuda

and Friedrich (2011) suggested, alternative Englishes, which could meet local context and
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students’ need, were used as optional input in some of the observed classes (see section
8.3.3.2). Although they were used as examples only, not the target one, they at least appeared
in textbooks of ESP classes for students to adjust and acknowledged (see section 8.3.2.4).
Thus, in classroom practice both of the above findings suggested educational purposes are
more individual and context sensitive (see section 5.3.3; 8.3.3.1).As for the findings gained
from student participants, the majority of participants said that they were satisfied with their
current proficiency in English. Being able to conduct basic communication was seen as the
most important to majority of them (see section 7.3.1.2). They did not think it was necessary
to be native like as they found Chinese speakers’ use of English was much easier to
understand than native English. Such a fact was not the same as what was required from the
top: English that is used in English-speaking countries was preferred, and was seen as the

superior (see section 7.3.1.2).

Yet, in the meantime, teachers and students did believe that it was necessary to learn and
teach Standard English in class (see section 7.3.1.1 & 6.3.2). The majority of teachers and
students believed that it was compulsory to have a standard for everybody to refer to, as for
how much their use of English was close to the standard, it was not a matter of their
consideration. Such beliefs were found to be embodied in the following practices. Firstly,
linguistic knowledge was still important to teachers although it was not emphasised in
documents and teachers’ instructions anymore. The reason why the teachers did not
emphasise it was that they did not think it was necessary, but that they believed after years
of learning and testing linguistic knowledge, students should have already had command of
it. Furthermore, although teachers tended to encourage their students to speak whether it was
right or wrong, students’ use of communication strategies were still considered as errors and
a deficient use of English, which were necessary to be corrected and improve students’
English. Thus, the majority of them were still teaching and learning English on the basis of
a standard that everyone was refereeing to. As it was believed by teachers and students, only

in this way could an effective communication be reached.

With the differences between participants’ believed in teaching and learning and how they
behaved in using the language, it was easy to conclude that, in one sense, classroom
participants were using ELF and accommodation strategies for communication and

overlooked errors. But in another sense, they subconsciously considered themselves as NSE
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learners, taking standard native English as the reference of teaching and learning. Their
identification of being ELF users impacted on their language practices of using
accommodation strategies for communication, which did not match the ‘correctness’,
‘accuracy’ and ‘appropriateness’ which were emphasised from the top. Meanwhile, at the
same time, identifying themselves as NES learners resulted in their language practices by
teaching and learning with Standard native English as the target input. Thus, an individuals
language ideologies had a huge impact on language practices and also on the implementation

of language policy in practice.

The second inconsistency between language policy and language practice concerned cultural
awareness. In Requirements (2007), one of the teaching objectives the MOE sets is to
improve cultural awareness so as to meet the needs of China’s social development and
international exchanges. Yet, in practice, on the one hand, it was commonly found that
cultural-related elements were rarely mentioned in class. Language became the only
important resource for international exchange in intercultural settings. On the other hand,
while Requirements (2007, p.24)mentioned cultural-related courses should teach students
“different cultures in the world”, in practice, such policy statement was carried out as
teaching/learning different cultures from native-speaking countries (see section 5.3.2.3).
This is clearly inconsistent with the aim of improving cultural awareness for international
exchange, as other than language abilities, cultural factors, particularly NNEC, were
overlooked in classroom teaching and learning practice. Native speakers are not the only

interlocutors that teachers and students would come across in intercultural settings.

For a number of reasons, including the lack of time and learning materials, an individual’s
language ideologies towards cultural awareness were found to have played an influential
impact as well. To be specific, the lack of classroom participants’ awareness of the outer
sociolinguistic context, fluidity and multiplicity of culture was discovered (see section
6.3.2.3). With the development of globalisation, it is no long a specific culture or language
that people come across, as “there is no identifiable culture to which a language is
inseparable tied” (Baker, 2009, p.571). Closely relating culture to target language and the
country where the target language originates, participants have overlooked culture that has
become a “transcultural flow” where “cultural forms move, change and are reused to fashion

new identities in diverse context” (Penneycook, 2007, p.6). Thereby, cultural awareness is
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related to not only have the knowledge of certain cultures, but also the awareness of the
differences and accommodating those differences depending on various situations and

interlocutors (Baker, 2011).

Lacking the knowledge of the above features impacted on participants’ teaching and learning
practices, and further on the effectiveness of implementing the teaching objective to
‘improve cultural awareness for international exchange’ in Requirements (2007). Most of
the teacher participants tended to think the interlocutors for intercultural communication
directly referred to speakers of native speaking countries. Though they did not explicitly
stated, they gave some examples in the reference of NES cultures mostly (see section
8.3.2.2). The fact that communication among non-native speakers in English outhumbered
native speakers was not fully awarded by teacher participants. As for students, some of them
doubted one could teach intercultural communication in the Chinese context when he or she
was neither a Chinese speaker nor a native speaker. It suggested that a Chinese speaker
deeply believed cultural awareness was closely related to the local, target cultures and NES
(see section 7.3.1.2). Apparently, taking NEC as target cultural input could not achieve what

was expected by the MOE for the social development and international exchanges.

Besides, one more obvious inconsistence between language policy and practice is the testing
of English. There are two types of language tests according to Requirements (2007). One is
term-time or a mid-term test at university level, and the other refers to proficiency test at

national level, e.g. CET Level 4 and 6. As mentioned in Requirements (2007, p.27),

‘Whatever from the tests may take, the focus should be on the assessment of
students’ ability to use English in communication, particularly their ability to listen
and speak English’

But what actually happens in practice is different from what has been expected from the top.
Regarding to the term-time tests, firstly, the tests’ orientation still focuses on linguistic
knowledge in both types of tests. Furthermore, instead of focusing on practical
communication skills, a larger portion of questions are designed on the basis of norm-based
textbooks which taking NES as the target input. Thirdly, as for the national tests, it makes
clear in the Examination Syllabus (2004), the testing objectives of CET Level 4 and 6 are
made in response to the pilot version of Requirements (2007). In this way, Examination
Syllabus (2004) is supposed to share the same objectives of teaching as Requirements (2007).
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However, norm-based paper test is put forward in practice. Speaking tests for CET Level 4
and 6 are only given to the students who have passed norm-based paper tests. And fourthly,
although formative evaluations which are encouraged by the MOE are implemented in the
process of teaching in practice, teachers and students believed that the effectiveness of
formative assessments was needed to be discussed. When compared with summative tests,
formative evaluations were time-consuming and less convincing, especially with the small
percentage of formative assessments. Thus, more attention was (eventually) paid to norm-
based paper tests. Such norm-based paper tests, according to Shohamy (2006), become the
most powerful mechanisms for transmitting and reinforcing norm-based language beliefs

and Standard English ideology in language practice.

e Between Language Policy and the Bottom-up Language Ideologies

As mentioned above, on the one hand, language beliefs or ideologies are top-down language
beliefs which are embraced in policy statements. And on the other hand, they are bottom-up
language beliefs which emerge through practices. They always interplay with each other and
eventually impact on the de facto language practice. In this research, data collected from
teachers’ interviews, student focus groups and classroom observations suggested that
participants, as the matter of fact, were questioning some of the top-down language
ideologies. However, although teachers and students believed differently from the top-down
language policies; they did not seem to challenge such a situation. One of the obvious

examples was concerned with participants’ attitudes towards the ownership of English.

Although the legitimacy of NNSE has been overlooked in Requirements (2007), a native’s
authority in English was questioned by teacher participants implicitly. Majority of the
participants “had a sense of being judged while using English. Their feeling of “succumbing
to the owners” (Seidlhofer, 2011, p55) were commonly found explicitly during the
interviews as well. Yet, due to the lack of awareness of ELF, the participants had never
realised it was a problem that needed to be questioned before. Thus, after the concept of ELF
had been briefly introduced, almost all of the participants realised it was important to claim
global ownership of English by NNESs. They also believed by challenging the dominance
of native English, they would have their voices heard (see section 6.3.1.3). One of the

participants even mentioned that with the development of globalisation, it would be good if
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NES authority could be broken (see section 6.3.1.3). Other words, believing in NES

ownership of English hindered the flourish of English according to this participant.

Although teachers’ attitudes towards global ownership of English were positive, they were
hesitated to challenge the situation. Language policy appeared to become one of the major
reasons (see section 6.3.3.1). Especially ELF was not recognised in official language policy,
teachers were lack of the power to make decisions all by themselves, they had to take into
consideration what was required from the top. Thus, NES was still the main target input for

classroom teaching.

But at the same time, NES has not been used as the only reference as expected in language
policy in the de facto language practice at the end. A group of teachers did adopt NNE in
their classroom teaching practices after the concept of ELF had been briefly introduced in
the interviews. This considers that teachers are playing the role as agents transmitting the
top-down ideologies into practice, their attitudes will impact on their classroom teaching
practice and further on the implementation of de facto language policy. Through they did
not seem to challenge what was encouraged from the top explicitly, their acknowledgement
of such an issue impacted on their classroom teaching practice by including NNSE as their

optional input.

This was similar to students’ attitudes. Although the MOE encourages students to learn
English that is used in English speaking countries, students were also claiming that they
preferred native English. As a matter of fact, in practice, they paid less attention to
distinguishing the features of different Englishes as long as the English output was
intelligible to their interlocutors (see section 8.3.1.2).In fact, students were confused with
the terminologies of Standard English, native English, English as a foreign language and
English as a lingua franca etc. Thus, they didn't care too much about whether it was native
or non-native English that they were acquiring and producing.

Last but not the least, it is worth mentioning that, teachers and students were lack of the
knowledge about Requirements (2007) and relevant teaching/learning information (see
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section 6.4.1). For example, most of the interviewed teachers were not clear about teaching
objectives for college English; the curriculum and syllabus for teaching totally depended on
teachers’ decision as they were not required to submit to the university. And most
importantly, teaching materials like PowerPoint slides of each class were provided by the
textbook publishers together with the textbooks (see image 8.2 & section 8.3.2.4). In this
way, teachers were not fully aware of Requirements (2007). Classroom practices did not
entirely depend on what had been imposed from the top, instead, they usually depend on
teachers’ decisions on what to be taught, in what ways and through what kinds of learning
materials. In view of this, it can easily foresee teachers are one of the mechanisms

significantly impacts on the teaching practices (Shohamy, 2006).

After exploring the gap between language policy and practice, and the struggle between the
top-down and the bottom-up policies and practices, it was noticed that language attitudes,
beliefs and ideologies had a huge impact on individuals’ language practices and further on
policy implementation. According to Wang (2015a), language education is a source of
language attitudes. As discussed in Chapter 5, the current language educational policy lacks
knowledge about the outer sociolinguistic realities, it actually plays a role that maintains the
gap between what is taught in class and what is really needed outside the classes. Considering
language education is also the main factor that impacts on individuals’ language awareness
(Wang, 2015a), language education in China has played a negative role in participants’
awareness of English with ELF perceptive. To be specific, language education impacts on
participants’ language choices by developing ‘the myth of native English’ and maintains ‘the
authority of native English in the use of English® (Wang, 2015a, p.96). Thus, with a
traditional view about language awareness, participants still have overlooked how English
functions in sociolinguist context in reality by connecting English language with native
speakers only. As a result, though they acknowledged the gap between classroom teaching
and social interaction, and put forward the cultural and functional values of English, in the
references of native speakers’ authenticity, participant language awareness still did not move

away from being concentrated on the NESs and the use of NS norms.

9.2.2.2. Mechanisms of de facto Language Policy

As discussed in Chapter 3, the term mechanisms, as proposed by Shohamy (2006), were

found to have had a huge impact on affecting the de facto language policies, language
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perceptions, choices, uses and classroom participants’ behaviors in a top-down manner when
people were even unaware of them (Shohamy, 2006). Such mechanisms served as “vehicles
for promoting and perpetuating agendas” through curricula, textbooks and teaching
materials, teaching practices and tests etc. (Shohamy, 2006, p.55). Consequently, the
majority of the stakeholders rarely considered whether such reflected ideologies should be
accepted or not. But they followed the instructions and regulations subconsciously while the
embodied language ideologies were imposed and reproduced ever since they started to learn

the language (Shohamy, 2004; 2010; Kaplan & Baldauf, 1997; Kim, 2015).

Just as what Shohamy (2006) mentioned, in this research, the important and flexible role that
teachers and textbooks played were two of influential mechanisms that impacted and
affected on de facto language policy (see section 8.3.1.1). Teachers, as discussed in
literatures chapter, were “the final arbiters of language policy implementation” (Menken and
Garcia, 2010, p.1). Their roles as agents were approved to be one of the most important
factors that impacted on policy implementations in classrooms (Shohamy, 2006; Baldauf,
2006; Liddicoat &Baldauf, 2008). Especially as teachers and students were the lack of the
knowledge about language policies, teachers’ decisions on how and in what ways that
certainly content were to be taught appeared to be more influential. It was the same as
textbooks. Due to the lack of the knowledge about policy statements and curricula,
textbooks, on the one hand, could be seen as a “route map for teachers and learners”
(Matsuda, 2012, p.168), which contained various ideological and political agendas
(Shohamy, 2006). And on the other hand, they contributed to language teaching to “express,
reinforce, and construct a certain view of the world” (Matsuda, 2012, p.168). That is to say,
textbooks played an important role in shaping and reinforcing teachers and students’
language ideology and affected their language practices as well (Shohamy, 2006; Kaplan
&Baldauf, 1997).

