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Foreword 

 

Welcome to the May 2013 issue of the Journal of English as an International Language! 

This issue showcases bold intellectual exercises and innovative applications that are 

consistent with EILJ’s declared mission of promoting locally appropriate, culturally 

sensitive and socially aligned pedagogies and practices in EIL. The voice and agency of 

our contributing authors from South Korea, Iran, Japan, Vietnam, and Thailand assume 

particular substance and prominence in this issue. This is synonymous with EILJ’s 

attempts to democratize and dehegemonize the use of English across the cultures of 

Asia and farther afield in the world. 

Hyejeong Ahn’s paper, “English policy in South Korea: A role in attaining global 

competitiveness or a vehicle of social mobility?”, makes a bold attempt to question the 

hegemony of American English as the much touted target language model in South 

Korea. By the same token the author points out quite unabashedly how the nation-wide 

naivety underlying the hegemonic status of American English has precluded the South 

Koreans from picking up on those skills and strategies that are fundamental to their 

intercultural and international communication needs. As a result, the author claims that 

South Koreans have not been able to develop their own brand of global 

competitiveness. Instead, they have been overly pre-occupied with their use and mastery 

of American English as a means to achieve power, socio-economic mobility and status 

within the country.  The author’s examination of three highly publicized English 

curriculum revisions, their concomitant practices and the ever-increasing role of “one-

size fits all” English proficiency tests in South Korea amply attest to South Korea’s 

sociolinguistic insensitivity to world Englishes. This is anathema to the ethos of the EIL 

paradigm. It also underscores the inevitable need for South Koreans to attempt an 

informed engagement with the discourses of world Englishes and to abandon their 

fixation for established and prestigious’ Englishes. Only then can the South Koreans 

appreciate the efficacy of EIL in global communication. 

Pisarn Bee Chamcharatsri’s paper, “Perception of Thai English”, presents an inviting 

and involving account of Thai English from a world Englishes perspective. Eliciting the 

views/perceptions of Thai language users on Thai English, the author signposts the 

ever-increasing currency that Thai English enjoys within the country. By the same 

token, he offers an interesting exemplification of the characteristics of Thai English. 

Using his web questionnaire data as a mooring point, the author suggests that Thai 

English has all the makings and markings of a nativized variety in South East Asia. 

However, Thai English needs to slough off its metropolitan credentials and take on 

those attributes, characteristics and features of English used in the various regions of 

Thailand. This he believes would accord Thai English an intra-cultural profile and 
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stature that would be consistent with EIL pedagogies and practices. Then, in order to 

foster appropriate sociolinguistic sensitivities and receptivity to Thai English, teachers 

can use English reading materials written by Thai authors. As the author points out, by 

comparing the use of English in these translated texts with the original Thai version, 

students can increase their awareness of how Thai cultural terms are translated—are the 

meanings of cultural terms lost/gained when they are translated? Alternatively, students 

can be asked to compose their personal narratives in English or write research papers 

focusing on the varieties of English. This will help students come to terms with the 

ethos of Thai English as they attempt and rehearse their discourses of appropriation. 

The accruing creativity can add new dimensions to their perceptions of Thai English.  

Ngoc Ba Doan’s paper, “EIL degree programs: Themes central to scholarly discussions 

of EIL and EIL language education”, articulates a host of sociocultural, linguistic, 

communicative and pedagogical concerns. In order to identify how these scholarly 

concerns can be realized in English language education at the tertiary level and to 

determine if they constitute themes which inform discussions of EIL and EIL language 

education, the paper presents an investigative analysis of curriculum documents of two 

Masters in EIL degree programs which were published online by two tertiary 

institutions in Australia. The analysis centres around the programs’ structures, the 

contents (synopses and objectives) of the courses offered in these programs and on the 

keywords used in the program descriptions. The content analysis indicates various 

constructs of English as an international language which are synonymous with the three 

themes central to scholarly discussions of EIL: a sociohistorical phenomenon, language 

communication and language education. The paper asserts that these themes could 

enlarge and enrich our understanding of curricular and pedagogical priorities in English 

language education at the tertiary level. As pointed out by the study, these EIL degree 

programs in Australia are anchored to a theoretical assumption that English is a 

pluricentric language. Given this, teachers, educators and policy makers in English 

language education both in Australia and farther afield should give due consideration to 

the theoretical and practical implications that the study has thrown up. 

