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Abstract

Communicative Language Teaching (CLT) emerged from a paradigm shift in language teaching in the
1970s, which turned professionals’ attention towards more communicative proficiency, than mere
mastery of structures which stresses accuracy rather than fluency in language learning. Ever since, it
has impacted on both the teaching of English as a foreign language (TEFL) and how other languages
are taught in the world. Teaching Chinese as a foreign language (TCFL), despite its long history,
has only in recent decades been considered a discipline in its own right, yet Chinese as a foreign
language (CFL) is being taught increasingly widely in and outside China. Traditionally, TCFL may have
been dominated by the Confucian-heritage teaching approach, but to what extent has TCFL been
influenced by CLT in university settings in the UK, where most modern foreign languages have been
taught by it. Following a brief summary of the characteristics of CLT, the author reports the findings
of a study using data collected from a questionnaire (with 60 respondents) and interviews with 10
Chinese teachers working in British universities. The integration of CLT into TCFL has been identified
from how the interviewees’ classroom practice accommodated communicative activities and from
their emphasis on authenticity, both of which reflect communicative orientation of the overall
approach in TCFL. The teachers have also allowed the hybridity and co-existence of multiple methods
in their classroom, just as most L2 teachers may have conducted in the post-method era. However, the
Chinese teachers in this study do not sacrifice accuracy, despite using role-play and pair/group work
to enhance fluency. Rather, they provide an ongoing focus on grammar and adopt explicit instruction,
which, together with communicative orientation, forms the main characteristics of CFL teaching
methodology in the UK.
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1 Introduction

Chinese as a foreign language (CFL) is being taught increasingly widely in and outside the Chinese
speaking community, yet teaching Chinese as a foreign language (TCFL), despite its thousand-year long
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history (Zhang, 2021), has only in the recent decades been considered a discipline in its own right. With
Chinese as a fast growing second or foreign language in the world, over half a million learners from
over 180 countries were expected to have registered their study in China by 2020 (China Scholarship
Council, 2013). Although not all of them embarked upon their degree course in universities, they have
ample opportunities to practise the language on and off campus. This increase in numbers of learners
is reflected outside of China in both secondary and higher education. TCFL in Britain has gradually
become integrated into curriculum of foreign language teaching in higher education since 1997, when
the British Chinese Language Teaching Society (BCLTS) was founded. In the UK, a government
initiative since 2016 enrolled almost 7000 students nationally in different secondary schools who were
expected to be on track for fluency before they start their higher education (Institute of Education,
2021). Different from learners registered in China, these students’ acquisition of the language largely
relies on classrooms.

Practitioners and Researchers’ attention has been paid to Chinese language teaching and research in
areas such as general trends and policy-making in TCFL (e.g. Zhang & Li, 2010), specific methods of how
to overcome difficulties in learning tones and orthographic systems (e.g. Hu, 2010; Guo, 2011; Yu 2012),
how to maintain motivation (e.g. Du & Kirkebaek, 2012; Cai & Zhu, 2012), and how to lead to effective
learning of different skills (e.g. Yip, 2002; Cai, 2018; Shen, 2018) through both theoretical and empirical
studies in relation to Second Language Acquisition (e.g. Han, 2014; Ke 2018). These studies offered
suggestions about how to optimise learning outcomes while revealing learning processes and evidenced
the growing interest in research and pedagogical studies in TCFL. There are emerging studies on teacher
beliefs and attitudes to TCFL outside China, on the basis of teachers’ own experiences of being educated
in China but working overseas (e.g. Cai & Ebsworth 2017; Wang 2011; Wang, Moloney & Li 2013; Wu
2017; Zhu & Li 2014). But these studies were not aimed at teachers’ practices and perspectives.

Recent studies suggest that teaching methods in Chinese classrooms remain less investigated (Orton,
2016; Wright, 2019) and more targeted training is needed for teachers of Chinese in terms of modern
foreign language pedagogy (Wang & Higgins, 2008; Zhang & Li, 2010; Orton, 2016). What seems
under-researched is how teachers conduct their classroom teaching and what rationale or pedagogical
beliefs they uphold. More specifically, TCFL was traditionally influenced by the Confucian-heritage
teaching approach (Jin & Cortazzi 2011), but to what extent has it been influenced by Communicative
Language Teaching (CLT) in British universities where student expectation tends to be high, as most
modern foreign languages have been largely taught by it. This raises questions about what approaches
have been adopted and what methods have been used in TCFL classrooms to university students who
learn Chinese as an optional module or part of their degree course. The choice of approaches or methods
is of significance both to develop communicative competence in the language itself and to develop TCFL
as a more widely established discipline in general.

1.1 Emerging of communicative language teaching

Communicative Language Teaching (CLT) emerged from a paradigm shift in language teaching in
the 1970s from the traditional Grammar Translation (GT), and the Audiolingual-Situational Methods.
It turned professionals’ attention more towards communicative proficiency than merely mastery of
structures which stresses accuracy rather than fluency in language learning. The communicative
movement stemmed from Hymes’ conceptualisation of communicative competence. Namely, competent
language use includes not just linguistic competence, but also embraces knowledge of language use that
is vital to effective communication (Hymes, 1972). Seeing language more as a form of social behaviour
than as an object to be learned (Savignon, 2002, 2007) led to a different paradigm for foreign language
teaching-that is, language is not just a static system consisting of linguistic components, but a dynamic
one entailing the expression of meaning between interlocutors. This view of developing language for
communication has been termed the communicative approach; it is aligned with the functional approach
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which views language learning as a means to achieve meaningful purposes appropriately in social
situations (Halliday, 1985). CLT has ever since impacted both the teaching of English as a foreign
language (TEFL) and how other languages are taught in the world. Language teaching encompasses
the development of both grammatical correctness in language production and the appropriate use of
grammar in specific situations and social contexts-that is, how and when to use utterances appropriately.
In other words, the social dimensions of language learning are of equal (if not higher) importance to the
acquisition of grammar rules. Language learning is thus considered to be more effective if learners can
use the language to achieve their communicative purposes. This paradigm change has been translated
into the requirements of international language assessment and benchmarking systems, e.g. International
English Language Testing system (IELTS), Test of English as a Foreign Language (TOFEL), Common
European Framework of Reference (CEFR), the American Council on the Teaching of Foreign
Languages’ (ACTFL) Proficiency Guidelines, or Australia’s Curriculum for Languages (Orton, 2016).

1.2 Research questions in teaching Chinese as a foreign language

In the classroom of teaching Chinese as a foreign language, there exists a range of difficulties. Firstly,
how Chinese can be taught effectively as a tonal language with the different script system from the
Roman alphabet is still a matter for discussion. There is also the question of what approach and methods
are being adopted in the actual teaching, and to what extent GT, Audiolingual-Situational Methods, and
CLT have been implemented in Chinese teachers’ weekly encounters with their students in university
classrooms. The challenges posed here are not just from the language itself, but also from the expectation
of students most of whom may have experienced CLT in learning other foreign languages (Wang
& Higgins 2008; Wang, Moloney & Li 2013). Eventually how CFL learners have developed their
communicative competence in the language through learning in the university classroom.

This paper is intended to address the above difficulties in the context of TCFL at British universities.
It encompasses degree course in Chinese studies, joint or minor degree in the Chinese language, optional
modules for non-specialists, and part-time leisure programmes. It starts with a brief explanation of the
main characteristics of CLT, together with some key challenges and concerns raised about it as well
as in relation to TCFL. This is followed by a review of existing studies on CLT in TCFL. The third
section describes research procedures, and then reports the findings of a study using data collected from
60 questionnaire respondents and interviews with 10 Chinese teachers. The final section answers the
following two research questions:

1. What teaching methods are being used in TCFL in British universities?
2. To what extent has CLT been influenced or integrated into TCFL?