Yet, different from Shohamy (2006), data collected through students’ focus groups and
classroom observations also suggested that, language tests did not always impact on
students’ language beliefs or ideologies. On the one hand, language tests did serve as the
mechanism, impacting not only on “the sole indicators for placing people” (Brown, 2012,
p.103), but also on the teaching/learning. For example, Standard Native speakers’ norms

were set as the main criteria for making marking systems (see section 5.3.2.3); Curricula,
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content of textbooks and teaching approaches had to be modified to adjust (Hogan-Brun,
2007; Bailey and Masuhara, 2013), and more test-oriented materials were produced. On the
other hand, students still cared more about how to construct the language beyond its forms
and functions in order to serve practical purposes than linguistic preference. Yet, with the
norm-based language tests, they could not choose freely. Affected by the testing and scoring
system, classroom participants were facing choices that they had to make between what was

imposed from the top and their own.

9.2.3. Implications of the Research

Besides the above issues that have been discussed in literature reviews, the awareness of
English as WE rather than a lingua franca has been discovered through the whole process of
collecting and analysing the data.It has been commonly discovered, participants’ perceptions
about English align with WE’s point of view. Thus, this section will focus on ‘WE vs. ELF’
and ‘Chinese English, China English, Chinglish and ChELF’ in terms of language awareness

that can and should be integrated into English education in China.

For teachers, when they were describing their attitudes towards ELF, they tended to refer to
WE’s points of view. Such features were discovered. Firstly, they misunderstood the plural
form of ‘non-native Englishes’ referring to different English varieties spoken by Outer
Circles, including Indian English and Singapore English. ‘Englishes’ were perceived as a
combination of different varieties when each of the variety developed depending upon
certain standards of teachers. Participants’ understandings of the plural forms of Englishes
apparently was different from what ELF researchers believed although the teachers and
students claimed that they had acknowledge the existing of different Englishes all over the
world. With ELF perspective, the plural form of Englishes are seen as hybrid and mixed,
which do not belong to any specific varieties. At the same time, they reconstruct among
multi-modalities (Pennycook, 2007). People form, change and reconstruct the community
by shutting in or out or by negotiating for benefit (Canagarajah, 2013). Secondly, teachers
interpreted the term ‘Englishes’ on the basis of “geography and history rather than on the
way speakers currently identify with and use” according to Jenkins (2015, p.20). The fluidity
nature of English was overlooked by them while English was still viewed as fixed entity to
them with WE points of view. Although there are still overlaps existing in WE and ELF e.qg.
both challenging Standard English ideology. WE tends to create another standard to define
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different English varieties on the basis of geographic boundaries. Therefore, without
properly understanding the outer linguistic reality and the fluidity and diversity nature of
English, teachers’ misunderstanding of ELF as being WE would cause teachers’ negative
attitudes towards ELF. Many participants questioned “why bother to learn other countries’
English varieties when we have the most Standard English to learn?” And with loads of
countries in Outer and Expanding Circles, it was believed by teacher participants that their
workload would surely increase but without any significance.

The interpretation of English as WE was also embodied in students’ discussions. On the one
hand, students tended to describe their use of English as Chinese English, or China English
frequently during their discussion. The students use of different terms was taken notice of
by the researcher was mostly because those terms were concerned with conceptualising the
linguistic phenomenon of the English used by Chinese speakers. Looking into how students
make use of the above items offers an insight into students’ language awareness and their
attitudes towards native speakers’ norms. In fact, Chinese English refers to a variety of
English used in China. And the term ‘China English’, can be seen as alternative way of
referring to Chinese English, suggesting an English variety used in China (Xu, 2010). It is
defined as a “developing variety of English, which is subject to ongoing codification and
normalization processes. It is based largely on the two major varieties of English, namely
British and American English. It is characterized by the transfer of Chinese linguistic and
cultural norm at varying levels of language, and it is used primarily by Chinese for inter-and
international communication” (Xu, 2010, p.1). Such features were noticed when students
were discussing standard and non-standard varieties (see section 7.3.1.1), and adopted
American English as the standard one. Yet, as discussed in the previous section, English
used in China is not merely a newly-developing variety classified as a WE paradigm.
Students’ way of using Chinese English and China English to describe their use of English

also contains orientations of WE.

However, as Wang (2012, 2017, forthcoming) points out, English plays a role of a global
lingua franca for Chinese speakers in contemporary times, which suggests the need to
capture English used by Chinese speakers through a lens of ELF. The researcher prefers the
term CHELF that Wang (2012, 2017, forthcoming) proposed to describe English used by

Chinese speakers in ELF encounters in this research. Because even if all of them were
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adopting ‘Chinese English’ or ‘China English’, as the matter of fact, they were using CHELF
outside the classes, that is, “Chinese speakers’ own way of using English for their
intercultural communication” (Wang, 2012, p.21). According to Wang (2012), CHELF is
adopted to describe Chinese speakers’ English in ELF which encounters in intercultural
communications, which contains characters of endonormativity, cross geo-political
boundaries and the shared repertoire. In that sense, native speakers’ norms are not necessary
for the speakers to conform to. And with the increasing number of ELF users in China, geo-
political boundaries cannot describe the development of ELF as a sociolinguistic phoneme
in China. Chinese speakers’ use of English should not be seen as a fixed variety, it should
be described as Chinese speakers’ use of ELF, e.g. CHELF. The speakers of CHELF are
highly variable ELF users as well. All these features have all emerged through the data
gained from the interviews, focus groups and classroom observations. As discussed by the
student participants, they all emphasised that they found English used by Chinese speakers
were easier to understand than those native English due to the way they pronounced, word
ordering and selecting sentence patterns. Therefore, to them, a lot of student participants
emphasized that they did not care about the distance that their English was close to native
speakers’ norms away, as long as their English was intelligible. Furthermore, it was
unexpected that quite a lot of students frequently said that they were proud of being a Chinese
English speaker, as they admitted that their use of English was neither native-like nor
Chinglish. And they believed being identified as a speaker of Chinese English suggested his
or her identity of being a Chinese. In addition, some even believed being identified as a
speakers of Chinese English speakers was a compliment, as it suggested that his or her
English was understandable by the majority of speakers. Thus even if the fact that the
students were unfamiliar with the term CHELF and tended to adopt Chinese English, they
were actually discussing their use of CHELF and their identity of being a CHELFer in

practice.

Given these, there was clearly a mismatch between how students’ perceived about English
and their actual use of English. In this research, students’ discussions about English
contained the orientation of WE. However, when the students used the language, the features
of CHELF had been discovered. That is to say, instead of being aware of English as a lingua
franca, English was perceived as WE by most of the participants, although subconsciously

they were using CHELF for communication.
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As mentioned by Wang (2015a), language education is one of the major impacts on
individual’s language awareness through language choices(Wang, 2015a), such as what kind
of English is preferred by the students. In this research, language education that impacted on
individual’s language choices was also found to be the major factor. As discussed, students’
language preferences were very much depended on the language that they had been taught
and tested. Thus, what language educational policy suggested, encouraged and how they
perceived English had a huge impact on students’ language choices. Yet, due to the fact that
non-recognition of ELF in English educational policy in China, traditional view about
language awareness still concentrated on the native varieties and the use of native varieties.
Especially the policy statements emphasise explicitly on teaching and learning English
varieties from native speaking Inner Circle countries on the basis of geographic boundaries,
the recognition of English as WE has been very accepted in the top-down manner in the
process of policy implementing, despite the fact that English is learned to use in intercultural
settings rather than in just English-speaking countries (Jenkins, 2015; Seidlhofer, 2011; Wen,
2012; Wang, 2015). This was also the reason why the term ‘Chinese English,” and ‘China
English’ were more accepted by the student participants. And teachers and students tended
to misinterpret ‘Englishes’ as a combination of different varieties. Language education was
no doubt playing a negative role in impacting on participants’ awareness of ELF by adopting
WE points of view.

However, besides language education, language awareness can also be impacted in other
ways. As mentioned in this chapter, the current language educational policy was the lack of
the knowledge about the outer sociolinguistic realities. In another word, it failed to cope with
the ever-changing sociolinguistic realities. As “the kinds of English that are taught to NNESs
at all educational levels, and the kinds of English they need and use in their life outside the
classroom” (Jenkins, 2015, p.156) were different, they will impact on students’ language
awareness. On the one hand, students’ language awareness is impacted by what was
encouraged from the top through language education. On the other hand, the students’
language awareness is impacted by their acknowledgement of the gap between
sociolinguistic realities and the classroom teaching/learning contents. In addition, there is
how students perceive their roles and identities in the process of learning. e.g. as NSE
learners or as ELF users (Wang, 2015a). As explored in Chapter 7, students were clearly
acknowledged the existing gap between classroom environments and the real life situation,

their language awareness had certainly changed to meet their own needs of using the
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language. This explains why there are the existing of inconsistencies among language
policies, practices and individual ideologies. In the meantime, impacted by the top-down
language education, on the one hand, students identified themselves as learners of NSE in
classrooms, and on the other hand, students were using CHELF for communication in
practice, even if they was not aware of English as a lingua franca. Such a fact also suggested
a struggle between the top-down and bottom-up language beliefs in the current ELT settings

in the Chinese higher education context.

Thus, to address the inconsistencies among language policies, practices and grassroots
language ideologies, and to narrow the gap between classroom environment and the real-life
situation, language education needs to take into consideration how English is actually used
and needed by Chinese speakers in an ever-changing society. With the fact that teachers still
adopted WE’s points of view to describe their attitudes towards ELF, it is urgently need to
raise teachers’ awareness of ELF and calls for changes in language education to address the

sociolinguistic realities.

One of the possible strategies, as mentioned by Bowles & Cogo (2015), can be established
a set of effective teacher education program. As discussed in the Chapter 2, teachers’ beliefs
have a huge impact on teachers’ behaviours. Kennedy (1996) argues that changes in teachers'
practices require a prior change in their beliefs. Thus, in order to bring about changes, it is
necessary to acknowledge in which ways that teachers’ belief can be impacted during the
process. Based on the previous studies, teachers’ beliefs have been shaped ever since they
stepped into the kindergarten. Teachers’ experiences of the second language learning (Borg
2005; Ellis, 2006; Woods, 1996); teachers’ teaching experiences (Breen et al, 2001; Tsui,
2003); and teacher education (Borg, 2005, 2006; Crandall, 2000; Freeman, 1996) are the
major resources that will impact on the development of teachers’ beliefs. While the first three
are based on teacher’s past experiences, which has been already determined in the past,
teacher education is the one that can bring about the changes. Through effective language
teacher education program, there are ‘substantial challenges to current beliefs and practice’
(Jenkins et al, 2011, p.305), which will be further impact on teachers’ decisions and

behaviours for classroom teaching.
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With the fact that the mainstream language teacher education programs are still viewed
English as a foreign language rather than ELF (Dewey, 2012), in order to bring about the
changes to teachers’ “normative mindset” (Seidlhofer, 2008, p.33), it should be firstly clarify
the nature of English and the subject of English. In another word, teachers should be clear
about what the language is and how to learn the language so as to take further actions in
practice. As “any proposal for a change in practice has to be based on understanding of
principle, and it is how English subject is defined in principle” (Seidlhofer, 2011, p.202).
However, traditionally English is defined as a subject based on the “unquestioned
assumption” (Seidlhofer, 2011, p.202), it still hasn't moved away from the role that teachers
“play as custodians of Standard English” (Sifakis & Bayyurt, 2018, p.457). In the light of
this, teacher training programs should shift its focus to sociolinguistic realities (Dewey,
2012), and lay its emphasis on raising awareness of ELF (Wang, 2015b; Sifakis, 2017). More
specifically, Sifakis & Bayyurt (2018) propose three phases of ELF-aware teachers’
education. For the first phase, teachers are supposed to be aware of the complex situation
that English has been used for communication in the globalizing world. The second phase
considers both external and internal critical awareness. On the one hand, it involves in
internalizing the global spread of English. On the other hand, it engages with its own
teachings of the local context. The third phase concerns with planning, implementing and
evaluating. Teachers “are promoted to develop instructional activities that integrate their
own understanding of ELF (and EIL and WE) with the needs and idiosyncrasies of their
learners” (Sifakis & Bayyurt, 2018, p.461). Sifakis & Bayyurt’s work on teachers’ training
is in accordance with Dewey’s (2012) argument that teachers should be aware of the issues
arising with the spread of English, e.g. the global ownership of English, the dynamic nature
of English, etc., and ‘a critical awareness of the unsuitability’ of the NES-NNES dichotomy
(Dewey 2012, p150). At the same time, Dewey’s (2012) further argues that teachers
sometime can recognise the ELF phenomenon but do not like to make a change because of
policy requirement. In the light of this, as teachers are playing the role as agents, who might
be able to mediate between the top-down language policy and the bottom-up language
practice, raising teacher awareness through teachers’ training can help teachers to understand

how to make informed choice about language being taught and used for students’ benefits.
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9.3 Conclusion

In summary, the key findings discovered in this study have been summarised by cross-
referencing analysis of each of the datasets and the literature review in this chapter. Firstly,
how English was conceptualised by the official documents of language policy and classroom
participants have been summarised. Secondly, the struggle between the top-down
modifications and bottom-up resistance has been evaluated by displaying the inconsistencies
occurred among different components of language policy in Spolsky’s (2009; 2012)
framework. Thirdly, the role that textbooks, teachers, and language texts played as
mechanisms that affected the de facto language policy, as mentioned by Shohamy
(2006),have been particularly analysed. Besides, the emerging issues contributed to how
people believed about English and behaviour in practice, but which was not discussed in

literatures have been also brought into debate in this chapter.