Liang Morita’s paper, “Globalization, intercultural contexts and the sociocultural 

component of an English Course”, explores the correlation gap that exists between 

Government rhetoric and students’ attitude towards globalization in Japan. The tone and 

tenor of the author’s argument in the paper unmistakably questions if Japanese students 

following an internationalized curriculum can actually function in an intercultural 

context and if they actually believe that they will ever be in such a situation. The points 

discussed in the paper unmistakably point to an experiential gap of significant 

proportions in that Japan has never been able to free itself from its addictions to a 

traditional grammar translation method and adopt a sociocultural approach to teaching 

English which its students’ need in order to use their English communication 
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confidently and competently for globalization/ intercultural inclusion and assimilation. 

The author’s candour, coherent argumentation and eloquent discussion of issues and 

insights compel us to see the paper as a “reality check” for curriculum planners, 

designers and educators in charge of globalizing Japan through a dissemination of 

English language. 

Minoo Alemi, and Hemaseh Bagheri’s paper, “Evaluation of ‘Total English’ Textbooks 

from a Cultural Perspective”, challenges ‘the taken for granted assumptions’ that 

underlie EFL course books in Iran. The study reported in their paper examines the 

cultural content of the ‘Total English’ series from learners’ point of view and explores 

the content across the three proficiency levels of pre-intermediate, intermediate and 

upper-intermediate. Their use of a descriptive and one-way ANOVA analyses revealed 

that the series provided a balance in terms of all the aspects mentioned in the 

questionnaire. However, a discerning analyses of the items based on the culture subscale 

of Litz’s (2005) checklist pointed to significant shortcomings in the series as a whole. 

The shortcomings are: inadequate content for familiarizing Iranian students with the 

target culture, insufficient exposure to those countries where English is spoken, and a 

paucity of activities that are meant to initiate learners into discussing the perspectives 

and practices of foreign cultures. In light of this, the authors contend that EFL course 

book series in Iran should be continually reviewed and redimensioned with a focus on 

sociocultural and cross-cultural sensibilities and sensitivities. 

In closing, I applaud the resolve and resilience with which the contributing authors of 

this issue have showcased their alternate discourses of current reckoning. Such 

endeavors are central to EILJ’s declared mission of creating “a heterogeneous global 

English speech community, with a heterogeneous English and different modes of 

competence” (Canagarajah, 2006, p. 211). Given this, I am certain that the issues and 

insights discussed in this issue would serve as a lamp to all of us, who could otherwise 

be stranded in a “methodological wasteland of EIL”. Read on! 

 

Dr. Sivakumar Sivasubramaniam 

Chief Editor 



Journal of English as an International Language, Vol. 8, Issue 1, 2013 

 

1 
  

English policy in South Korea: A role in attaining global 

competitiveness or a vehicle of social mobility? 

 

Hyejeong Ahn 

Monash University, Australia 

 

Abstract 

This paper questions to what extent English education in South Korea has 

helped Koreans gain the practical skills essential for intercultural and 

international communication.  It examines three significant English 

curriculum revisions, their executed practices and the roles of English 

proficiency tests in South Korea in light of the English as an International 

Language (EIL) paradigm. It reveals that English language education has 

mainly been developed from a monolithic Korean view that considers 

American English almost exclusively as the target language model. It also 

argues that, despite official government claims to the contrary, English 

does not play a critical role in promoting South Korea’s global 

competitiveness. Instead, learning English has merely continued to serve 

as a means by which individuals access status, power and success in South 

Korea. Finally, drawing from the EIL paradigm, this paper discusses two 

future directions for facilitating English education in South Korea that 

focus on developing, as the author argues, the essential skills necessary for 

a true engagement with global communication. 