Discussion over the questions covers how Chinese teachers’ experience and beliefs impact upon their
approach to their classroom teaching, and how to foster a communicative ability without sacrificing
explicit grammar instruction in relation to the four skills. Moreover, it will look at what kind of training
programmes can be offered to teachers of Chinese in order to assist their classroom teaching.

2 Main Characteristics of CLT

There has been much debate about how to define CLT, what its main characteristics are and what
classroom practices can facilitate the acquisition of communicative competence. These debates stem
from the fact that CLT is not a method, but an approach aimed to achieve spontaneous use of language in
correct and appropriate linguistic form (Hedge, 2000; Littlewood, 2014; Wright, 2019). It can be argued
that how communicative a classroom teaching is depends on the varying extents to which it reflects these
characteristics, whether it shows strong or weak version of CLT. Below are the most relevant ones for
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this paper (see Richard & Rodgers, 2014) for a detailed review of CLT) and how CFL may appear to
conflict with them.

2.1 Meaning-focused, rather than form-focused

A widely accepted characteristic of CLT is the primary focus on meaning, rather than on form in
language learning, because meaning tends to be prioritised in real communication. Howatt (1984)
proposes that it should be a strong version of CLT (see the weak version later) if the new knowledge
is acquired through communication in the target language while learners simultaneously develop the
language system as an implicit byproduct (Wright, 2019) when meaning rather than form is emphasised.
As an extension of CLT principles, task-based language teaching (TBLT) has grown out of this strong
version (Richards & Rodgers, 2014). It takes tasks as units of learning, which are meaning-focused,
and relates them to real-life communication in a spontaneous manner (Skehan, 1996; Savignon, 2007;
Whong, 2013, East, 2017). Early CLT proponents claim that language learning can take care of itself if
a teacher can engage learners in solving communicative problems in the target language (e.g. Allwright,
1979). However, in some cases, students were found to have developed inadequate grammatical
competence (East, 2017). The focus on meaning also caused a false impression that structural accuracy
could be ignored (Celce-Murcia, Dornyei & Thurrell 1997). Assumably, fluency in students’ language
should be prioritised over accuracy, which prompted the idea that students’ mistakes and errors should
be tolerated, partly in order to maintain their confidence in language learning and partly because not
correcting interlocutors resembles real communication. Taking students’ errors as a natural part of
language acquisition and as an inevitable stage in reaching fluency of language use, CLT teachers do
not typically correct them explicitly, but only provide feedback later to the whole class (Hedge, 2000).
This has been criticised for causing fossilisation in language learning (Richards & Rodgers, 2014)
and students’ errors persist in their use of language. Questions remain about whether communicative
activities in class can lead directly to accuracy in language production and whether learners can develop
their communicative competence automatically by participating in meaning-focused activities (Celce-
Murcia, Dornyei & Thurrell 1997; Dornyei, 2013). Therefore, how a balance can be struck between
accuracy and fluency in classroom activities within limited teaching time has been among the key
debatable issues ever since the start of CLT. In TCFL classrooms, typological linguistic distance caused
by tones in verbal production and the different writing system poses a greater challenge in both teaching
and learning. TCFL traditionally has been dominated by the Confucian-heritage teaching approach,
but to what extent has it been influenced by CLT in university settings in the UK where most modern
foreign languages have been taught by it? How the balance is achieved between accuracy and fluency
to facilitate the development of communicative competence in Chinese among western learners (Han,
2014) can be an indicator of how strong the influence of CLT has been.

2.2 Function-oriented and communication-based

The second important characteristic of CLT is that the process of language learning is function-oriented
and communicative in order to overcome excessive reciting of grammar rules (Wright, 2019) while
ignoring or delaying the process in which they are used appropriately. To achieve real-life purposes,
role-play and pair/group work help to facilitate communication in the classroom (Littlewood, 2014).
Also, information/opinion gap activities can offer unpredictability in meaning negotiation. By adopting
such activities, teachers can motivate students to interact with each other in the target language in
classes aimed for them to make progress and foster communicative ability (Ushioda, 2017). To further
achieve a sense of real communication, teachers’ delayed or minimal immediate correction may reduce
the judgmental role and thus provide an equal and supportive learning environment. Therefore, what
makes CLT different from traditional methods are the shifts in the learner and teacher roles. Students are
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not passive receivers of knowledge but are active architects of their own language learning experiences
through engaging in meaningful activities. Teachers become facilitators or advisors, guiding students’
learning while participating in the classroom activities (Littlewood, 2014). In TCFL classrooms, this shift
of role clashes with that of teachers as authorities and knowledge transmitters in Confucian traditions
(Tweed & Lehman, 2002), which could be a barrier for CLT being implemented in classes.

2.3 Authenticity and integration

A third major characteristic of CLT is authenticity, manifested in the use of authentic material and the
integration of skills in teaching. In order for students to be able to communicate outside the classroom
in the target language, their learning materials should be closely related to possible language use (Hedge
2000). Thus, in higher level classes, authentic materials are used in their original form. Even at lower
levels, teachers are encouraged to use materials adapted to aid comprehension. Moreover, to reflect real
life communication, the four skills of listening, speaking, reading, and writing should not be isolated in
teaching, but rather be integrated (Richard & Rodgers, 2014). Due to the different script system of the
Chinese language, it is very hard for western learners to build the connection between sound, meaning
and form, especially at the beginning (Guo, 2011). In practice, some Chinese classes have delayed
presenting students the Chinese characters until a later stage, but debates over advantages and limitations
of this method still remain (Knell & West, 2017). Others have separated reading and writing characters
as explicit drilling and memorisation exercises (Packard, 1990; Wang, Perfetti & Liu 2005). However,
Everson and Xiao (2009) and Xing (2006) argue that some CFL teachers believe that communicative
language teaching and learning, and authenticity in joining language and culture can be important for the
development of communicative competence in principle.

According to Howatt (1984), the weak version of CLT emphasises the importance of providing
learners with the opportunity to use the target language to achieve communicative purposes. That is
to say, teaching can be seen as communicative if it manifests the second and the third characteristics
above, and if students use the newly learned language to produce their own utterances based on a
specific situation, or produce the structure naturally in context to achieve a real-life purpose. In other
words, communicativeness still exists even if the production stage takes place after a teacher-led
presentation and grammar practice (East, 2017). Although the language use may not be the same as
real communication, at least ‘communicative potential’ is offered (Hedge, 2000, p.69), which leads to a
communicative orientation in the classroom (Littlewood, 2014).

Following up the weak position, Long and Robinson (1998) re-conceptualised the traditional
classroom practice as Focus on FormS (FonFS), in which each grammar item is explained deductively
with drills and exercises to practise accuracy in contrast to the more communicative (FonF). They
proposed that in CLT the focus should be on how to ‘integrate form-focused and meaning-focused
activities ... throughout the curriculum’(Doughty & Williams 1998, p.261). The aim of this should be to
strike a balance between a focus on form and a focus on meaning, in order to achieve an optimal learning
outcome (Richards & Rodgers, 2014). In other words, they proposed that an increased emphasis on
linguistic form while simultaneously taking a meaning-oriented approach could lead more favourably
to acquisition (Dornyei, 2013). Due to the typological linguistic difference of the Chinese language and
challenges to its learning and teaching presented in western contexts, the current study will investigate
how the weak version of CLT may have been implemented in CFL classrooms. I now turn to previous
studies on CLT in TCFL.