After having explored findings from the previous chapters of data analysis, next chapter, on
the one hand, I will conclude the thesis by exploring answers to each research question. And
on the other hand, I will try to evaluate this research by generating contributions and

summarising limitations to put forward possible improvements for future studies.
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Chapter 10 Conclusion

10.1 Introduction

In the final chapter, the researcher aims to give a summary of this thesis. Firstly, the
researcher will re-present the research rationale and restate the theoretical framework, briefly
explaining and justifying the research questions, research design and research
methodologies. Then the research findings will be presented in a format of answering the
research questions by cross-referencing analysis of each of the datasets. After that, the
evaluations of the research will be given in discussing its contributions, implications and
limitations. Finally, the researcher will put forward some possible improvements for the

future studies.

10.2 Research Rational

Given the fact that English has been used all over the world, the number of English speakers
has increased to at least two billion (Jenkins, 2015), and nearly 80% of English
communications are made by non-native English speakers (Prodromou, 1997). While
NNESs have become the majority of English speakers worldwide, conforming to NS norms
does not necessarily suit NNESs’ purposes of effective communications in intercultural
context (Dewey, 2012). Instead, English used by such a large number of NNESs has resulted
in variations, and the form of English has developed from singular to plural (Jenkins, 2015;
Baker, 2012; Cogo, 2010; Wang, 2015) in the process of translations, transmodality,
transcultural and trantextuality among English and other languages (Pennycook, 2007).
Thus, English is much more frequently used as a lingua franca rather than traditional view
of English on the biases of SLA theories in sociolinguistic reality (Jenkins, 2009; Seidlhofer,
2011). In the light of this, what really matters is not a specific fixed language or culture that
should be taught and learned in classroom teaching. Teaching and learning English as foreign
language as believed by SLA researchers can no longer be described as the pheromones of

English use, either.

However, the purpose of teaching hasn't moved away from measuring against native
speakers’ norms in the current ELT classes (Jenkins, 2015; Seidlhofer, 2011; Sifakis, 2015;
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Wen, 2012; Wang, 2015b). Moreover, native English has been regarded as the only effective
language input, that is, “the language used by inner circle speakers and codified in grammars,
dictionaries, and textbooks remains, by and large, unquestioned as the only legitimate object
of study and target of learning” (Seidlhofer, 2011, p.9). In addition, to achieve what was
considered as accurate and appropriate and to make the use of opportunities as much as
possible, “the main knowledge-base and point of reference have not moved away from the
perspective of English which is taught as a foreign language”. In a word,standard native

English norms have commonly been believed.

This research considers the role that English plays as a lingua franca, which is different from
the role that English plays as a foreign language in traditional ELT. To catch up with the
ever-changing phenomena, and to change the mismatch situation “between the kinds of
English that are taught to NNESs at all educational levels, and the kinds of English they need
and use in their life outside the classroom” (Jenkins, 2015, p.156), different
conceptualisations, perspectives, practices and approaches are needed for ELT stakeholders.
ELF awareness is an attitude which plays the role of a mediate force as well between
language policy and language practices. To what extent that stakeholders’ are aware of ELF
will eventually effect on their language choices, preferences, perceptions and practices.
Thus, ELF awareness will be particularly paid attention to in evaluating attitudes, beliefs and
ideologies emerging through the bottom-up process. The following questions have been
taken into consideration: what are the language ideologies embodied in official English
education policy stated implicitly and explicitly? Are there any ELF-oriented or EFL
oriented statements? How is the effectiveness of putting the embodied language ideologies
in practice? How is individual language ideology affected by the embodied language

ideologies implicitly and explicitly?

10.3  The Study

10.3.1. Research Design and Research Questions

Given what has been discussed, the central concern in this research is language ideologies,
with awareness of ELF in the formal language educational settings in the Chinese higher

education context. Its relations to language policy, as the representation of language
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management and language practice, were particularly focused respectively in top-down and
bottom-up manners. The first research question (RQ1) considered the relation between the
primary language policy statement, and explicitly/ implicitly embodied language ideologies,
as mentioned in Spolsky’s framework (2004; 2009; 2012). It aimed to find out how English

was represented in language policy explicitly and implicitly.

The second research question (RQ2), was concerned with language policy in relation to
language practice. Particularly looking into language practice, such as the effectiveness of
putting such embodied language ideologies in practice. Considering language policy and
practice were not a one waystraight forward, and ideologies played an important role as
variation which impacted on the effectiveness of policy implementation in practice. The third
research question (RQ3) hoped to find out the role that the embodied language ideologies in
language policy plays and the bottom-up beliefs emerged through classroom participants’
language use/behaviors. And further, how the struggles between the top-down and bottom-
up beliefs together would contribute to the effectiveness of implementation of language

policy.

In achieving so, this research not only adopted Spolsky’s framework (2004; 2009, 2012) of
language policy, but also took into consideration Shohamy’s (2006) proposition of
‘mechanisms’ of de facto language policy, which located between language ideology and
language practice, as shown in Spolsky’s framework, to evaluate through what ways that de

facto language policy was created and affected in the top-down manners.

1. How is English explicitly and/or implicitly represented in language policy? To what
extent is the language policy reflecting the role of ELF?

2. How is language policy implemented in classroom participants’ language practice?

3. What are the classroom participants’ perceptions about English and how do they

engage with the implementation of language policy in practice

Besides, given the fact that language ideologies with awareness of ELF in the formal
language educational settings in the Chinese higher education context were the central

concern in this research, Sifakis’s (2007) components and Wang’s (2015b) aspects of ELF
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awareness were adopted to explore to what extent classroom participants awareness of ELF

impacted on their language use and behaviors and further on the policy implementations.

10.3.2. Research Methodology

To answer the research questions with the most effective methods, this research was designed
to be qualitative. As mentioned by Denzin & Lincoln (2005), qualitative research is effective
in exploring the issues that are related to participants’ behaviors, attitudes or beliefs. More
importantly, according to Hennink, Hutter & Bailey (2011), qualitative research is widely
used to answer “why” and “how” questions. Different from quantitative research which is
usually adopted to general findings on the basis of a large number of researches randomly
selected samples. They are selected on purpose so as to explain and understand subjective
meanings that people are attached to their experiences, and the meaning of social actions
within the social construct. Thus, by using qualitative research methods in this research, the
in-depth nature of qualitative research could offer opportunities to gain in-depth explanations
of the embodied perspectives and ideologies towards individual participants’ language use

of the research context.

Based on the considerations above, this research was carried out to triangulate the research
methods and data through document analysis, classroom observations, interviews and focus
groups. The table below displayed the research methodology in terms of the connections
among research instruments, research questions and datasets. At the very beginning, the
official regulations and the relevant materials from the universities were investigated into
discovering the embodied language beliefs or ideologies. Then, ELT classes for general
major students were observed to evaluate implementations of language policy among
classroom participants before and after the interviews. At the same time, interviews with
general major ELT teachers were organised to find out their practices of certain policy
statements and explicit language ideologies. Besides, students’ focus groups were also
conducted to discover their interpretations of other peoples’ language ideologies and

language behaviors.
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Methodology Research Questions Datasets
Document Analysis Requirements (2007) ; Syllabus
Rl (2004), textbooks or teaching/learning
materials, relevant module
information,;
Classroom R2 ELT classes for 1* and 2"year UG
Observations R3 general major students
Interviews Teachers of ELT classes for 1 and 2™
year UG general major students
Focus Groups Teachers of ELT classes for 1% and
R2& R3
2"year UG general major students

It is worth mentioning that in this research, the official documents of language policy mainly
refers to College English Teaching Requirements (2007) and Examination Syllabus for CET
level 4 & 6 (2004). Other supportive documents including textbooks, classroom
teaching/learning materials, program/module information, website pages, were also taken
into consideration. The teacher participants who were interviewed were the teachers of ELT
classes for 1st and 2nd year UG general major students. Student participants were also
recruited from Ist and 2nd year undergraduate general majors from the three top tire

universities in Guangzhou, China, where the fieldwork was done.

In addition to the discussion about research methodology in this research, it should be aware
that qualitative content analysis was adopted for data analysis to identify themes afterwards.
Data-driven and concept-driven processes went through together. In document analysis, it
was mainly data-driven process to evaluate policy statements. But in analysing qualitative
data collected through interviews, focus groups and classroom observation, it was mainly
concept-driven process, which was on the basis of the themes generated through the data

collected from document analysis.
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10.3.3. Answers to the Research Questions

Under the guidance of the explained theoretical framework, this research presented the
findings by listing, comparing and contrasting the statements in the Requirements (2007) and
Syllabus (2004). The performances in classroom practice and the participants’ perceptions
from the interviews and focus groups obtained a full-scale interpretation of English
education policy in the Chinese higher education context integrally. As a result, the three

research questions have been answered respectively as follows.

RQ1: How is English explicitly and/or implicitly represented in language policy?

In response to RQ1, the understanding of English in Requirements (2007) and Syllabus
(2004) has been discovered and listed under the categories of explicit language ideologies
and implicit language ideologies. As for explicit language ideologies, the MOE has realised
the development of English as a world language for international exchange, and encouraged
that English teaching and learning should focus on better international communication. To
achieve so, firstly, the communication functions of English have been emphasised. For
example, the use of strategies for listening, speaking, reading and writing has been explicitly
stated in Teaching Requirement. Secondly, the importance of cultural features of English for
intercultural communications has been recognised by the MOE. Cultural awareness has been
explicitly emphasised and set as one of the teaching objectives of Requirements (2007).
Thirdly, the MOE paid attention to the functional value of English to meet students’ needs
and purposes in the ELT classes. Moreover, the MOE also emphasised that the learning
process should also be as important as learning production. In addition, the descriptions like
‘Standard English’, ‘native English’, have not been particularly required by the MOE. And
lastly, the MOE laid emphasis on strengthening students’ cultural awareness in teaching as

well.

Besides those explicated language policy statements, implicit language ideologies have also
been discovered, which have offered the researchers in-depth understanding of how English
is perceived by the government. Firstly, the diversity of English has been misinterpreted as

the combination of different English varieties as believed in WE. Secondly, though the MOE
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has believed the existence of different non-native English varieties all over the world, it has
still overlooked the legitimate status of non-native Enghlishes and has less preferred. For
example, in Requirements (2007),English is used in English speaking countries have been
considered as the whole meanings of ‘English’, as the ‘normal’ and ‘authentic’ English,
which enjoy a superior status and has been set as the highest requirement for students to aim

at.

In addition, although descriptions like ‘Standard English’, ‘Native English’, have not been
particularly required by the MOE, teaching and learning has not moved away from
measuring students’ competence with native speakers’ norms. As it is noticed that in the
Testing Requirement in Syllabus (2004), linguistic performance is examined on the basis of
using of vocabularies, grammatical rules, and punctuation etc. ‘appropriately’ and
‘accurately’. Such intention suggests that to the MOE, it is still important to have a standard
where classroom participants can compare with so that they can produce English
appropriately and accurately. But no further explanations have been given based on what
standard that the language output should be considered as appropriate and accurate.
However, as English from native English is put forward by the MOE, NS-based certificates,
such as TESOL, TESL or TEFL, have been preferred by the authorities in teachers’
recruitment, which was NS standard for classroom participants to compare with. It is the
same as what is meant by ‘cultural awareness’ in Requirements (2007). Cultural awareness
implicitly considers connecting with target language and the country where the target
language originates. Thus, contrary to its flexible, dynamic and evolving nature, English is
still implicitly viewed as a set of fixed codes based on the native speakers’ standards. And
cultures has become a “transcultural flow” (Penneycook, 2007, p.6), which is not necessarily

involved in L1 or the target language culture has been unacknowledged.

It is worth mentioning that the explicit and implicit language ideologies are not consistently
reflected in the documents. As for communicative effectives, on the one hand, efforts should
be made to develop students’ ability to use English in a well-rounded way, as mentioned by
the MOE. On the other hand, it is the ENL that the MOE targets and prefers. Conformity to
the standards is still seen as compulsory for achieving communicative effectiveness with the
outer sociolinguistic context overlooked. Thus, it is easy to draw the conclusion that although

ELF relevant statements have been found explicitly in Requirements (2007), implicit
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orientation of the official documents has not found the same as it claims, which is in the

meantime not truly ELF-oriented, either.