Keywords: English as an International Language, South Korea, 

intercultural communication, English education  

 

Introduction 

In the current trend of globalization, the South Korean government has 

identified English as a critical resource for South Korea’s survival. Learning 

English has become a major priority of government policy. The South Korean 

Ministry of Education, Science, and Technology Development (MEST), which 

is responsible for the nation’s education, has strongly emphasized the 

importance of educating students with relevant knowledge, attitudes, and skills 

to enable them to become global citizens (MEST, 2010). One way they see 

this can be achieved is to improve students’ silyongyenge [practical English] 

skills and intercultural competence in English, since in South Korea English is 

believed to be the key to international competitiveness and economic success 

in globalized world. Accordingly, a series of English education policies and 

English programs have been implemented and revised on the grounds of 

making a serious effort to improve silyongyenge skills.  
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This paper examines to what extent English education has indeed 

developed students’ silyongyenge skills in an attempt to promote South 

Korea’s international competitiveness. During the past twenty years in 

particular, the government has introduced a series of National Education 

Curriculum Plans (NECP), implemented two major English programs, EPiK 

(English Program in Korea) and TaLK (Teach and Learn In Korea), and 

continued to promote the use of English tests such as TOEIC (Test of English 

for International Communication) and TOEFL (Test of English as a Foreign 

Language). An examination of these initiatives and practices in light of the 

English as an International Language (EIL) paradigm shows that there has 

been little acknowledgement of the current status of English as an 

international lingua franca which is currently spoken by hundreds of millions 

of multilingual speakers for the purposes of intercultural communication.  

The author of this article argues that the skills of English language 

proficiency that have been promoted by MEST have merely been used as a 

measure with which to assess an individual’s status, power and success in 

order to maintain economic and social inequalities within South Korean 

society. The American English proficiency tests, TOEFL and TOEIC, have 

become the major tools of assessment not only in education but also for 

obtaining entry to many professions in South Korea. This has inevitably 

resulted in intensifying the obsession of a class conscious country such as 

South Korea with learning English. An obsession which is often referred to as 

“English fever” (Park, 2009), has been sweeping the nation. The author also 

argues that the government goals for the nation through English education 

may be too far from realization and that the goals of English language 

education and the outcomes of the MEST implemented practices are 

contradictory and based on false premises and lack of awareness of the 

characteristics of English as an international language.  

If South Korea’s English policy makers are committed to developing 

nationwide communicative competence (silyongyenge skills) for a globalized 

economy, this paper asserts that a paradigm shift is needed when considering 

the way English is taught and learned in South Korea. In addition, some 

possible directions drawn from the EIL paradigm (Clyne & Sharifian, 2008; 

McKay, 2002; Sharifian, 2009; Smith, 1983) and the sociolinguistic landscape 

of the English language today will be presented in order to guide the “English 

fever” to facilitate developing the necessary skills for international 

communication rather than serving as a mechanism for creating inequality.  
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The development of English Education in South Korea  

This section examines how the dominance of American English developed 

and systemically took hold in South Korean society from the early stages of 

the introduction of English education. The history of South Korean English 

education from its beginning to the present will be explored over two stages, 

before and after 1990, based on a critical review of the early categorization of 

English education, which was traditionally classified into six periods (Baik, 

1994; Choi, 2006; Pae, 2002). The first stage of English education 

encapsulates the beginning of the American English influence on South Korea 

and the second stage reflects its concomitant influences. This stage is 

discussed in more detail as it is considered the most significant in the history 

of Korean English education, explaining how the exclusive status of American 

English has been maintained and accelerated.   

 

The early stage of South Korean English education  

The first National English Curriculum Policy (NECP) came into effect from 

1954 to 1963 and saw the initial establishment of a systematic methodology 

for teaching English in secondary schools, taking American English as its only 

standard teaching model (KICE & MEST, 2011). A large proportion of the 

topics in secondary school English text books were based on American culture 

(Moon, 2005). During the 1950s, the foundation of the elevated status of the 

English language was laid down by the South Korean military government, 

which had a close relationship with America, giving rise to the 

implementation of a series of English language policies.   