3 Previous Studies of CLT Approaches in TCFL

A number of existing studies on CLT were found in TCFL at university settings both in and outside
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China. The CLT principles are yet to be fully implemented in the TCFL classroom in China, where
students have plenty of opportunities to practise the language with native speakers on and off campus.
There are studies which described what CLT is and how the CLT techniques can be applied to the
classroom. Yan (1994) illustrated that the most important feature of a communicative activity is to have
a gap in information to enable necessary interaction between students in speaking tasks. Lei (2013)
summarises the strengths of the CLT such as putting language teaching in real-life contexts and using
authentic materials from newspaper and broadcast. CLT studies for TCFL inside China also tend to
follow procedures and techniques used in Europe and the US, while comparing them with traditional
methods such as Grammar Translation (GT) and Audiolingual-Situational Methods (e.g. Wang, 1988;
Wei, 2005; Lei 2013; Kou & Li, 2012). In addition, Chen (2011) and Wei (2005) both find that students
in the CLT and TBLT classroom are more of an active role in their own learning, rather than a passive
receiver of the knowledge and outside stimulants. Applying the CLT principles, Ma (2000) listed specific
functions and real-life tasks (e.g. completing a travel plan) that can be embedded in the language learning
syllabus for overseas students learning courses of eight weeks long in China. The list however was
only an initial exploration as to how functions can be directly related to certain grammar forms. Wu &
Guo (2009) illustrated many communicative activities in teaching different grammar structures in light
of TBLT, extending the approach to include task-supported language teaching in TCFL. It seems that
most early studies on CLT explored its strengths and experimented the procedures in syllabus design
and classroom practice. Although such teaching-based studies clearly prioritised a focus on function
more than on mere linguistic structures, there still lacked empirical studies on how effective the CLT
techniques may be for L2 Chinese. Also there remained uncertainties about how effective the approach
can be in western classrooms where there are only a limited number of contact hours with learners each
week, and where there is not much exposure to the target language as those in China, whether Chinese is
part of students’ degree course or not.

Reflecting on his own teaching of TCFL in Britain, Yip (2002) argued that university students as
adult learners need rules as to how the Chinese language works, and explicit instruction should be
accompanied with any communicative activity to facilitate learning. Wu (2016), working in an American
university programme, stressed the connection with the CLT approach in that language structure should
be used in the appropriate setting to express the correct meaning. Tinley and Board (2014) carried out
observations of TCFL classrooms in Britain and reported that new language was introduced via listening
and speaking, and that communicative methodology was widely used but without providing any details.
Slightly contrasting this is Chen and Wright’s 2016 report that even in CTL classrooms, teachers may still
stress the importance of formal knowledge due to limited contact time with their students. Wright (2019)
explored volunteer teachers’ beliefs, attitudes and practices about teaching Chinese to adult learners of
various ages in a part-time leisure course organised by a Confucius Institute. She found that teachers
used a combination of methods as they think they need in their teaching, but they have different emphasis
on grammar and speaking. There were also teachers in her study who insisted on learning characters in
explicit ways and who thought that a more CLT-oriented approach may help advanced learners better but
may not apply to lower levels. While these studies offer more insights into TCFL classroom pedagogy,
they lack specific details of how CLT was really used in classroom practice.

Among the few empirical studies focusing on CLT techniques in university classrooms where
students learn Chinese as an optional module with only 2-3 hours each week, Taguchi, Li and Tang (2017)
found scenario-based interactive practice in response to video prompts to be effective when students were
learning formulaic expressions in order to fulfil communicative functions. Although they retained the
use of the formulaic expressions well in role-plays under predicted scenarios even after two weeks, some
students felt restricted in personal decision-making due to the structured nature of the communicative
activity. In contrast, in Magee and Jacobs’ (2001) study, where most of the 20 participants at the
intermediate level of Mandarin had an Asian language background (e.g. Japanese, Korean or Cantonese),
structured group tasks of jigsaw reading of a newspaper text in Chinese characters resulted in more
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active student participation than unstructured group work. The latter involved the whole text being given
to the group to read before discussion (though it was unclear how accurate student production was).
Both group tasks also generated more learner-to-learner conversation than teacher-led tasks where the
teacher asked questions and then nominated students to answer. Both studies demonstrated pedagogical
advantages of CLT over a teacher-centred approach, but with different responses to the structured nature
of the activities. In addition, Magee and Jacobs’ (2001) study suggests that all three modes of teaching
(structured group work, unstructured group work and teacher-led) played a positive role in classroom
language acquisition and therefore should all be kept in the curriculum.

Different claims were also made in terms of how classroom activities can lead to the acquisition
of specific linguistic structures. Exploring how undergraduates acquire the ba-construction, Wang
(2013) compares Grammar Translation (GT) and CLT and finds that GT is statistically more effective
than CLT when developing students’ translation accuracy whereas CLT is not any better than GT in
raising meta-linguistic awareness and enhancing students’ oral development in general conversation.
Yuan and Dietrich (2004) also argue that for linguistic items with complex functionality such as the
ba-construction in Chinese, explicit instruction and intensive drill appear to be more effective (shown
in test results) than CLT methods. Similarly, Hong and Wang (2016) report that the traditional ‘Focus
on FormS’ instruction among 16 students who learned 10 new words merely to grasp their meaning,
shape and pronunciation was proved to be more effective for vocabulary acquisition than the more
communicative (FonF) instruction among another 16 students at the same level who initially learned
the same 10 words for the purpose of understanding a passage. While these empirical studies have
informed how CLT activities affect acquisition of linguistic items implicitly as opposed to explicit
instruction, they failed to provide more insights into how widespread CLT has been implemented in
TCFL classroom pedagogy at British universities.

4 The Current Study

4.1 Contexts and participants

In this study the researcher collected data through an anonymous questionnaire (see Appendix I) and
follow-up interviews (see Appendix 2). The former was administered through the British Chinese
Language Teaching Society with around 100 members with a return of 60 full completions from teachers
of Chinese who had worked for different numbers of years in British universities on either degree
programmes or credit-bearing optional modules in an Institution-Wide Language Programme (IWLP).
A degree programme in Chinese Studies dedicates separate hours for listening, speaking, reading and
writing, spreading over the week, while IWLP has one weekly session between 2 and 5 hours within
which teaching of different skills are condensed and mixed together. All of the interviewees selected
were based in ten universities throughout the UK. Their basic information is listed below.

Table 1

Interviewees’ Basic Information

Teachers TCFL experience (years) Programme they mainly teach in British universities
T1 28 IWLP
T2 27 Degree
T3 27 Degree
T4 26 Degree
T5 20 IWLP
T6 14 Degree
T7 13 IWLP
T8 11 IWLP
T9 8 IWLP

T10 6 IWLP
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To protect their privacy, each participant is assigned a code (T1-T10), which will be used in later
data analysis. All personal information including exact age, workplace, and their exact educational
qualification are deliberately vague (Zhang, 2020). Five of them aged over 45 had worked for over 20
years, among whom three worked nearly 30 years; the other five aged under 40 had worked for less
than 15 years, among whom two had 6 to 8 years of experience in the field. This sampling roughly
represented the demographic of the community of practice (Wenger, 1998) in teaching Chinese in
British higher education institutions. They had gained their first degree in English or related subjects in
China and had pursued their postgraduate studies in various subjects in Britain. Most of them did not
have training in pedagogy, so they may not be able to identify or use terminology in relation to different
teaching approach or methods, which impacts on how data is collected, e.g. description statements about
each method are used, rather than the specific terms used in literature.