RQ2: How is language policy implemented in classroom participants’ language practice?

In order to answer RQ2, one of the most primary points that, unexpectedly, teacher
participants were the lack of the knowledge about the current version of official document
of language acquisition policy. Their knowledge about curricula, and syllabuses of different
modules remained very limited as well. As a result, the fulfillment of current policy
statements became a matter of consideration. The classroom participants’ practices did not
totally depend on what had been imposed from the top. Instead, teachers usually depended
on teachers’ decisions on what was going to be taught, in what ways and through what kinds
of learning materials. The teachers’ role as agents appeared to be much more important than
ever. Their attitudes, beliefs and ideologies about language played very important roles in
impacting on the implantations of language policies. Briefly speaking, the effectiveness of
implementation of language policy in practice was needed to be further investigated into
with the combination of teachers’ explicit and implicit language ideologies in RQ2 and RQ3.
As for the answers to RQ2, the implementation of the embodied language ideologies in
practice was paid attention to regarding to the two explicitly-mentioned objectives, e.g.,
teaching for communicative effectiveness and cultural awareness. The findings were

displayed as follow.

Firstly, students’ use of strategies was considered as errors and deficient use of English by
teachers and students. And to improve students’ English ability, they believed it was
necessary to correct errors. This is in accordance with what Requirements (2007) reflects,
that is, conforming to NS standards is compulsory for effective communication, although
the times when teachers and students were quite tolerant with each other’s errors and adopted
negotiation strategies for communication subconsciously. Furthermore, language was taught
and learned as the only element for successful communication though other equally
important components were ignored, e.g., cultural awareness. More importantly, cultural-
related elements were rarely mentioned in class. And even if there was, it was usually taught

as knowledge-based information, taking the western cultures as the target. To be able to
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produce the most accurate and appropriate language output was seen as the only effective
conditions of achieving effective communications according to the data from the teachers’
interviews and classroom observations; although the majority of the teacher participants
claimed that other features of communication had been noticed. This is inconsistent with
Requirements (2007) although the need of cultural awareness for effective communication
has been put forward. It is also contradicted with what ELF researchers have believed, that
language is not the only main resources for effective communication, where other
components are equally needed in communicating through multiple modalities, for example,
pragmatic strategies and cultural awareness (e.g., Pennycook, 2007; Jenkins, 2015; Cogo
and Dewey, 2006; Baker, 2011). Thus, the two explicitly-mentioned objectives,
communicative effectiveness and cultural awareness in the classroom practices, have

apparently failed to fulfill as expected from the top.

Other than the above findings of explicit teaching objectives, NNSE was found to have been
used as optional input in a few of the observed classes. This is different from the implicit
orientation from the top, e.g., taking NSE and NEC as target input. Though NNSE was not
adopted as target input as NSE did, the students did acknowledge the existence of different
Englishes other than NSE. Furthermore, teachers’ NNSE was also found as another major
language input that students were exposed to other than textbooks. Such practices were
clearly different from Requirements (2007) while NNSE were not mentioned at all.
Furthermore, a contradiction has been observed. Consciously, teachers and students were
teaching and learning NSE as target language, in the meanwhile, they were adopting ELF

for communication unconsciously.

Besides, it was found that the MOE has put forward the functional values and encouraged to
put them into practice. In the policy statement, ‘English of specialty’ is set as one of the five
types of module categories. This was observed in classroom observations where ESP was
widely adopted to meet the needs of individual students’ ‘area of speciality’. Such as
business English, Hospitality English, etc. Yet, there were also inconsistencies during its
implementation. For example, while Requirements (2007) establishes a system of combining
formative and summative assessments to meet students’ purposes and needs in learning
process, the outcome has not successfully achieved as expected from the top. Formative

assessments have been considered as time-consuming and less convinced, which could not
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help teachers to distinguish whose learning outcomes were better.

Given these, the classroom practices are not always consistent with top-down language
policies; the embodied language ideologies are not either. A struggle between Classroom
participants’ language beliefs emerging from the bottom-up and the top-down beliefs were
sometimes incoherent. This has impacted on their language behaviors, and further impacted
on the implantation of policy implementation. Thus, for RQ3, detailed findings about

classroom participants’ ELF awareness as the bottom-up effect will be explored further.

RQ3: What are the classroom participants’ perceptions about English and how do they

engage with the implementation of language policy in practice?

Answers to RQ3 provided a complex picture of individual attitudes, beliefs and ideologies
towards the awareness of English as a lingua franca in the educational settings for teachers
and students. And these various attitudes explained different individual de facto language
practices and language behaviors. Generally, it has commonly been found that teachers and
students were the lack of the knowledge about ELF systematically at the theoretical level.
Teachers were confused with the theories of WE and ELF when they were describing their
attitudes towards ELF. For instance, they tended to misunderstand the plural form of ‘non-
native Englishes’ referring to different English varieties spoken by Outer Circles, on the basis
of geographical boundaries. Therefore, without properly understanding the concept of
variety and community, misunderstanding of ELF as being WE would cause teachers’
negative attitudes towards ELF. Lots of students questioned “why bother to learn other
countries’ English when we have the most Standard English to learn”. And with loads of
countries in Outer and Expanding Circles, it was believed by teacher participants that their
workload would surely increase but without any significance. As for students, they were
confused with the concept ELF as well. In fact, all they cared about was the English that they
were taught and underestimated at the University although they were also confused with
what was the English that they were taught. Based on such facts, a conclusion could be drawn

that teachers and students were the lack of the knowledge about ELF in general.
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More specifically, components and aspects of ELF awareness, as mentioned by Sifakis
(2017) and Wang (2015a), was further investigated. Firstly, it has been noticed that teachers
and students was not aware of the outer sociolinguist reality. They were unaware of the fact
that English was more often used among NNESs than NESs. And it was the NNESs that
Chinese speakers would come across out of the classrooms. This has led to ELT classes
which have been still taking NES and NES as the target input. And by mentioning
authenticity, it referred to native speakers’ context. This has also impacted on the
effectiveness of encouraging functional values of English to engage with students’ realities.
As non-native speakers of English who use English mainly for intercultural communication

and refer to native speakers’ authenticity, they will fail to engage with realities eventually.

Moreover, the participants’ complex attitudes towards NES authorities became another
major factor that impacted on their language behaviors. Firstly, the majority of the
participants perceived English as the language that native speakers were using. Those who
were learning another country’s language had no choice but to conform to native speakers’
norms. Thus, in practice, any language output that was different from the native English was
considered as deficient and illegitimate, whether they were effective or not. However, in the
meantime, it has been commonly found that teacher and student participants had a feeling of
being judged and an unequal status existed when they were talking with native speakers.
Moreover, when teacher participants were asked whether this situation should be challenged
or not, instead of never questioning the reason, quite a lot participants demonstrated hesitated
attitudes. The group of participants mentioned it would be good to have their voiced heard
by challenging the dominance of native English. However, it would also take a process to
claim NNESs’ ownership of English due to the lack of power and influence of NNESs at the
moment; thus, they hesitated to make changes. Yet, some of them also agreed to include
NNE in their classroom teaching practices after being briefly introduced ELF-related

concepts. NNE became one of the optional inputs for classroom teaching in practice.

Besides, classroom participants’ attitude towards Standard English was another important
issue that impacted on their language behaviors. On the one hand, teachers and students
believed teachers should teach Standard English in front of the class. Because they believed
it was important to have a standard that everybody could refer to in order to achieve a

common ground. This explained why classes were still teaching and learning as
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form/function based. It also suggested that English has not moved away from being
perceived as a fixed entity by teachers and students. The dynamic nature of English has not

been acknowledged.

Yet, at the same time, they believed it was not necessary to have Standard English all the
time. Teachers and students thought that the need of using Standard English depended on the
purposes and occasions of speech. For an academic purpose, they believed that it was
important for them to be able to use Standard English, as it referred to being ‘professional’
and ‘well educated’. In light of this, Standard English has been preferred as the most
effective classroom language input by teachers and students in practice. However, for
general communications, participants mentioned that it was not necessary to use Standard
English. Errors and mistakes that were made by students were not necessary to be corrected,
neither. Such beliefs were observed in classroom practices as well. It suggested that even if
Standard English had been accepted by the majority of participants, non-standard features
were not completely unacceptable. Particularly, some students acknowledged that the
English that they were using for communication was not Standard English, and believed no
matter how high or low their language proficiency was, they were capable of dealing with
difficulties in communication eventually. By saying so, the use of strategies for
communication was subconsciously aware and used by the student participants in practice.
In this case, it suggested that in terms of English use in practice, the participants have showed
their attitudes that have been much more compatible with ELF. For example, teachers and
students mentioned accuracy in meanings was much more important than linguistic
accuracy. And as long as no misunderstandings were caused, they would be quite tolerant of
errors and mistakes in communication. Strategies, such as body language, facial expressions,
repeating and code-switching, have been used as useful and effective means of
communication during the class although they have been considered as signs of a deficient
use of English consciously. Furthermore, some students demonstrated positive attitudes
when their use of English was identified as CHELF (they described their use of English as
Chinese English due to lacking the knowledge of ELF and the theory of CHELF). Some
participants even took it as complement as it reflected their identity. In essence, Standard
English was believed as necessary classroom input by teachers and students, as for how close

to Standard English that students should be is away from it, their attitudes were quite flexible.
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On a positive note, even if classroom participants were insisting on teaching and learning
NSE English, participants were using ELF for communication. Their attitudes towards
errors, standards, grammatical rules were flexible in practice, as long as they could
communicate effectively. This is in accordance with what Sifakis (2017) emphasises the
ability of “languaging” instead of norm-based teaching. Moreover, students’ individual
needs, as mentioned in both Sifakis (2017) and Wang (2015a), were paid attention to. The
functional values of English were emphasised for students’ individual needs. In the
meantime, they have acknowledged the existing gaps between classroom teaching materials
and English they needed in the social activities. Besides, Chinese speakers’ use of English
was very much accepted by students as well. Last but not the least, after being introduced
briefly the concept of ELF, teachers’ attitudes towards NNSE changed. NNSE has been taken

as an optional input in some of the observed classes.

Yet, according to the aspects of ELF awareness in Wang (2015a), the lack of awareness was
also discovered, for example, viewing English as fixed standard and misunderstanding the
meaning of plural form of ‘Englishes’. Teachers and students clearly lacked the knowledge
about the dynamic and diversity nature of English. They also ignored the outer
sociolinguistic context while teaching and learning in class. Though students’ realities were
paid attention to, as it was NES’s authenticity that the teaching was targeting at, the
effectiveness should be taken into consideration. Standard English ideology was found to
have had a huge impact as well. As was believed by classroom participants, NES was
referred to as the complete meaning of English, and Standard English was equal to native
speaker English. As mentioned in Seidholfer (2017), these are the two major assumptions

that are widely believed in Standard English ideology.

10.4 Evaluation

10.4.1.  Contributions and Implications

This research has contributed to arousing researchers’ awareness of the important role that
language ideology has played in language policy researches. At the moment, the researchers
in the field of language policy, who are focusing on language ideology, remain very limited.

The researchers who are interested in language ideologies with ELF perspective are even
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fewer. Thereby, this research has also contributed to introducing the concept of ELF to
China, hoping that this research with ELF perspective can arouse teachers and students’
awareness of the outer sociolinguist reality to acknowledge the legitimate states of ELF. And
thirdly, by looking into top-down and bottom-up effects of language policy, this research
has displayed an overall image of ELT in China and explained the potential factors in certain
attitudes, beliefs and ideologies, e.g. why Standard English ideology is heavily imposed.
Lastly, bringing together language policy and ELF perspective, it has offered readers’
insights into possible implications that maybe useful for the development of ELF in the ELT

settings.

Such implications are involved in re-conceptualising English at the first place. The term of
authenticity also needs to be redefined, in order to be sensitive to the context. More
importantly, the existence of global Englishes, and the plural form of English that function
as lingua franca should be informed of teachers and students. In this case, they can gain
informed choices to decide what is really needed to them. In addition, learners’ learning
process should be noticed rather than learning production. The focus should be primarily
aimed at encouraging students’ liberal, flexible, and dynamical use of English with strategies
on the basis of their own needs. Furthermore, adopting ELF-oriented textbooks and learning
materials as classroom inputs should be encouraged to take into consideration, e.g. Jenkins’s
(2015) Global Englishes. Instead of focusing on what is taught and learned in class, how to
put those learning materials into practice should be paid attention to. Fourthly, it calls for
ELF perspective in testing. As current English tests claim that it is designed to test for
English proficiency, more or less, it dismisses the sociolinguistic reality and is based only
on inner circle norms which lack validity (Lowenberg, 2002). This results in redefining the
meaning of English proficiency beyond the focus on measuring with native speakers norms,
and the use of pragmatic strategies, intercultural competence, code-switching, divergence
strategies, and convergence, etc. become the major components of evaluating English
proficiency, which all are needed to be included in the English test (Jenkins and Leung,
2014).

Another major implication, teachers, should also be considered. As teachers are playing the
role of agents in the process of applying language policies into practice, teachers’ education

appears to be very important. Yet, at the moment, not more information has been given in
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relation to the teachers’ education program in the documents. It simply mentions that,
education program should be established for teachers to be better adapt to the new teaching
models, without considering the appropriateness of these new teaching models for Chinese
ELT context. Therefore, it is necessary to think carefully whether certain types of researchers
or theories match the context of Chinese higher education. The contents of teachers’
education are also needed to be reconsidered and offered with practicability and
applicability. It is suggested by Kumaravadivelu (2012) that, teachers’ education is required
to let teachers not only recognise their own identities, values, attitudes and beliefs about the

language, but also understand what are really needed for students.

10.4.2. Limitations and Future Studies

There are several limitations in this research. Firstly, due to the limited access, language
policy-makers were not recruited as participants in this research. Official documents of
language policy could only be used as indirect materials to evaluate their attitudes and
ideologies towards English. In addition, compared with quantitative research which relies
on figures and facts, it is undeniable that it was hard to avoid becoming subjective in
collecting and analysing qualitative data. The researcher could not be absent when observing
classes. This would impact on the validity of the research and may be viewed as another
limitation. Thirdly, as this research investigated into language ideology particularly, it is
important for the researcher to be able to distinguish what was really believed by the
participants, and what was not. It was always the case that what they claimed was not their
beliefs. Moreover, the time that was allocated for fieldwork was slightly tight. And the
researcher needed to keep the balance of the role of being an insider in the interviews, a
moderator in focus groups and the observer in observation activities, and all the interviews
and focus groups. Classroom observations also required the researcher to be equipped with
relevant skills and techniques. The degree of such skills and techniques will directly impact
on the smooth of research activities and the quality of collecting data. Furthermore, the use
of different approaches also increased the workload in data transcribing and analysing.
Difficulties occurred in how to present and generate the findings integrally by cross-
referencing to the data collected from each different approach. By identifying those
limitations, for the future studies, it is necessary to allow more flexibility to adjust schedule
for fieldwork. Then, long trusted relationship was necessary to establish with participants to

ensure their willingness to share. More importantly, in order to avoid being subjective, it was
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necessary to develop evidence-based objective findings when making arguments and

answering research questions.

This research has provided an overall picture of the representation of ELF in China’s
language education policy in the both top-down and bottom-up manners. For the future
studies, attentions can be paid to one of the above two processes to further evaluate possible
changes on participants’ language beliefs during the policy implementation process and
participants’ reactions to policies. Focusing on the top-down process, as one of the possible
directions, more official documents of language policy could be analysed. If there were more
documents analysed, it would have surely discovered the issues which were related to
ideological shifts. Especially during the period of conducting this research, a set of updated
versions of language policy documents have been launched by the official government, e.g.
Guide (2016); China Standards of English Language Ability (CSE); Belt and Road Initiative
etc. Though there was a section in this thesis had discussed the trend and reform in Guide
(2016), and had demonstrated the reflection of native speakerism throughout the CSE,

detailed analysis of language policy statement could be further discussed.

Another possible direction is focusing on grassroots level, in terms of grassroots classroom
participants’ legitimacy of ELF in China. Given the flexible role that teacher plays in China’s
language education in HE context, the impact of teacher agency on policy implementation
process appears to be more important than ever. Thus, it is worth investigate in in what ways
that teachers’ awareness of ELF could be raised in the future. The resources that would
impact on teachers’ awareness such as teacher training and teacher education could be laid

emphasis on in the future.

At the methodological level, classroom observation has only been taken as a supportive
method to evaluate the implicit language ideologies and the implantation of language policy
in practice, which only lasted for a short period of time compared with other empirical
studies. For future studies, more time and effort could be allocated on observations.
Meanwhile, instead of adopting qualitative content analysis to analyse observational data,
discourse analysis can be used. If it is possible, in future studies it could be also considered

to conduct researches not only classroom participants’ perspective, but also language policy
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makers’ perspective. In addition, studies can also be made to include English major students
as the research participants and make comparison between their different language
ideologies which impact on their language practices. More specifically, to what extent their
awareness of ELF is different, and what is the way that impacts on their de facto language

practice. It could also be one of the interesting directions for future studies.
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Appendix 1 College English Curriculum Requirements (2007)

I.  Character and Objective of College English

College English, an integral part of higher learning, is a required basic course for
undergraduate students. Under the guidance of theories of foreign languages teaching,
college English has as its main components knowledge and practical skills of the English
language, learning strategies and intercultural communication. It is a systematic whole,

incorporating different teaching models and approaches.

The objective of College English is to develop students’ ability to use English in a well-
rounded way, especially in listening and speaking, so that in their future studies and careers
as well as social interactions they will be able to communicate effectively, and at the same
time enhance their ability to study independently and improve their general cultural
awareness so as to meet the needs of china’s social development and international

exchanges.

Il.  Teaching Objectives

As China is a large county with conditions that vary from region to region and from college
to college, the teaching of college English should follow the principle of providing different
guidance for different groups of students and instruction them in accordance with their

aptitude so as to meet the specific needs of individualized teaching.

The requirements for undergraduate College English teaching are set at three levels, i.e.,
basic requirements, intermediate requirements, and advanced requirement. Non-English
majors are required to attain to one of the three levels of requirements after studying and
practicing English at school. The basic requirements are the minimum level that all non-
English majors have to reach before graduation. Intermediate and advanced requirement are
recommended for those colleges and universities which have more favorable conditions they

should select their levels according to the school’s status, types and education goals.

277



Appendix

Institutions of higher learning should set their own objectives in the light of their specific
circumstances, strive to create favourable conditions, and enable those students who have a
relatively higher English proficiency and stronger capacity for learning to meet the

intermediate or advanced requirements.
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Requirements:

Listening

Basic students should be able to follow English medium instructions everyday conversations, and lectures on general topics
conducted in English. They should be able to understand English radio and TV programs spoken at a speed of 130 to 150 wpm,
grasping the main ideas and key points. They are expected to be able to employ basic listening strategies to facilitate
comprehension.

Intermediate They should be able to follow talks and lectures in English, to understand longer English radio and TV programs
on familiar topics spoken at a speed of around 150-180 wpm, grasping the main ideas, key points and relevant details. They
should be able to understand, by and large, courses in their areas of specialty taught in English.

Advanced Students should, by and large, be able to understand radio and TV programs produced in English-speaking countries
and grasp the gist and key points. They should be able to follow talks by people from English-speaking countries given at normal
speed, and to understand courses in their areas of specialty and lectures in English.

Basic students should be able to communicate in English in the course of learning, to conduct discussions on a given theme, and
to talk about everyday topics in English (Chinese: with speakers from English speaking countries). They should be able to give,
after some preparation, short talks on familiar topics with clear articulation and basically correct pronunciation and intonation.
They are expected to be able to use basic conversational strategies in dialogue.

Intermediate students should be able to hold conversations in fairly fluent English (with speakers from English speaking
countries). They should, by and large, be able to express their personal opinions, feelings and views, to state facts and reasons,
and to describe events with clear articulation and basically correct pronunciation and intonation
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Speaking

Advanced Students should be able to conduct dialogue or discussions with a certain degree of fluent and accuracy on general or
specialized topics, and to make concise summaries of extended texts or speeches in fairly difficult language. They should be able
to deliver papers at academic conferences and participate in discussion.

Reading

Basic Students should generally be able to read English texts on general topics at a speed of 70 wpm. With longer yet less difficult
texts, the reading speed should be 100 wpm. Students should be able to do skimming and scanning. With the help of dictionaries,
they should be able to read textbooks in their areas of specialty, and newspaper and magazine articles on familiar topics, grasping
the main ideas and understanding major facts and relevant details. They should be able to understand texts of practical styles
commonly used in work and daily life. They are expected to be able to employ effective reading strategies while reading.

Intermediate Students should generally be able to read essays on general topics in popular newspaper and magazines published
in English-speaking counties at a speed of 70 to 90 wpm. With longer texts for fast reading, the reading speed should be 120
wpm. Students should be able to skim or scan reading materials. When reading summary literature in their areas of specialty,
students should be able to get a correct understanding of the main ideas, major facts and relevant details.

Advanced students should be able to read rather difficult texts, and understand their main ideas and details. They should be able
to read English articles in newspapers and magazines published abroad, and to read English literature related to their area of
specialty without much difficulty.

Basic students should be able to complete writing tasks for general purposes, e.g., describing personal experiences, impressions,
feelings, or some events, and to undertake practical writing. They should be able to write within 30 minutes a short composition
of no less than 120 words on a general topic, or an outline. The composition should be basically complete in content, clear in
main idea, appropriate in fiction and coherent in discourse. Students are expected to be able to have a command of basic writing
strategies.

Intermediate Students should be able to express, by and large, personal views on general topics, compose English abstracts for
these in their own specialization, and write short English papers on topics in their field. They should be able to describe charts
and graphs, and to complete within 30 minutes a short composition of no less than 160 words. The composition should be
complete in content, clear in ides, well-organized in presentation and coherent in discourse.
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Advanced Students should be able to write brief reports ad papers in their areas of specialty, to express their opinions freely,
and to write within 30 minutes expository or argumentative essays of no less than 200 words on a given topic. The text should
be characterized by clear expression of ideas, rich content, neat structure, and good logic.

Translating

Basic With the help of dictionaries, students should be able to translate essays on familiar topics from English into Chinese and
vice versa. The speed of translation from English into Chinese should be about 300 English words per hour whereas the speed
of translation from Chinese into English should be around 250 Chinese characters per hour. The translation should be basically
accurate, free from serious mistakes in comprehension or expression.

Intermediate With the help of dictionaries, students should be able to translate on a selective basis English literature in their
field, and to translate texts on familiar topics in popular newspapers and magazines published in English speaking counties. The
speed of translation from English into Chinese should be about 350 English words per hour whereas the speed of translation from
Chinese into English should be around 300 Chinese characters per hour. The translation should read smoothly, convey the
original meaning and be, in the main, free from mistakes in understanding or expression. Students are expected to be able to use
appropriate translation techniques.

Advanced With the help of dictionaries, students should be able to translate into Chinese fairly difficult English texts in literature
related to their areas of specialty and in newspapers and magazines published in English-speaking countries; they should also be
able to translate Chinese introductory texts on the conditions of china or Chinese culture into English. The speed of translation
from English into Chinese should be about 400 English words per hour whereas the speed of translation from Chinese into
English should be around 350 Chinese characters per hour. The translation should convey the idea with accuracy and smoothness
and be basically free from misinterpretation, omission and mistakes in expression.
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The above-mentioned three requirements serve as reference standards for colleges and
universities in preparing their own college English teaching documents. They could, in the
light of their respective circumstances, make due adjustments to the specific requirements
for listening, speaking, reading, writing and translation at the three levels. In doing so they
should place more emphasis on the cultivation and training of listening and speaking

abilities.

I.  Course Design

Taken into account the school’s circumstances, colleges and universities should follow the
guidelines of the requirements and the goals of their college English teaching in designing
their college English course systems. A course system which is a combination of required
and elective courses in comprehensive English, language skills, English for practical uses,
language and culture, and English of specialty, should ensure that students at different levels

receive adequate training and make improvement in their ability to use English.

In designing college English courses, requirements for cultivating competence in listening
and speaking should be fully considered, and corresponding teaching hours and credits
should be adequately allocated. Moreover, the extensive use of advanced information
technology should be encourages, computer-and web-based courses should be developed,
and students should be provided with favourable environment and facilities for language

learning’

College English is not only a language course that provides basic knowledge about English,
but also a capacity enhancement course that helps students to broaden their horizons and
learn about different cultures in the world. It not only serves as a tool, but also has humanistic
values. When designing college English courses, therefore, it is necessary to take into full
consideration the development of students’ cultural capacity and the teaching of knowledge

about different cultures in the world.
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All the courses, whether computer-based or classroom-based, should be fully individual-
oriented, taking into account students with different starting points, so that students who
start from lower levels will be well taken care of while students whose English is better will
find room for further development. College English course design should help students to
have a solid foundation in the English language while developing their ability to use English,
especially their ability to listen and speak in English. It should ensure that students make
steady progress in English proficiency throughout their undergraduate studies, and it should
encourage students’ individualized learning so as to meet the needs of their development in

different specialties.

I1.  Teaching Model

In view of the marked increase in student enrolments and the relatively limited resources,
colleges and universities should remould the existing unitary teacher-centered pattern of
language teaching by introducing computer- and classroom-based teaching models. The new
model should be built on modern information technology, particularly network technology
so that English language teaching and learning will be, to a certain extent, free from the
constraints of time or place and geared towards’ students’ individualized and autonomous
learning. The new model should combine the principles of practically, knowledge and
interest, facilitate mobilizing the initiative of both teacher and students, and attach particular
importance to the central position of students and the leading role of teachers in the teaching
and learning process. This model should incorporate into it the strength of the current model
and give play to the advantages of traditional classroom teaching while fully employing

modern information technology.