4.2 Data collection

In designing the questionnaire specifically for this study, the researcher listed a variety of methods
from different teaching approach-including GT, audiolingual and situational methods, and CLT-by their
description rather than by the terminology themselves. Respondents were asked to choose how frequently
they used each of them in their classroom where four skills are covered at both beginners and advanced
levels. They chose from five options, ranging from never (1) to always (5). The items were representative
of these approaches, with relevant statements about classroom practice drawn from TEFL literature (e.g.
Richards & Rodgers. 2014). For example, ‘...leaving students to work out rules themselves * and °...
for communicative purposes’ were selected as respective examples of strong and weak versions of CLT.
‘Use...drill exercises’ and ‘translation of sentences ... in and out of English...” were chosen, representing
audiolingual methods and GT respectively (see more in Appendix I). The actual practice was phrased as a
statement, rather than using terminology directly in the questionnaire, in order to offer more accessibility
to respondents who may not be very aware of teaching methodology literature. These key words in each
statement were also adopted as specific coding nodes later identified in data analysis. The methods from
different approaches were included in order to cover a wider perspective of TCFL, avoid being restrictive
about the respondents’ choices or imposing any preference on them.

Potential participants were emailed through the membership mailing list with the link to the
questionnaire to be completed online, and they participated in the research on a voluntary basis. In
answering the questionnaire, the respondents were given the option to be contacted for a follow-up
interview. Ten of them (see Table 1) were then chosen for subsequent interviews according to their
years of TCFL experience in order to assure the representation of the findings to cover a wider range of
the teaching community. The researcher conducted a semi-structured face-to-face or online interview
with them in Chinese for 0.5 — 1.5 hours, focusing on their teaching philosophy and their methodology
in class. There are eight questions in the interview, with six of them being designed to offer a general
discussion of the methods they have used in the classroom of teaching grammar and listening, speaking,
reading and writing skills, and only the last two being related specifically to the communicative
approach. This sequence was deliberate in order to avoid any pre-imposition on their answers to the
previous questions and to reveal a more comprehensive picture of their teaching dynamics.

4.3 Data analysis

Responses from the questionnaires were numerically described with the percentages listed of those using
the main approaches (see Tables 2-4) to explain how frequently these methods are used by teachers.
These will be further illustrated later with examples or extracts from interviews. Upon permission,
all interviews were recorded and nine were transcribed verbatim, but the tenth was not utilised due
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to technical reasons. The transcripts were imported into the software for Qualitative Data Analysis
(MaxQDA) (Kuckartz & Rédiker, 2019) and analysed in light of emerging themes (Braun & Clarke,
2013) around the features of teaching methods including CLT, with another colleague of Chinese
looking into the relevant sections of the transcripts to ensure the inter-rater reliability. Extracts from the
interviews were translated into English and reviewed by the interviewees for accuracy. The codings in
relation to main characteristics of CLT from the interview data are shown in Figure 1. The size of the
nodes in Figure 1 indicates the frequency of codings and these frequencies were used to identify common
techniques and activities. The frequency of the CLT-related themes emerged from analysis was totaled
in Table 6 which will be further examplified with interview extracts. Those with the highest frequencies
were illustrated with selected extracts from the transcripts.

Figure 1. The coding matrix

5 Findings

In this section, the research questions will be answered in relation to the five themes emerged from
analysis of both questionnaire responses and interview transcripts.

5.1 What teaching methods are being used in TCFL in British universities?
5.1.1 Variety of methods

The survey results suggest that teachers apply a range of methods in TCFL in British universities,
drawing on both CLT and traditional language teaching methodology. The calculated average percentages
in Tables 2-4 indicate that 67.22% of the respondents often or always use communicative techniques,
while only 7.9% said that they never or seldom do. Interestingly, the traditional methods of audiolingual-
situational and GT are also used at a similar rate — by around two thirds of the respondents, with 64.86%
and 66.67% respectively using them often or always, and less than 10% never or seldom using them.
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Table 2
Communicative Activities

never seldom sometimes often always
Use Chinese throughout 6.9% 15.5% 32.8% 29.3% 15.5%
the class even at beginners’ level
Provide situations and examples  1.7% 5.2% 32.8% 36.2% 24.1%
to explain grammar items,
leaving students to work out
the rules themselves
Pair or group discussion 1.7% 0% 15.5% 29.3% 53.4%
among students
Role-play in speaking exercises 0% 3.4% 19% 29.3% 48.3%
Writing composition for 1.7% 3.4% 24.1% 48.3% 22.4%
certain communicative purposes
Average percentage 2.40% 5.50% 24.84% 34.48% 32.74%
Table 3
Audio-lingual and Situational Techniques

never seldom sometimes often always
Correct students’ errors as early 0% 6.9% 31% 27.6% 34.5%
as possible to ensure accuracy
Adapt dialogues to suit students’  1.7% 5.2% 17.2% 41.4% 34.5%
interests, changing key words
and phrases to ones they are
familiar with
Use concrete objects, pictures, 3.4% 1.7% 20.7% 39.7% 34.5%
and realia, actions and gestures
to teach new language points
Use repeated dialogues 52% 6.9% 29.3% 34.5% 24.1%
or drill exercises
Do substitution activities to 1.7% 6.9% 37.9% 34.5% 19%

practise grammar structures

Average percentage 2% 5.52% 27% 35.54% 29.32%
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Table 4
Grammar Translation Methods

never seldom sometimes often always
Use English to explain grammar 0% 5.2% 17.2% 41.4% 36.2%
Compare Chinese grammar with 1.7% 6.9% 22.4% 27.6% 41.4%
English grammar whenever possible
Translation of sentences and/or 3.4% 8.6% 34.5% 29.3% 24.1%
text in and out of English to
achieve accuracy
Average percentage 2% 6.90% 24.70% 32.77% 33.90%

Among the respondents, 48.3% always use role-play in their speaking activities and the same percentage
applies to those who often assign their students writing homework for communicative purposes.
Meanwhile, 41.4% often adapt dialogues to suit students’ interests and to situations that they are familiar
with by changing key words and phrases; similarly, the same percentage always compare Chinese and
English grammar or often use English to explain Chinese grammar. Despite the percentage using CLT
being higher than those using the traditional methods, the small margin between them indicates that these
teachers use the CLT activities slightly more frequently than the traditional methods in their classroom,
but that they do not abandon other methods they regard as effective.

The interview with the teachers demonstrates more features of Chinese teaching in the classroom.
The themes relating to communicative language teaching which emerged will be listed and arranged in
Table 5 according to their frequency in the interview transcripts.

Table 5

Frequency of CLT- related Themes

CLT- related themes Frequency
Authenticity (integration of skills, authentic material) 28 (22+6)
Communicative Techniques (scenario, role-play, pair work) 19 (6+3+10)
Explicit grammar instruction (Chinese-English comparison, explain in English) 8 (7+1)
Error correction (error-not corrected, correct mistakes) 5(3+2)

In sum, techniques from GT, Audiolingual-situational methods, and CLT are applied and adopted by
teachers to suit their students’ needs and to achieve an optimal outcome in teaching various skills at
different levels. For beginners, the skill of speaking is developed through role-play activities near the end
of a session when relevant grammar points have been explained in detail in English and practised through
examples in Chinese. Listening classes can cover real-life activities such as understanding time, food
and drinks in a dialogue between imaginary friends at a birthday party, and can include comprehension
questions with multiple options for students to choose. To develop the reading skill, a teacher asks
students to translate a sentence with a key grammatical point into English, and also divides the whole
class into smaller groups and assign different sections of a story for each group to read and then report
to class what they have read. In writing classes, students use the key grammar to translate an English
sentence into Chinese, but also reply to an email from a pen pal about their school days in England. Thus
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different instructional approaches are integrated to develop the four skills. The integration of the target
language with students’ first language further supports translanguaging practices in CFL classrooms
(Zhang, Osborne, Shao & Lin, 2020).