Colleges and universities should explore and establish a web-based listening and speaking
teaching model that suits their own needs in line with their own conditions and students’
English proficiency, and deliver listening and speaking courses via the intranet or campus
network. The teaching of reading, writing and translation can be conducted either in the
classroom or online. With regard to computer- and web-based courses, face-to-face coaching

should be provided in order to guarantee the effects of learning.
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The network-based teaching system developed in an attempt to implement the new teaching
model should cover the complete process of teaching, learning, feedback and management,
including such modules as students’ learning and self-assessment, teachers’ lectures, and
online coaching, as well as the monitoring and management of learning and coaching. It
should be able to track down, record and check the progress of learning in addition to
teaching and coaching, and attain to a high level of interactivity, multimedia use and
operability. Colleges and universities should adopt good teaching software and encourage

teachers to make effective use of web multimedia and other teaching resources.

One of the objectives of the reform of the teaching model is to promote the development of
individualized study methods and the autonomous learning ability on the part of students.
The new model should enable students to select materials and methods suited to their
individual needs, obtain guidance in learning strategies, and gradually improve their

autonomous learning ability.

Changes in the teaching model by no means call for changes in teaching methods and
approaches only, but more importantly, consist of changes in teaching philosophy and
practice, and in a shift from a teacher-centred pattern, in which knowledge of the language
and skills are imparted by the teacher in class only, to a student-centred pattern, in which the
ability to use the language and the ability to learn independently are cultivated in addition to
language knowledge and skills, and also to lifelong education, geared towards cultivating

students’ lifelong learning ability.

I11. Evaluation

Evaluation is a key component in College English teaching. It not only helps teachers obtain
feedback, improve the administration of teaching, and ensuring teaching quality but also
provides students with an effective means to adjust their learning strategies and methods,
improve their learning efficiency and achieve the desired learning effects. The evaluation of

students’ learning consist of formative assessment and summative assessment.
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Formative assessment refers to procedural and developmental assessment conducted in the
teaching process, i.e. tracking the teaching process, providing feedback and promoting an
all-round development of the students, in accordance with the teaching objectives and by
means of various evaluative methods. It facilitates the effective monitoring of students’
autonomous learning, and it’s articulately important in implementing the computer- and
classroom-based teaching model. It includes students’ self-assessment, peer assessment, and
assessment conducted by teachers and school administrator. Formative assessment takes
such forms as keeping a records of students’ in and outside of classroom activities and online
self-learning data, keeping files on students’ study results, and conducting interviews and
holding meetings. This slows students’ learning processes to be subjected to observation,

evaluation and supervision, thus contributing to the enhancement of their learning efficiency.

Summative assessment is conducted at the end of a teaching phase. It mainly consist of final
test and proficiency tests, designed to evaluate students’ all-round ability to use English.
These tests aim to assess not only students’ competence in reading, writing and translation,

but also their competence in listening and speaking.

To make a summative assessment of teaching, colleges and universities may administer tests
of their own, run tests at the intercollegiate or regional level, or let student take the national
test after meeting the different standards set by Requirement. Whatever from the tests may
take, the focus should be on the assessment of students’ ability to use English in

communication, particularly their ability to listen and speak English.

Evaluation also includes that of the teachers, i.e., the assessment of the teaching processes
and effects. This should not be merely based on students’ test scores, but take into account
teachers’ attitudes, approaches, and methods; it should also consider the content and

organization of their courses, and the effects’ of the teaching.
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Government education administrative offices at different levels and colleges and universities
should regard the evaluation of College English teaching as an important part of the

evaluation of the overall undergraduate education of the school.

IV. Teaching Administration

Teaching administration should cover the whole process of College English teaching. To
ensure that the set teaching objectives can be achieve, efforts should be made to strengthen
the guidance for and supervision of the teaching process. For this purpose, the following
measures should be taken:

1. A system for teaching and teaching administration documentation should be
established. Documents of teaching include college English curriculum of the
colleges and universities concerned, as well as the documents stipulating the teaching
objectives, course description, teaching arrangement, content of teaching, teaching
progress, and methods of assessment for all the courses within the program.
Documents of teaching administration include documents registering students’ status
and their academic credits, regulations of assessment, students’ academic scores and
records, analysis of exam papers, guidelines for teaching and records of teaching and
research activities.

2. The college English program should adapt itself to the overall credit system of the
colleges and universities concerned and should account for 10% (around 16) of the
total undergraduate credits. The credits students acquire via computer-based courses
should be equally acknowledged once students pass the exams. It is suggested that
these credits should account for no less than 30% of the total credits in college
English learning.

3. Faculty employment and management should be improved in order to guarantee a
reasonable teacher-student ratio. In addition to classroom teaching, the hours spent
on face-to-face coaching, instructions on network usage and on extracurricular
activities should be counted in the teachers’ teaching load.

4. A system of faculty development of the teaching quality, and to the development of
the college English program. Colleges and universities should build a faculty team
with a good structure of age, educational backgrounds and professional titles, lay
emphasis on the training and development of college English teachers, encourage

them to conduct teaching and research with a focus on the improvement of teaching
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quality, create conditions for them to carry out relevant activities in various forms,
and promote effective cooperation among them, so that they can better sept to the
new teaching model. Meanwhile, opportunities should be created so that the teachers
can enjoy sabbaticals and engage in advanced studies, thus ensuring sustainable

improvement in their academic performance and methods of teaching.
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Appendix 2. Interview Protocol (English Version)

Introduction

Thank you for agreeing to speak with me. | appreciate your time. This interview will take
about 45 minutes, but you may stop the interview at any point/ withdraw from the interview
at any moment. The purpose of this conversation is to talk about your experiences as a
teacher of English at university. This interview is just a part of a study on a PhD research of
University of Southampton. I’d like to remind you that this conversation will be audio-
recorded. The interview is confidential, and only the research team and | have the right to
get access to this recording, and be transcribed. If you want me to stop at any time, just let

me know.

Interview Prompts

Opening Topic

1. Do you like your job? Are you happy with your teaching?

2. Could you share some of your experiences of learning or teaching? Eg. Have you ever
studied abroad?

3. Do you think it is necessary for students to learn English? Why? To what extent do
students need to learn?

4. How many hours do you teach English every week?

Questions about ELT:
5. Are you familiar with current curriculum? How does it impact on your teaching?

6. Do you give instructions in English? Why?

(Does the policy regulate so?)
7.  What’s your procedure in classroom teaching? On what aspect do you spend time most

in your English teaching?

(What kind of teaching approaches would you like to apply, eg. CLT, CBLT, TBL etc.)
8. What do you think of the textbooks?
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10.

11.

(Are there any other channels to teach English besides textbooks?)
What do you think of the assessment system? What are the influences of tests in your
teaching?

How do you think of the relationship between accuracy and fluency?

(Do you usually correct your students while they are speaking? What kinds of errors
will you correct?)

Which forms of English do you usually speak in front of your students?

Questions about the understanding of English as a lingua franca:

12.

13.
14.

15.
16.

290

What do you think of authentic English/standard English/native English and non-native
English?

(Do you think it refers to English that is used by NES in their daily life?)
What do you think of the plural form of Englishes?

Will you introduce cultural knowledge in your classroom teaching?

(In what way? Which context do you usually refer to?)
Have you heard about ELF?
What do you think of teaching ELF in ELT class? Why?



Appendix 3. Teacher Participants’ Information

Information of Interviews and Classroom Observations:

Appendix

Participant | Education Research interest Module
- PhD SLA Introduction to Linguistics
> PhD Literature College English 3
> PhD Linguistic New Standard English
“ Master Interpreting Interpreting & Translating
> Master Interpreting & Listening & Speaking
Translation
> Master Literature College English 1
! Master Interpreting & English for Accounting and
Finance
Translation
5 PhD Second Language Writing Academic Writing
> PhD Literature Business English
10 PhD Translation Translation
H Master Linguistics English Audio-visual
2 PhD Literature Comprehensive English
s PhD Literature Academic Writing
e Master Literature Academic English
o PhD Translation Translation
o Master Literature Interactive English
L PhD ELT English Audio-visual
1o PhD ELT Translation
o Master Literature Interactive English
20 PhD Literature College English 1
2t Master Business English English Audio-visual
2 PhD SLA Business English
> PHD ELT Education English
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Appendix 4. Interview Example

Research (R) : WX MR ERIVBGEIREF, AL RZZE TN 135 H AR
Ufo SFAERTHEN, S50, X, BOARMENT 7 — F Al Ra iR, AR ARHA
I R o

Interviewer (I) : KN, XF, FATEiZ LB PLIZANER.

R: e EXRWrZZEIMAER, WhiEsf B EWr 77w, b e —28, Lehnid, e w35
ERARE N N BTG RN ERIIES . (T WD i BRD A ZIMERE L
FUAEAR S . (ERBUE [ 2R R AP E N B oeif H SEORHR 70 AR PR AR 215 [ 5K 1
NAEDE . RN NBUAE A TRAS BEAN BE FL S8 S WS TEAE B S P N A 2

I HSe A2 aAEN, JATZME—F

R: AR ABAE RGRA LIRS 8l HAh FIRFIART, #A S AEIHE FH R (9L
EEEE. RiEH.

I: XF, X2 —MZARSHI N . — BERA AR 2 BRI 838 TE A IE 1), H2E CART AT
WERAHM . LR rxtE, RS TP EARIE, f—A5E Al (H2
XREG T UG, R, EEEERE, FBIRDT .

R: DLRETA?

I: Xt HMSEmCART. HK, IREREER 1. BAILENERZA 0, Renu, BEXH
XD TIRZ o ARIXa—Ul, HIIRRER] T .

R: Xf, HSUBRIAGEE LW, AR, HIERSEEAMABARIRE, K #f2E R
MR

L: %, RATRE. KIER IS B R EVGOE E KW, HLNiZEEdE %, LU
BRI T,

R: DRUNABRHER B EXT B, ANFIEANERE . T2 IR R, AR IR
JK” sparkling water , FERAATUL, MATHAEW, HELAEMMT T, Kiliigas water.
A4 . BTL, ZEAR 248 R FE A, AN BRI D8 218 G A RIS

L: %, WERARRAEARSSEE K, REER—RERAFRIERERIES, A EHZSBUE
(1, At s e ZE B IR A BT A

R: AR DA EZIMPERIX L,
L: HSE, fRATRAARTTIH A T SEHUXFER LGN, B0A JERIX — k.
R: XF, IFB#RRE — IR E L IIE.

I: M, XAMREF, X, FONHSZE AU, B, Mnativesd i i3 2 2 DRI H
T3, ARVERAE, AR I X AR 15 2

R: IEEREEE, Nt4a—EEHnativeJ9EiE?
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I: PUNIXHEEARNKE . FOYIZMES ZMNIEM .. silrBRah e, Eepfhdin, o
ARG AT RE 2 A IE i, B AR F X 9t sBRMATEN, i seiEalAs
uf, MRS, (HHARNEITAE . IBEFIRAEESEL . fREKRLUE, RZANHEE
WP, W, E—EHARRER,

R: sefr bRy, FAMENZEAE, FTEES0% LA L FIF#EE 5 AR 01 B X g N ATV IE, IHE
Bk, BUE IESSE, RN REE KA, SRIERA], SRR, #A
A REIE B S TE A GAE NV SETE . BESR M ERIG E AN S2 B #OBA AT B ik 518 AR5 1
i, MABNTH A ELE SRR HESEIEE ?

I: XWRRAIER, RIS R U BEAR R B0y TIE Mg, Al e 2518 SR br e
B, VIR H . BRI A LA XA ST ANZ— 58 E et br
S, B, R ERASTUMAT 1. ERX ST AR, S S A1)
H, RN, BRI, (ERIMAILHIERA L

R: w3 R A Z . 2B INEY, SRR RZ AR H K, W]
FE LT

I 3Pt FlfTm, BRARRE RSS2 LaE, ER U H, ARERE, 0
], 6. A . B —FPRHE K, MERECEY, EREWES. JkINE.
AR 5T, R B E MR SSE E RS, AR b ENEE R, ik
e MR AL, hdta. AP EARZRE T, R AR SETE AL
BRI, AT SEE e thRRERE . WRIIR 2, (EULRITRE,

2 R, AT EREA AU IR, KAEBAF G .

L: AATIA . FRGEAS BN REAG EEDE E

R: QERAGRIF XA R, AsmHSGE IS S A A2

I: (EARSXA SR A — S R R — M, WERBA M, R H R VAE 2L
Wi, VRAAT 2 FRER AR ? A RARAZ I R AR 11, BB & S BURIITA E 2 A HET
1. ATEER M ISR TIRIIE S, BCEHERM ISR TIRNE R, REFEEa sz 20
A ERINN . VREAT DR

R: B2U, ZREEERAN NEHERINIE, B 280 NIRRT S, KFHESE
DY

I: b, XA B, JTHARPMERIEL T, g ZARA, MERE—
AREN, EARRERAPYFRTEE, % TARYTE, IRAOTT RS2 MR IR
Wi, FRETATRESZ TP SCRRE I o 0 SR i A [ R

R: IUAEHSHELF I TEBLE BT A

I: FERXABARE, XA BB R 2B e, sEaf
S, TEYGER A E 2 MR, SNEKNES S E E SRR,

R: &8 E P15, Chinese English 2 i [E A i 985 ?

I: AHaXpng? A RKERITIZEARER X FACAFRBT,  E AR M2
.

=
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R: X, EARERH.

I ERMPIFTNEBIIE 7. FEROA L. BRMEAEEAIE. DERIREEM T —
SEMBER, RERMBIBUNE RIRE. WAELHRE. - . o

R: XA EHIAEEE . R B o h AR A ZHER I . o o o AL
A5 ST S AR 32 AR 2

Lo JROCFHEE FZR AR OBRIGIE . ARBEAA IR, MATIDEE AR, (H AR
Yo YAIF A BIEILR,  (EARNTERARGA .

R: fRZE, ERHR?
I: FERIEE AR B HR AR — SEA N A .
WAFEATUWIRAS care 2L TRIE R R A1, BATHAEE. . .

L: XERpxS, AT LHE b, ARMATEABOT 0. BATARKNREE —ERE L
o, RONEAT I s e A, e N EAE R, B ORI, R U IR T
MR, WA IRARSNIES RN T s, BEAE S, SodEE, stag Al
ferr. WP BOSR UYL, B T E R IR, IR AREIREE, P EASURIXEE, A
L o

R: IREVNT AFERIA IR T 2 LR ? R W R 1 i Jm IX 2 — @ HA L ? Bl
Yo EA IE A REde s ?

I: fFERH, 2RETHARNT . BRAMR. BEMENXFRIERNHE 7, 2Ll
] o

Re ARG AP I 350 S FPIRAEVA R IR ? (5 2 ?

I: Mk, ARWE? AR, TRESIIALIEIRAHRED ? ARX A ALY 2lid . JATE
IRAR LRSS, B BIHRE B AR I R SURIRA 1S IMARAR AR, &2
ne 2

R: sz, AZEAVAZIN, wpt sz —0n, BHEX—MHER, woKr. Ei
(K, BEECE BT R, ARSI, MATE AR N . A2 BN IRE
AR, 2PN

I: ol XFETH. BATER MR MR NKICRSI0HE. Miiikitm. H25
AAFRBIE, B

R: Wk, AURiiZss, En)R?

L %, xb, xbe Hsg, SWA T, HErphEANZEMRIS0E, KSR, HEt4
HWe? BuLkl. SRl R, AT, BRME T, AN AAATE], BIXFE L
N, VRIGEEAIETS, WRSRIRTR 1. BIXMa N, R AL RENS 1k RIS A I AZHwt ol L
To PrUATSEHAED R B, REREME A1, B ERAR . BEE AR,
NICTEER), W% AR, BRI AES, e 71, SRS
MIRES, AL, Wit S ARERE ST RINIA], AR UL, LA IRIGIETIERAKE, T2 HE80%
RIBIRMEBAT 1.

R: FRE

an
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R: JREEINJ9~Fif F B ZEE B AR D, SETEICE 2 ? 302 1 202 D BUR iR i 1B 1R
HE,

I: EPsE 7 LR, s REREE, Wihed, RO AATT L mmk, fhitfh ks
R, BT . U4 KRR BIESNMO AR, LRInEIE, X, w2 R
SEARE TR H K N RA . AR AR, IO R AR e B SO A, i s
AT o FRAEATHA S VBT O G — Rl ARt A N EAZRAUT 1, AN ZAbiE
HEEUE ARE . A IRIZR MR FREVE, AR KRR DLE IR 2 AL [A] 27 4
e AR, WERIRMIZOREEC T H0iE, AAENRZ I AdE th e m

R: iHAE L.

Lo X! Ak, BEERLF, SURBRIEERIRAE. s2il, MRIARHERA A7 XA RN,
AT DOXFEUL, ARAT AR, B AR PIBA B bR i B 1. BRAL B X R,
TR LR, QARHE ST REIN—F, TBRKZI, SEAEH] SR
W o

R: Xf, Xfo fEHEXFERAEL T, KOy ZER B REL M. AR ERE SR
A2

I: it iMHAAERNEASEREGG . BOES. AR, EREAZEERXD, %
fi R AU (50

Re FRIAERAT AL RSB TV Hsr, PRI HOE BRI SO Bl R ] 2

I: EAREAAERE . EREZA R JBEAIEE L ARH . R L AT 5
ERR AP

R: ARSI REABELLIE B ARA 1915 Lk 1 K R BRI 2

L: Pt A HEE .

Re ABIXTTERIA BAT? AR BB ?

I: HAfjobjective, WHLRZRXANHEH I AT Mobjective. FATAH R[] — L,
R: X Ao BB B AR H I ?

I: B—TTURE R AR ?

R: QR AR, LS 1o

L: FREFEARI PN . FTRES A

R: 17, A7-

I: (HRIGEL I FAIEIE L RA—FERBUR. IR BEFR, NiZnarrow down— R, 14
JEEMVE), TR ESR IS AL, accuracy H. EMHIFAE LG B SFIEF, W0
Flaccuracy. JEEYIEAILTLE RS S, HURKFINE, MATH H B & 48R

Re XF, xbo ABMEERE, SO 731,
L xpxdnfe HRMEZE. HARARA T RS0 TE 2 — Al
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R: WA $E 2P Ee 0[5 52 B 1 85 LA . AN R DEE ST £ AL M the ownership of
English HX AR ? Hi/&English is owned by its speaker #EHEmIL?

I: XAownership, IUAEARAESE] 70, TR0, GEAM—L8ilD, Hoin i B
f—Lerp E el KAHUR AR . XA AT CLHF IR e R, Bk, By PR
[ 5% 1) S = BP0 [ 56 [ 90 1) S S AL I R o G R 2 [ SR PR 1 R
W, WRARRE, SH ARG, SAELRENL. FONIES ERRARAZLR.
PRI AATA SRR FHORRRA T, e E R . R A ARISE R R . AT h
Ko MEMFRIRAT . IR R SEIRAGT . (B3R BATH S EA X7 H A ER .

R: Xt A 7TXFEMER, WAENBFEOAH. ZMAE B GN— " AL
FEEFRIR 2 NIE RV REIARHE I DB AR T R

L: OV RFEN N REVHRIF SBT3 RIEFAE PN BARWER I A [ 5
i, EIRZANIRE. RtEATH. HEBFANmMSR. B FH—"r N, Sz, i
U, fhSEEIRE, BRI R S =, HBcA Nditita. Brilidd, ARFAZES. &
WWREARERE, RN, ROER, WAER T, e TRAEREE, ozl
W% T, AR, BERERE, sy Tk, MRS TikiE s, BA
NERA—FE T o 8 AT RER SEAT IX A DR

R: BRETJLFEM, KREEEMFKETT SR E, ARBA NKET R BN RNE

A2

I: PR AR ERpower IR R 1. HAIRXFE, HIEAF. IRICIIABESR, Mk
W, SR ANTE, AR . XA ERpower #R R I R LM

R: SEiliALHN, ARHEUHE 7. BOVBITEA AR R MEE . AR, ] 5e v —
JHREPHE T o Bfllz, W, JGRIEA DUXFEAW], DUSEAeE. ERFEM M, WRE
FHIEE KA T o b Bt l, RUisE 7o R MR 7B .

L: %, B Xt A, 25 5 2RMER . PR opportuni ty K. Hsk
LI BHEAR D, Br T _EIRBLSN, BESEE,

R: PRATTREM AN BN AL — R i 51

L: Xbe i RAEE. HIEZEAEPE A SEe 2 2GSl . XDEMZRAE,
R: 1 HARAHL 2 RIE — R 2 LU 2 R AR — A . ASRETR M

I: {H2REUEIXAE BIE AL B A B AR AN T o

R: RDGZEIMEREIEZFERIHL S ?

I: 2, RAEXAERFEAN, SRR, EFIMERRHE, #HSmRXFERRE, WE
PRATEARERR PO A ) @8, I 52 VR Uil 2 L authentic opportunity I o

R: XFX%7s
I: wibAFRE kUL, RARMNNETOERE, REMEATEA R nativel. HZEIAEIR

WAFA AT B CGEE. WA, S H QSR E. RSEARINER, &AL
TR AL A, RN AE TR, XA R, R
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Re FLSCIRAERRINARIT, FRAVEGEAE T E R SETE 2 e i 1

L: 52 #AEPORUARMITHERATZE, (ERABA IR EBATE I, RAIRZE o XA ERAbATTH
VERS RO K. PERS AN, A SRR TN 2 . AR EIRERR L E Y, R
e SRIRELE Bb A IR A USSR . PTG E 2 MR IM T E, sEIE
EEATRRIRE ST, IR SOBHFEMAE SN . A HABRA BH L EERIE? XK
7h, M. fHRERE RS, ARTRIDEE AR B L.

R: FHERMAIHETE. o .

L: ot Singlishaal? Hrndf 99 i 1w i BOZAGE A, A T2 5 R . ik
IR, AABAATIN TG, B TS0, Hopholk S5 #RRAE 9t gt ARAERE
INEXAZE, REBRA T AZE?

R: ZIAEGEE, A AE S AAFRTEE R A is F A B A . 82 B se
BRI/ D &8 Mnative speaker™? Flnon-nativeWg? WS ASHAER?

It ZANEE— S TRMER. FAK—EHINNERnative speakersiii, Waim KA.
R: NH4NE? non-nativelXIiEA {4 i 2

I: WEo o o BAyile? RITEW, MATERREHERE, WRITEREFREZM.

L XANE, REGET, SFFIEA TR,

R: Mk, BFH)Y ARG RN o BREBUE T

I. &,

R: AR J5 A4 i B RAE BRI ?

I IFf. 0.

R: FF I

297



Appendix

Appendix 5. Focus Group Discussions

Part One: the Role of English in Chinese context

1.

Do you think it is important (necessary) to learn English?

(Why? To what extent do you think you need to master English? Do you plan to study
abroad?)
Do you have a special motivation to learn English?

How often do you speak English? Who do you speak English with?

(at home, at university, at work, or social networks?)

What do you think Chinese speakers’ use of English (ELF)?

e Your willingness to be identified as speakers of Chinese ELF

e Your willingness to learn Chinese ELF (Whether Chinese ELF should be taught in
schools?)

o Whether it is appropriate to speak Chinese ELF with NNSs in a variety of contexts?

Part Two: Perceptions of ELT practices?

5.

10.

298

Are you familiar with current curriculum and syllabus of the course? (eg, aims,
objectives, criteria of evaluation etc.)

What do you think of the classroom input? (E.g. textbooks, learning materials, handouts,
etc.) Are they useful?

How do you think about teachers’ instructions?

How do you feel about your primary language of instruction in ELT class?

What do you think of the assessment system? What are influences of tests in your
learning?

How do you feel about cultural related modules?
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Part Three: Attitudes towards ELF

11. What kind of English that you would like to learn? What aims you would like to achieve
by leaning English in university? Can you describe the English that you are leaning in
class?

12. Do you think it is important to learn Standard English? Can you describe what is SE?

13. How do you think about ‘English’ and ‘Englishes’? What do you think about native
English and non-native Englishes?

14. How do you feel about accuracy and fluency? Would you like to be corrected if you
made mistakes in communication? And how do you feel about teachers’ mistakes while

they were teaching?

Is there anything you would like to share more? You may discuss you experience of English
use and English learning.
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Appendix 6. Focus Group Participants’ Information

Focus Group Time Age Years Participants Class Majors
Groups of Level
Study

SAl

Non-
English

A (University A; 45 18-22 2 SA2
4 Members) mins

SA3

SA4

SB1

B (University A; | 1 hour | 18-22 2 SB2
5 Members)

Non-
English

SB3

SB4

SBS

SCl1

C (University B; 75 18-22 1 SC2
4 Members) mins

Non-
English

SC3

SC4

SD1

D (University B; | 45 18-22 1 SD2
5 Members) mins

Non-
English

SD3

SD4

SDS5

SEI

E (University C; 50 18-22 1 SE2
5 Members) mins

English

SE3

SE4

SES

ool ve R oo B v e o 1 == o v~ R o B | vo R v v R f @ W [ > R o L@ T @ N 1o v~ R o R [ @ I v o A I [ oo

SF1
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F (University C;

5 Members)

70
mins

28-22

SF2 C
SF3 B
SF4 C
SFS A

English
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Appendix 7. Sample Presentation for Focus Group

Before each focus group, a presentation on ELF has been given. It involves in the
following aspects :

1. Listthe figures of the spread of English all over the world(Crystal, 2008 ; Graddol, 2006)
For example :

Global languages

Languages :r'anking b}-' size

. S Languages on the internet
(Ll speakers in ml]llons)

¢ Chinese 1213 . English 27.3%

. Span:ish 329 . Chinese 22.6%

¢ English 328 . Spanish 7.8%

* Arabic 221 . Japanese 5.0%

* Hindi 182 . Portuguese 4.2%

L] Bengali 181 . German 3.8%

* Portuguese 178 http: / / www.internetworldstats. com
® Russian 144

® Japanese 122 Non-native Engli sh sp eakers

* German 128 * Approx. 2 billion (Crystal, 2008)

T Etl]IlO 1 Ogl.lE -COI

2. List of the examples of ELF usage in practice (see the image below for an example )

P e e

“ Sddm 2l o r
ik % 0 #
EXMA R

Let us do the birds friend

3. Introduced the concept of ELF mainly based on Global Englishes: A Resource Book for
Students, Jenkins (2015). The following issues have been discussed:
e What is a “Lingua Franca™? (Jenkin 2009)
e The dynamic and diversity of English (Jenkins, 2015; Mauranen, 2012;

302



Appendix

Seidlhofer, 2011)

e The legitimacy of NNSE and the global ownership of English (Widdowson,
2003;Seidlhofer, 2011)

e The use of accommodation strategies for effective communication in
intercultural settings (Cogo and Dewey 2012; Mauranen 2012)

4. Questions and Discussions

The presentation lasted for 10 minutes and a 5-minutes Q/A session. Students’ focus goups

are held afterwards.
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Appendix 8. Focus Group Example

Group D:

SD1: {HE, FATHLE AN AZ A bR iE T ?