5.1.2 Different practice of error correction

From both questionnaire and interview results, different practices are used to handle students’ errors.
There are different attitudes among respondents and interviewees regarding students’ mistakes or errors.
Some think it inappropriate to interrupt, whereas others believe that mistakes should be corrected,
depending on the learning objective. T3 and T10 corrected mistakes in students’ oral performance but not
immediately afterwards; instead, they noted them down and provided feedback at the end of the class,
or else they offered a recast (offering correct answers without pointing out where students’ mistakes are)
to allow students to compare and notice for themselves. Those who do not correct students’ mistakes at
all believe it is unnecessary to do so, as students will correct themselves gradually and produce correct
forms eventually. They also think that students’ confidence and initiative to talk in the target language
is more important than correcting errors. For example, T7 does not interrupt his students even when the
student’s grammar is wrong. He justified his position with the experience below.

T7: .... I have a student who complained to me about another teacher. He said, in your class, |
talk well, but in another teacher’s class, he said my grammar was wrong. Once he said that, |
dare not say anything anymore. ...... (Extract 1)

This extract described different effects that error correction exerted on learning. That is, no correction
may encourage students to experiment further with language while overt correction may hinder
progression. Despite broadly following CLT practices, some teachers stick to the convention of
correcting errors.

5.2 To what extent has CLT been influenced or integrated into TCFL?
5.2.1 Authenticity in TCFL

Out of interviews, the theme of authenticity in TCFL is demonstrated through the source of materials
used and the integration of different skills. As shown in Figure 1, ‘integration of all skills’ was coded 22
times and thus emerged as the most salient CLT feature in TCFL. The materials used in teaching CFL
listening and reading roughly fall into two types, one from authentic sources, and the other from the
teachers’ adaptations. At lower levels, teachers design listening materials according to what students have
learned and base them on the situations that students could experience in imaginary conversations, such
as an exchange between a plane passenger and a Customs Officer. At higher levels, authentic materials
are used, such as listening to the BBC or CNN news dubbed in Chinese or reading Chinese newspapers,
which normally fall into the themes and topics that they have been covering during the term.

In the interviewees’ teaching, there are many examples of integration. To integrate speaking with
listening and reading, the teacher asks students to verbally summarise key points and arguments or
paraphrase a story that they have just listened to or read. After listening to the news, students discuss the
topics reported and complete listening comprehension questions designed by the teacher (e.g. in T8’s
class), and listening is taken as a way of providing input for students to speak and write. Many writing
topics come from reading, or are based on students’ personal experiences, such as holidays or travel
excursions, and viewpoints on certain social or cultural phenomena. In T2’s programme, students write
different guided compositions to respond to a real-life scenario, such as writing a complaint letter to the
manufacturer. In T6’s programme, writing is encouraged after listening to or watching a video clip. In
short, the four skills are combined in TCFL.
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5.2.2 Communicative techniques used

The interviewees report using a variety of activities, such as role-play, pair and group work, and
information-gap activities which are generally viewed as communicative in class (‘scenario, role-
play and pair work’ are coded 19 times in total in Figure 1). Speaking tends to be developed more
communicatively than the other skills as students engage in conversations, resembling real-life
interaction, imagining themselves to be the characters they are playing and acting out the parts for the
requested activities. Role-play tends to happen near the end of the weekly session of 2-3 hours when
learners are in a better position to use what they have learned and practised earlier, although this could be
the final step of PPP (present, practise and produce), the class activity does offer opportunity for students
to interact with each other in the target language. T7 reported that in his class, students use the language
they have learned to book a hotel, for example, after learning a topic on travel. By using a real website to
book the hotel, students (who were working in pairs or small group) discussed in Chinese what rooms to
book, where the location should be, and so on. They reached the stage just before payment. Although the
interaction was between students who may not have wanted to travel then, they were plunged into a real-
life context in which they were encouraged to use their Chinese to exchange information with each other
in order to complete a task. Although students are only rehearsing their real-world language use through
these activities, the role-play offers social and functional aspects to the classroom and creates more social
situations and relationships for language learning. The scenarios are mostly imaginary and are mainly
sourced from possible incidences in students’ everyday lives or ones that could happen while living in
China. Extract 2 lists some possible role-play activities that T4 reported using, either unscripted or with
elements of improvisation:

When you have lost something, how you might speak to a policeman, and how you might
report the case and find your lost property. ... (if they were to) run an English class, how
they might communicate with students or their parents, providing them with the necessary
information, and the like. (Extract 2)

Students in T4’s class can choose from a variety of language functions to fulfil the tasks. When they
come across a genuine activity in their real life, they are more likely to reflect upon these practiced
scenarios. These activities are not just drilling purely for the sake of structure, but rather aiming to
achieve a kind of communicative purpose through scenario-based pair work.

The interviewees also reported using information-gap activities where students need to obtain
information that they do not have from their partner through negotiation of meaning. An example of
this is a ‘jigsaw’ reading activity in T10’s class where the students fit together pieces of information
in a coherent way from each of them reading a different section of a text. This gives students a real
incentive to interact with each other. All these activities thus offer a naturalistic setting for learners to
conduct conversations that resemble real-life and bring communicativeness to the classroom. It can be
argued that compared with the heavily teacher-centred instruction, these activities increase the amount
and intensity of practice, enhance student participation, self-expression and language use, and thereby
provide a basis for language acquisition.

5.2.3 Explicit instruction in grammar teaching

All interviewees agreed that explicit attention should be given to grammar teaching, rather than
allowing students to work it out themselves within limited classtime. In terms of the procedures
followed in teaching grammar, there are generally two sequences depending on whether the context
in which grammatical items can be used is provided before or after their explanations. Most of the
interviewees prefer giving students a syntactic structure first, followed by exercises or activities
enabling the actual use of the grammar rules in specific situations. They also believe that students learn
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best when they actually need to use the language to express themselves and to achieve real purposes in
particular contexts. Two interviewees, however, did explain the grammar after introducing students to it
in specific situations. T9 taught grammar by first presenting a scenario and assigning students to work
in pairs, and then asking them questions leading to the context in which the grammar item can be used.
She then guided them to use the required grammar followed by a summary of the structure. As a result,
students could become more motivated through working on the scenario, as their grammar learning is
more context-based and meaningful.

The explicitness of grammar instruction can also be seen through the use of English and through
drawing comparisons between English and Chinese. As shown in Figure 1, the coding of these two
methods occurs 8 times in total. The frequency is also confirmed by the survey results (see Table
4). Almost half of the interviewees claimed that the comparison significantly helps their teaching
of grammar. T4 justified the use of English as the instructional language for clarity and efficiency
purposes within the limited contact hours, at least for beginners. T4 also emphasised that learning to
write Chinese characters at the beginner level cannot be achieved by any CLT related activity, but only
through using different strategies to remember these characters and writing them many times so that
they can recognise them in reading longer texts. Therefore, explicit instruction still takes up a large
proportion in TCFL classroom time, even though teachers value activities in which grammar and can be
used meaningfully and Chinese characters can be understood better in contexts.

6 Discussion

Both the questionnaire and interview results demonstrate the hybridity of methods used in TCFL, e.g.
different practices of error correction. As confirmed by previous studies (e.g. Lei 2013), no classroom is
dominated by one method; rather, multiple methods are adopted, just as most L2 teachers have conducted
in the post-method era (Kumaravadivelu, 2003). This finding further supports Magee and Jacob’s (2001)
suggestion that group work and teacher-led activities are both conducive to language acquisition in the
classroom. Apart from the multiplicity of methods in the TCFL classroom, the analysis of data shows that
CLT has been adopted to TCFL in British universities with different levels of confidence and consistency
(Wright, 2019). Communicative elements exist, rather than only mechanical drills and grammar
explanation in the CFL classrooms in British universities.

The integration of CLT into TCFL has been seen from how classroom practice demonstrated the
main characteristics of the CLT approach described previously. All the interviewees design various
activities such as pair work, role-play and information gap in developing skills including teaching
speaking, grammar and reading with focus on meaning. These activities used by the teachers reflect
communicative orientation of the overall approach in TCFL. In spite of the limitations of the classroom,
these activities have elements of improvisation and ensure lifelike communication through their
unpredictability, meaning-oriented interaction, and problem-solving design. Therefore, it is clear that
the weak version of CLT previously explained is displayed in TCFL. This finding contrasts with Singh
and Nguyen’s (2018) investigation into Chinese classrooms in Australia, where grammar and translation
methods were predominately used with rote language drills.

The communicative orientation has also been reflected in the teachers’ emphasis on authenticity. In
higher level classes, the interviewees use listening and reading materials from authentic news broadcasts
and newspaper articles in Chinese (though at lower levels, the study does not have the data to show this
can be achieved). In their writing classes, real communicative purposes help students to shape what and
how they write. This can be seen as further development of the syllabus and materials described by Ma
(2000) and Lei (2013), reinforcing the belief that learning Chinese is not just about the knowledge of
its grammar and vocabulary, but is also about real communicative experiences. This further supports
Everson and Xiao’s (2009) claim that authenticity and CLT are taken as important for CFL teachers.
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Despite their belief in the importance of learning the language while using it, TCFL practitioners’
concern over promoting fluency at the expense of accuracy still prevails. In spite of the communicative
orientation in the classroom, grammar never receives less attention according to the interviewees. They
explained the rules prior to or after attempting exercises or activities, but they presented grammar in the
context of its use, rather than in isolation. Hence it evidenced a focus on form as suggested in Doughty
and Williams (1998). This seems also to have addressed the concern raised previously over CLT as to
whether a focus on meaning can lead to effective language acquisition (Wright, 2019). That is, they
believe that teacher intervention in the form of a clear explanation offered at the appropriate moment
can help increase the accuracy of students’ language use especially in limited contact hours, which lent
support to Norris and Ortega’s (2000) argument that explicit instruction can help the speed of learning
grammar in a setting with limited classroom hours. This belief in explicitness coincides with Ellis’ (2017)
overview which suggests that students do not develop accuracy in using grammar if their attention is not
paid to the rules. The Chinese teachers’ explanation helps learners to understand grammar points well
in the process of using them. This practice of explicit instruction can be viewed as an effort to achieve a
balance between fluency and accuracy just as studies on teaching ba structures (Yuan & Dietrich, 2004;
Wang, 2013) where advantages of GT techniques were shown over CLT In other words, even though the
interviewees believed that a focus on meaning leads to fluency in language production, they still value
accuracy. Hence, it can be argued that classroom practice in TCFL accommodates an attention to the
structural system of language from a communicative perspective. This evidences the weak version of
CLT previously explained, as grammar is delivered in specific contexts in which it needs to be used.

Moreover, most of the interviewees received their first degree in China. Their own learning
experiences of the traditional teacher-centred teaching, an exam-oriented curriculum, and mandatory
textbook use (Xing, 2006; Sung, 2010) may have impacted their teaching practice in TCFL, e.g. taking
grammar as central and getting used to controlling the classroom. It must be admitted that activities and
conversational scenarios are designed and controlled by teachers; however, flexibility in the form and
focus of students’ production still adds communicative value to language learning. These findings are
in line with Magee and Jacobs’ (2001) empirical study on classroom activities, which found advantages
for structured group work over unstructured group work because of its controlled nature. In other words,
communicativeness still exists but it is within the teacher’s control zone, so the students’ active role
may not have been very explicitly demonstrated which still reflected the traditional belief in Confucian
thought of teachers as authority. Chen and Wrights (2016) also holds similar claim that teachers
prioritises limited classtime over explicit instruction of linguistic items though communicative activities
still exist especially at lower levels. Therefore, TCFL in the UK does not seem to incorporate CLT’s
characteristic about the shifting roles of learners — teachers.

As studies (e.g. Zhang & Li, 2001) pointed out, most of these teachers may not have learned a
foreign language through a CLT approach. Their effective teaching experiences were accumulated
through years of practice, which are very important. Therefore, for any training programme for new
teachers of TCFL, a comprehensive training of classroom pedagogy should be more beneficial at
the start with systematic review and focus on communicatively oriented teaching (Wright, 2019). In
particular, more emphasis could be given to how to integrate these valuable experiences with designing
meaning-focused, task-based or task-supported activities consistently throughout different levels of
Chinese teaching and learning.

7 Conclusion
In summary, communicative orientation, a hybridity of methods and explicit grammar instruction

are characteristic of TCFL at British universities, which can be taken as a working model to develop
communicative competence in Chinese. Various features of the CLT approach has been accommodated.
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Meanwhile teachers have allowed the co-existence of multiple methods in their classrooms to suit their
own contexts. Despite the hybridity of methods and CLT’s influence on learners’ active participation,
teacher control is a major feature of TCFL. Chinese teachers also provide an ongoing focus on grammar
while using role-play and pair/group work. In their teaching, belief in the importance of linguistic
accuracy is still strong, as seen through the prioritisation of grammar and separating character writing
from the four skills. Even when they adopt the communicative approach to develop learners’ fluency,
TCFL teachers never sacrifice accuracy. Rather, their explicit instruction helps to enhance accuracy,
while maintaining support for fluency.

As a preliminary investigation into an overview of the classroom teaching of TCFL where there were
60 respondents of the survey and 10 teachers being interviewed with 6 to 28 years of TCFL experience,
the study provided a starting point for further probing into the classroom pedagogy of TCFL. Future
studies can be conducted through observing the actual classroom behaviours in order to gain more
empirical evidence of methods and the CLT approach in action. This current study unfortunately had little
space to explore how TBLT has been used in TCFL classrooms due to skill-oriented course assessment
and limited hours of Chinese teaching currently dominated in British universities, which could be another
direction for future research.

Appendix I: The Questionnaire

SECTION I: Background information (omitted)

SECTION II: Methods used in teaching

How often do you use the following methods in your Chinese teaching?

(Please rate from:1 Never, 2 seldom, 3 sometimes, 4 often, 5 always)

1. Use Chinese throughout the class even at beginners’ level

Use English to explain grammar

Compare Chinese grammar with English grammar whenever possible

Explain detailed grammatical rules first in English followed by pre-designed practice

RANIE I

Provide situations and examples to explain grammar items, leaving students to work out the rules
themselves

6. Translate sentences and/or text in and out of English to achieve accuracy

7. Use repeated dialogues or drill exercises

8. Concentrate on in-class textbook activities

9. Do substitution activities to practise grammar structures

10. Correct students’ errors as early as possible to ensure accuracy

11. Use concrete objects, pictures, and realia, actions and gestures to teach new language points

12. Adapt the dialogue to students’ interest and situations that they are familiar with by changing key
words and phrases

13. Pair or group discussion among students

14. Classroom debates

15. Role-play in speaking exercises

16. Write composition for certain communicative purposes

17. Provide each student with a different part of a story to read and then ask them to put everything
together later

18. Ask students to video-record their speaking activities and act out when possible
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19. Ask students to talk to their peers to gather the information needed for their worksheet
20. Use jigsaw games or information gap activities to practise grammar or dialogue
My email address (optional):

Appendix II: Interview Questions

Please describe yourself as a teacher of Chinese.

How do you teach grammar?

How do you teach speaking?

What kind of listening exercises do you do with lower and/or higher level students?
What is your general approach to teaching of reading?

How do you teach writing?

In using the described methods, do you think they fall into CLT approach?

® N ks WD

Among the methods you used, which one do you think is definitely not CLT, but it worked well in
your teaching.

Acknowledgements

Sincere thanks go to the participants in this study, most of whom were members of the British Chinese
Language Teaching Society, for their input and time in completing the questionnaire and sharing their
practices in the interviews, and also to anonymous reviewers for their expertise and advice.