SD3: AT A Wb EHIE A SEARAESLTW], R Z AN ARHAT 1.
SD1: {HEFATHKE LA B B CIEif i RAR R AL .

SD2: M, FIFANNEAT A M AR ETLIE

SD3: WM e S, W AT IS — e SO VLS H S 4 2 Ao AR AR P AL SRR — i v
VIR — . BT — G IIRRHER

SDl:jéEi'JiZ, PRIBAZ I U ATHE— DN ZRAC AR BSR4 R B e @ (R )
7

SD2: AELIXKE, ARBRAIREE, IRRMLT (5

SD1: fli R AL B, FRATHEA AR YT 4 . ZITHABHEA.

SD4: HFNE, FSPRAT BT HRSE T R

SD1: ¥R A . T N —WkIEZH: T

SD2: AREIXAE I, HSHARZ AR A P 06AE 11 5 AR =

SD1: A Sk

SD4: A IXF KA, WAKUE R, S AL

SD5: AN AT E A AT LAE native A 15 2

SD2: {HEVRE, A UFZ W EBUER, AT K S SRR ARR AR T .

SD3: A AEARIXAEHEAFIEL ? A1 E AW KA T ARATH 2 SEAFTRATT 1 TEE AR A BRI
SD5: thxf, A REIREXT 1. FATVMTGEH T 2 D2 BITRATRHE 50 .
SD4: U IS IRIE | B A5 Hh [ A PAE IS A, A R A 2 IRk

SD1: A<, AR H 5£3% H /2 Chinese English. I am a china...en, no, a Chinese (%)
SD2: fRAMEPEBRATMILERE AW . BAEN? (%) RIHRA - REHWE, 6

Bl —AHMEGRIER . ATIEAEANEE, @1 RFRAEIRAT. (FRRA VR
, BWHLXFE  “no, no, no, don't do this, do this. ... (%)

SD1: AVEHI !

SD2: {HRIILHI B AL UM, WAL E &M — s iaCAa R, ki ‘you
shouldn’t grab like that, you should hold it with four fingers... ’

S5 IE A A — Tk 18] 58 A AR ANEE R

SD3: HAFIR ARG, GFIE!

SD2: %A, EMAW—HAFTH.

N
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SD4: =Bk 2 ik = 4B .

SDL:Xf, FATEAEIAE L A ETAER R R BRI, MREER.. ZFERER]—K
FARATFER

SD4: FEMML! WAAFXIRA L, EEME . RREZEEEDH, HERLF AL,
SD1: HEBAFKI T . - -

SD2: FEE Wk RARAR#E, (H2 5 E OS5I RERA — R LU
SD1: F— s AR A SRS [ 1 S A1 & 2. 1 HOA A BAER, WA AT
SD3: #p, Tt RAERFRBINAL . Hx T, A ERXEH/RA.

SD1 & S2: Mg, IRANAEE, IR mRt !

SD1: AT, ARATIWr BLERATT AL Bl A AN S SR 2R 2

SD5: W2 A2 ANFIIE R

SD1: H, EHERLAED 7 HE-Tr, BEE T AH. - .

SD4: I FANHEAT? hG?

SD1: AR, A Hes )i .

SD4: “AHE” ZhInwIFE?

SD5: KBk 1.

SD4: OMG!

SD1:  (#k) BUHRZATER) WA DL

SD4: “HZE” !

SD1: (rik) “HE” k.

SD4: “HE&” WigwgE! | !

SD5: X EARFA T, AT TS ARMEL T .

SD4: {H 2 g 3 F1 53 A e i A2 9 A 0]

SD1 & SD5: i ---

SD1: FEINIFEEHER, 655, LFt=ml.

SD4: 670 RILIL? MEERAEE 8537

SD1: AR, (HRZ/DTraf rl. A4 65, 653 HNEFE.

SD3: Jytta—EETWE? 6t AZE,

SDL:E /A T 1405 o] LG K88 T o 60 W BE VLS BEA% — 3/ E AR I B R, {H 2
RUFATIr, FEAR L HAMA AR 0K 1

SD4: MBI/ E A > ? WAVMI-9XA/NAPEI XA .
SDLEHE IR M. G, Wik, Wiy, HEMEE, SIEF0R™. Ei0a Hif. HAb

R Bel B AT b g bR . BT AW DRI RE 245 50 s (R ARI A~ o o Wi, o {3
HAZEM. BUNFAMES FIRE h, WERESEM DB A%,
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SD4: R4 IHEE 1) ?

SD1: KBt B AZE THRABALF = EAIRATE

SD5: FRILS A AR, B n] DU E . A EREEA LT
SD1: JLiEURAITE, FATEEE R A W TIE .

SD2: i HAE 5457t .

SD5: 1 mean OMG. I fAj L &5 il !

SD3: RULIRD IR B i 2

SD5: I !

SD4: It uets, FATREARAT .

SDL: AT I AAE AR ZERL 1, AT 3 22 B2 IR o ARATIEE A AR & 1TSS ER, MR
A THEH I PRAI (] oAl A A HB A .

SD3: A% — NI, XAM— T /). That’ s all.

SDL:EhIX 4 AP TR AE = EIT 4 2 BATZIT ) L P IR AR B 5 . A A TR S5 B AN
SD3: Wi, FAIIZ It !

SD1: FIAMIRILL LUFZE AT, Rl 2 AR B s 2250, 50 H
SD2: {H 2 HATE X PUFE AT JLE R, XHIE?

SD1: WZMIE? FLILM A IEEREZ, REZ,

SD2: AR, Fril 2R,

SD4: XFRfXT, FATEA IF 2 SEiBE SR E .

SD3: &, Rl eRATFENN.

SD1: At LAFRATTDETE 20 2045 470 .

SD4: HSERBEEEL, Wy oA S S E B, A A

SD1: o o o HSLIRAFLLHE. Wi, HMASHEERR T, BORIEEE, 5
Z5>)o MHRURIREE, FRRIE BRI SETE SRR AR HE5E -

SD3: mymghg, Fthie ! AR IR, FMHERS, oh no-
SD2: I sLiEf LR AT R .
SD4: &#ZMEE, [, B . .

SD5: LU AR U o MBI A _EAE AT R AR PRI — A /MR BE, i HL3k
IR ——H R o o Bl

SD4: oh, come on, ZJliAJ 2 LLIRATEE FLH

SD3AEARAT IR FHR—A2 /NI, 3RoAT T84 HoABER

SD1: WL, et/ it/ XA R R IXFEIR 2R

SD1: HEAEWMAFIERAMTERIA S A4 o WX A — s HIPRELIN TA] o
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SD5: A&, WEA LXK FEMOERE T FAVRI 4.

SD4: fRiZH CAE# A B4

SD5: FRARHEM, (HRSIE R AT, M HIE/ECHE. .

SD3: MRAIABES AT s RN FHWT,  FRATI1E & it #A ATE Y .
SD2: M HEAFABE A AT YL RE S S R, IR ANA Z

SD4: AAA, A—@EABLRIHGE RN IUFI . UF 2 AN R, A= 5 AET
ATER, (HZ R 5 ST T 2 7] LLEEADE .

SD1: FRAIABERJ AN FRA T —FEA?
SD4: WAL EALL T T . IR0 ?
SD1: (58) FANIE, KIFGRMKZEIEMHAM?

SD4: () FImgrns, #AES. « « AAWITLAE T, AT BMEZEIME SFTENR
o BATPR R, S2lEk Mpresentations.

SD1: & idng?

SD5: B4R HE?

SD1: FATIEASRABEEIr G/, o FATHEET
SD3: Wr5iRA N 222

SD1: Xf. FWBAFE N4, RIEANEEACHICAT.
SD3: ARARATISHA I i 2

SD1: oh no---FWAKIIE, A EA LI,

SDL:ii HIAATWr S . JUBERIASC, FPOCRIgaRAT . M HARTS 2 A2 iR R .
L sl FRBEMT I E, (ERARITEE AR .

SD4: It AA FISE BT AR Z M IR 7 i AR e ?

SD5:

PATZIMBATEIMRBE R AW, dh— B U, “ A RIGREARBHONE T, EREERIEAT
—EERPIRAE P A KK F T AR P IAT T 4R FRAGHE -5 X ) R )
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Appendix 9. Classroom Observation Guide

1. Classes Information:

Date and Time: ; University:
Module: ; Teacher:
Class size: ; Years of Study:

2. Classroom Materials:

PPT slides Textbooks Audio/video
materials
Which English
(es)?
Structures
Others

3. Classroom Interactions:

Teachers Students

Teaching objectives & Pedagogy
Goals
Language used in class
Error Correctness
The use of communicative
strategies
The use of materials (e.g.
NSE/NNSE as classroom input)
Teachers’ & Students’
Engagements
Time & Percentage of teaching
content

In addition, are there any differences between teachers’/students’ classroom performance

and explicit ideologies that reflected from interviews and focus groups?
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Appendix 10. Participant Information Sheet

Study Title: ELF Awareness in Chinese Higher Education: a Focus on Language Policy

Researcher: Yangyu Wang Ethics number: 23798

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?

This research project is a PhD student project of University of Southampton, UK. The
research is about investigating ELF awareness in Chinese Higher Education with a focus on
language policy. The reason of carrying out this project is because as a native speaker of
mandarin Chinese, | am interested in knowing both teacher, student and policy makers’
language ideologies, and the relations between language policy and personal’s language
choice in higher education context in China. One way, | would like to know how and to what
extent do language policies affect your language ideology, practice and choice. And on the
other way, with the trend of globalisation and English as a lingua franca, how does it impact
on one’s language choices and ideologies. Moreover, how does it impact on the spread of

ELF in China with focus on language policy development.

Why have I been chosen?

The research is constructed with three main parts. Firstly, the interviews will be conducted
with teachers of English who is non-native speakers of English from selected university.
Secondly, classroom observation will be used as follow up methods to analyse those
interviewed teachers. Thirdly, the student focus group will be hold with the second and

third year undergraduates, as first year students may still on their way adjusting their
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university lives, and the last year students’ language preference may affected by the job

market.

What will happen to me if | take part in?

As for teachers, you will be invited to a semi-structured interview, which will take about
30-45 minutes. I will ask permissions for observing one of your classes at the end of the
interview. A student focus group will also be hold after the teacher interview which will
also take about 30-45 minutes. Both the interview and classroom observation will be
recorded and kept as confidential.

Are there any benefits in my taking part?

There may be no benefit to the individual, but your answers will provide valuable data for
those who engage in Chinese higher education, especially in the field of English. You can
also gain some ideas from others and share your opinions with others. It provides the
English language educators and learners more options for their everyday English use.

Besides, it also offers a new perspective for linguists to do their future research.

Are there any risks involved?

The safety of the personal information collected form the participants can be the main risk

for this project.

Will my participation be confidential?

They will be reassured that your participation will remain confidential and the researcher
will ensure that any information that could potentially identify them is not provided in the
research project. The process of data collection will follow the guidance of Data Protection

Act, and your data will be coded and kept on a password protected computer.
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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 may contact the Chair of the Faculty

Ethics Committee Prof. Denis McManus (D.Mcmanus@soton.ac.uk).

Where can | get more information?
If you have any questions or need further information, you are very welcome to contact:
Yangyu Wang

Email: ywlnl3@soton.ac.uk
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Appendix 11.Consent Form

CONSENT FORM

Study title:ELF Awareness in Chinese Higher Education: a Focus on Language Policy
Researcher name: Yangyu Wang
Staff/Student number: 26650673

ERGO reference number: 23798

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

| have read and understood the information sheet (insert
date/version no. of participant information sheet) and have had
the opportunity to ask questions about the study.

| agree to take part in this research project and agree for my
data to be used for the purpose of this study

| understand my participation is voluntary and | may withdraw at
any time without my legal rights being affected

Data Protection

| 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).............ooiii e
Signature of participant............ooiiiiiiiii
Name of participant (print NAMe).............oooiii i

Sighature of Participant..............ooiiiiiiiii e
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