References

Allwright, R. (1979). Language learning through communication practice. In C.J. Brumfit & K.
Johnson (Eds.), The communicative approach to language teaching (pp. 167-182). Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

Braun, V., & Clarke, V. (2013). Successful qualitative research: A practical guide for beginners. London:
Sage.

Brumfit, C. (1984). Communicative methodology in language teaching: The roles of fluency and
accuracy. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Cai, S. & Zhu, W. (2012). The impact of an online learning community project on university Chinese as
a foreign language students’ motivation. Foreign Language Annuals, 45, 307 — 329.

Cai, C. & Ebsworth, M. (2017). Chinese language varieties: Pre- and in-service teachers’ voices. Journal
of Multilingual and Multicultural Development (online), doi: 10.1080/01434632.2017.1397160.

Cai, W. (2018). Chinese listening comprehension: research and pedagogy. In C. Ke (Ed.), The Routledge
handbook of Chinese second language acquisition (pp.309-330). London and New York: Routledge.

Celce-Murcia, M., Dornyei, Z. & Thurrell, S. (1997). Direct approaches in L2 instruction: A turning
point in communicative language teaching? TESOL Quarterly, 31, 141-152.

Chen, Q. & Wright, C. (2016). Contextualization and authenticity in TBLT: Voices from Chinese
classrooms. Language Teaching Research, 21(4), 517-538.

Chen, W. (2011). £ 4 A E T HF F AR EHXFFHORA — AT EREHKF TR
o 53R 69 47 (The approach of task-based language teaching in teaching Chinese as a foreign



83 International Journal of Chinese Language Teaching 2(1)

—_

language). & & 5#1% (Language and Translation), 2: 73-77 (http: www.cnki.net accessed online
in 31 July, 2018)

Doughty, C. & Williams, J. (1998). Focus on form in classroom second language acquisition,
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Dornyei, Z. (2013). Communicative Language Teaching in the twenty-first century: The ‘Principled
Communicative Approach’. In J. Arnold & T. Murphey (Eds.), Meaningful action: Earl Stevick’s
influence on language teaching (pp. 161-171). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Du, X.Y. & Kirkebak, M. J. (2012). Exploring task-based PBL in Chinese teaching and learning in a
Danish context. Newcastle: Cambridge Scholars Publishing.

East, M. (2017). Research into practice: The task-based approach to instructed second language
acquisition. Language Teaching, 50(3), 412424

Ellis, R. (2017). Moving task-based language teaching forward. Language Teaching, 50(4), 507-526.

Guo, Z. (2011). Development of Chinese character learning strategies among beginners: A sociocultural
perspective. CHUN (Chinesisch Unterricht) IUDICIUM Verlag GmbH Munchen, 26, 45-66

Halliday, M. A. K. (1985). An introduction to functional grammar. London: Edward Arnold.

Han, Z.-H. (ed.) (2014). Studies in second language acquisition of Chinese. Clevedon: Multilingual
Matters.

Harmer, J. (2007). The practice of English language teaching (4
Longman.

th

Ed.). Harlow, England: Pearson

Hedge, T. (2000). Teaching and learning in the language classroom. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Hong, W. & Wang, L. (2016). Focus on Form #= Focus on Forms # # # 52 ik %t X & =& 13 L 5 5)
#9%5°f (The role of form-focused instruction in CSL vocabulary learning: A comparative study of
‘Focus on Form’ versus ‘Focus on Forms”). # %X &% 5> (Chinese Teaching in the World), 30(2):
264-275,

Howatt, A.P.R. (1984). A history of English language teaching. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Hu, B. (2010). The challenge of Chinese: A preliminary study of UK learners’ perceptions of difficulty.
Language Learning Journal, 38, 99-118.

Hymes, D. (1972). On communicative competence. In J. Pride and J. Holmes (Eds.), Sociolinguistics.
London: Penguin.

Jin, L. & Cortazzi, M. (Eds.) (2011). Researching Chinese learners’ skills, perceptions and intercultural
adaptations. London: Palgrave MacMillan.

Ke, C. (Ed.) (2018). The Routledge handbook of Chinese second language acquisition. London and New
York: Routledge.

Knell, E. & West, N. (2017). To delay or not to delay: The timing of Chinese character instruction for
secondary learners. Foreign Language Annals, 30(1), 519-532.

Kou, Z. & Li, Z. (2012). # 4 3P X 5EH AR F HWRETERE0AT: BN ETHF
#9 A & (Contrastive analysis of traditional 3P model and task-based approach in TCSL). #& 5} 4 SC
#H (Overseas Chinese Education), 62, 3-9.

Kuckartz, U. & Rédiker, S. (2019). Analyzing qualitative data with MAXQDA. London: Springer. Doi
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-15671-8.

Kumaravadivelu, B. (2003). A postmethod perspective on English language teaching. World Englishes,
22(4), 539-550.

Lei, T. (2013). R3S & £ 5 HF P 694 % (Advantages of CLT in TCFL). & 44 % (Higher
Education Research),364, (accessed at http://www.cnki.net/ 31 July, 2018).

Littlewood, W. (2014). Communication-oriented language teaching: Where are we now? Where do we



Zhiyan Guo 84

go from here? Language Teaching, 47(3), 349-362.

Long,M. H.& Robinson. P. (1998). ‘Focus on form: Theory, research, and practice’. In C. Doughty and J.
Williams, (Eds.), Focus on form in classroom second language acquisition (pp.15-41). Cambridge:
CUP.

Ma, J. (2000). YA “ R4S R L ek a9 B4 21 % 52 3742 X (A new model of short courses using
communicative tasks), # %X i&# 5 (Chinese Teaching in the World), 54, 87-93

Magee, V.Y.G. & Jacobs, G. M. (2001). Comparing second language student participation under three
teaching modes. Journal of the Chinese Language Teachers Association, 36(1), 61-80.

Norris, J., & Ortega, L. (2000). Effectiveness of L2 instruction: A research synthesis and quantitative
meta-analysis. Language Learning, 50, 417-528.

Orton, J. (2016). Issues in Chinese language teaching in Australian schools. Chinese Education &
Society, 49(6), 369-375.

Packard, J. (1990). Effects of time lag in the introduction of characters into the Chinese language
curriculum. The Modem Language Journal, 74, 167-175.

Richards, J. & T. Rodgers. (2014). Approaches and methods in language teaching (3" Ed.). Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Richards, J. (2015). Key issues in language teaching. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Savignon, S.J. (2002). Communicative language teaching: Linguistic theory and classroom practice.
In S.J.Savignon (Ed.) Interpreting communicative language teaching: Contexts and concerns in
teacher education. New Haven and London: Yale University Press.

Savignon, S. (2007). ‘Beyond communicative language teaching: What’s ahead?’. Journal of Pragmatics,
39,207-220.

Shen, H.H. (2018). Chinese as a second language reading: Lexical access and text comprehension. In C.
Ke (Ed.), the Routledge handbook of Chinese second language acquisition (pp. 152-169). London
and New York: Routledge.

Singh, M. & Nguyén. T.H.N. (2018). Localising Chinese: Educating teachers through service-learning.
London: Palgrave Macmillan.

Skehan, P. (1996). A framework for the implementation of task-based instruction. Applied Linguistics,
17,38-62.

Sung, K. (2010). Promoting communicative language learning through communicative tasks. Journal of
Language Teaching and Research, 1(5), 704-713.

Taguchi, N., Li, Q. & Tang, X. (2017). Learning Chinese formulaic expressions in a scenario-based
interactive environment. Foreign Language Annuals, 50(4),641-660

Tinsley, T. & K. Board. (2014). The teaching of Chinese in the UK, in Language Trends 2014/15: the
state of language learning in primary and secondary schools in England. British Council. CfBT
Education Trust (accessed 20:02, 29/05/2018, https://www.britishcouncil.org/sites/default/files/
language trends survey 2015.pdf).

Tweed, R. & Lehman, D. (2002). Learning considered within a cultural context: Confucian and Socratic
approaches. American Psychologist, 57(2), 89-99.

Ushioda, E. (2017). The impact of Global English on motivation to learn other languages: Toward an
ideal multilingual self. The Modern Language Journal, 101(3), 469-482.

Wang, D. (1988). #F & # 57 % iR Wk, # 5 7 % A4 X (Foreign language teaching methodology:
School, methods and models), # %X &% 5 (Chinese Teaching in the World), 5, 162-165.

Wang, D., Moloney, R. & Li, Z. (2013). Towards internationalising the curriculum: A case study of
Chinese language teacher education programs in China and Australia. Australian Journal of Teacher



85 International Journal of Chinese Language Teaching 2(1)

Education, 38, 116-135.

Wang, J. (2013). Is the communicative language teaching approach more effective than the grammar
translation method at teaching the ba-construction in mandarin Chinese to American undergraduate
students? Doctor Thesis, University of Kansas, USA.

Wang, L. &Higgins, L. (2008). Mandarin teaching in the UK in 2007: A brief report of teachers’ and
learners’ views. Language Learning Journal, 36(1), 91-96.

Wang, M., Perfetti, C. & Liu, Y. (2005). Chinese-English biliteracy acquisition: Cross-language and
writing system transfer. Cognition, 97, 67-88.

Wang, X. (2011). Which language? Which culture? Which pedagogy? A study of Mandarin Chinese
teachers’ perceptions of their professional self in a British school context. 7ilburg Papers in Culture
Studies, 4, 1-34.

Website of Institute of Education, 2021 Mandarin Excellence Programme. IOE Confucius Institute
(accessed at 13:57 on 25 March, 2021)

Wei, G. (2005). &F9M 53R ¥ 2 5 L 4L (Communicativeness in TCFL classroom). i /M4 L F
(Overseas Chinese Education) 36, 37-44.
Wenger, E. (1998). Community of practice: Learning, meaning and identity. New York: CUP.

Whong, M. (2013). A linguistic perspective on communicative language teaching. Language Learning
Journal, 41, 115-128.

Wright, C. (2019). Developing communicative competence in adult beginner learners of Chinese’ In C.
Shei, M.E.McLellan & D. Chao (Eds.) The Routledge handbook of Chinese language teaching (pp.
134-148). London and New York: Routledge.

Wu, M.-H. (2017). Examining Mandarin Chinese teachers’ cultural knowledge in relation to their
capacity as successful teachers in the United States. Asian-Pacific Journal of Second and Foreign
Language Education, 2(11), 1-19.

Wu, W. (2016). Chinese language pedagogy. In S. Chan (Ed.) The Routledge encyclopedia of the Chinese
language (pp. 137-151). London: New York: Routledge.

Wu, Z. & Guo, P. (2009). 5} 98 i54E %A 45 (Task-based teaching and learning in teaching Chinese
as a foreign language), Beijing: Peking University Press.

Xing, J. Z. (20006). Teaching and learning Chinese as a foreign language: A pedagogical grammar. Hong
Kong: Hong Kong University Press.

Yan, M .(1994). & FRikiE A )47 (Examples of CLT). # X i&E# 5 (Chinese Teaching in the World),
28(2), 63-66 .

Yip, P. (2002). X 4T 2 3% B 5 4 + _ (How I teach Chinese to British students). In X. Li & D. Zhang
(Eds.) et Amiki& A , M ARIBEA B EZOIERFTH R, FEFHiT 28 LE (The
Proceeding of the 1¥ international conference on the study of teaching Chinese to English speakers,
organised by the British Chinese Language Teaching Society in 2000 in Oxford). Beijing: People’s
Education Press.

Yu, Z. (2012). Debate on Chinese as one of the most difficult language in the world. Language teaching
and Linguistic Studies, 4, 38-45.

Yuan, F. & S. Dietrich. (2004). Formal instruction, grammatical teachability, and acquisition of Chinese
as a second/foreign language. Journal of the Chinese Language Teachers Association, 39(2), 1-18.

Zhang, C. (2020). From face-to-face to screen-to-screen: CFL teachers’ beliefs about digital teaching
competence during the pandemic. International Journal of Chinese Language Teaching, 1(1), 35-52.

Zhang, G.X & Li, L.M. (2010). Chinese language teaching in the UK: Present and future. Language
Learning Journal, 38(1), 87-97.



Zhiyan Guo 86

Zhang, Q. Osborne, C. Shao, L. & Lin, M. (2020). A translanguaging perspective on medium of
instruction in the CFL classroom. Journal of Multilingual and Multicultural Development, DOI:
10.1080/01434632.2020.1737089

Zhang, X. (2021). 19 + 5k 7 B 5 & 3+ B F 2135 K F ¥ 89 4F 7% (Research on the history
of early Chinese education in Europe in the past 40 Years). Bk X & “ £ 3K X &8 — 2% B ~ &
ZRAIRIECRIBLARB T RS KAk P 2 A H " (Second Series of Lectures "The Past and
Present of Chinese in the Exchange and Integration Between East and West”organized by the
EACT International Forum on Teaching Chinese as a Second Language, live lecture at 7:00 pm on
April 14, 2021 on https://k.cnki.net/Clnfo/Index/12856; retrievable via https://k.cnki.net/Theme/

Index/150).

Zhu, H. & Li, W. (2014). Geopolitics and the changing hierarchies of the Chinese language: Implications
for policy and practice of Chinese language teaching in Britain. Modern Language Journal, 98(1),
326-339.

Dr. Zhiyan Guo, Associate Professor, School of Modern Languages and Culture, University of Warwick,
UK; Senior Fellow of Higher Education Academy, UK; Chair of the British Chinese Language Teaching
Society (2016-18). Research interests: intercultural communication, language teaching and learning,
Chinese characters and reading, and language teaching and technology. The author of the book ‘Young
Children as Intercultural Mediators: Mandarin-speaking Chinese Families in Britain’ (Bristol, New York:
Multilingual Matters, 2014).



B FRGEH S5 4R (2021)
% 02 % - % 01 #7 66-86 https://doi.org/10.46451/ijclt.2021.01.05

RIRBF FAEREXRFPXBIDRRIER TR

FEE

EBARE, &E

LT

RfFEART T HAEETHFNR, AMMALEETESHFHELHEX, BTN EESTS
HMEEHE#E A EESERORANE. KPR EATEMHES QFEIEFEAINENTFE T,
FXEANENRF LA, AT ERSRRERA—TIFM, ERFTFENIIHE Z
WRIT. Motk LBATHEREL T XHF, RBHIZET £ DR ENRFHER? AELIE
B LA 60 08 B A A 10 T BB BE 4 A AL, BB R T RE SR F XRTNEF 7 %,
ORI EREFEEN, BIF(IRE S M7 %, BURAENANER, TH RS
FARENEEREZERAE, IRTTHE DA FHEEERAFLEANF P XHFNEERE,

KA
bRk, ®XMEAENKSE, SMAERE, DHBEHRS, XERF

{EZ T

HEEMEL, Bl AR, FHTEEFCRAFIARE ST XUFR, ELEEFHHI R E LA
K. 2016-18 F AR BEREHFARCEF, ARKA: BEXURF. XFHEEZ. EFH
FRHEERA. ¥F: (LELFLRERELEZEIBEXABAZNREIAE) (2014,
Multilingual Matters) ORCID ID: https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5852-4419