From the mid 1960s, South Korean society experienced the emergence of 

elite English speaking groups who returned to South Korea after receiving 

higher education in America (Baik, 1992; Pae, 1967). America-educated 

South Koreans returned home to constitute a new power group and became 

symbols of success and wealth in South Korean society. As English language 

proficiency and degrees from American institutions were viewed by Koreans 

as highly effective tools in gaining upward social mobility, a number of South 

Koreans began to seek opportunities to study in the U.S. Approximately 89% 

of the study-abroad students in the 1960s chose American institutions, and this 

tendency has continued to the present day (Kim, 2008, 2011).  

Although the strongest foreign language influence during this stage came 

from Japan, due to 45 years of Japanese colonisation, the view that English 

education meant learning American English and the initial development of 

South Korean attitudes toward English as the language of the ruling class has 

retained its prominent status in South Korean society since the end of Japanese 

colonisation. Korean response to the direct involvement of the US Military in 

South Korean politics and society was to enthusiastically embrace English 

language education and develop it as a means of advancing South Korea 
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(Kwon, 2000). Hence, English language naturally became synonymous with 

American English.  

 

The developmental stage of South Korean English education: Post 1990 

In the 1990s, South Korean society experienced a great deal of social and 

economic development.  It was transformed from being one of Asia’s poorest 

to one of the world’s wealthiest nations to become classified as one of the 

Four Tigers of rising Asian states along with Singapore, Taiwan and Hong 

Kong and became an active participant in the globalization process (Jeon, 

2009).  The first civilian president in South Korean history was elected in 

1992. His government was known as Mwunmincengpwu [the civilian 

government]. The rapid financial and economic growth that proceeded and the 

occurrences of many social and political events, saw South Koreans having 

frequent contact with speakers of Englishes other than American English 

speakers for the first time.  

 The importance of English was recognized officially by the education 

system endorsing English skills as an indispensable tool both for the country’s 

wellbeing and for stimulating rapid economic growth (Choi, 2006).  In 

particular, great numbers of America-educated South Koreans overtly 

encouraged the public to learn “living English” and “conversational English”, 

focusing on spoken English. Consequently, English educational reform was 

undertaken and all of the new policies for English education focused on a 

Communicative Language Teaching (CLT) approach.   The desire of South 

Koreans to learn English grew significantly and simultaneously with their 

increased exposure to the English language after 1992, leading to the birth of  

“English fever” (Park, 2009).  

 

Table 1 

The three major revisions of the NECP 

6th NECP (1992-

1997)  

Launching EPiK, which emphasised “living English” 

and “conversational English” skills 

7th NECP  (1997-

2008) 

The introduction of mandatory English education into 

primary schools 

EIP (2008 –

present) 

The dramatic increase of GETs in EPiK and the launch 

of TaLK  

 

English education in South Korea (see Table 1) from the 1990s to the 

present will be reviewed by examining the three major revisions of the NECP, 

the first being the 6
th

 NECP in 1992, the second the 7
th

 NECP in 1997, and the 
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final revision in 2008 when the nationwide English Immersion Plan (EIP) was 

developed.  

 

Changes in the 6
th

 NECP 

The significance of the 6
th

 NECP can be found in the dramatic shift in 

pedagogical approaches from grammar translation methods to CLT. This led 

to the establishment of an English Program in South Korea (EPiK) which 

employed a large number of native English speakers, called Guest English 

Teachers (GET), for the purpose of improving school students’ 

communicative skills.  Although since the 4
th

 NCEP in 1981, there had been 

an attempt to develop students’ communicative English skills, it was reported 

that the teachers were not adequately trained and teaching materials were not 

suitable for CLT practices (MEST, 2011). Thus, this change was never fully 

actualized.  

The aim of EPiK is to foster primary and secondary students’ English 

communicative ability and to encourage cultural awareness between South 

Koreans and GETs in the age of information and globalization (EPiK, 2011). It 

is administered by the National Institute for International Education (NIIED), 

a central government organization under the auspices of the Ministry of 

Education, Science and Technology (MEST) (EPiK, 2011). To staff EPiK, 

NIIED employed a high number of GETs who were exclusively sourced from 

six English speaking countries: the U.S., Canada, Australia, New Zealand, 

Britain and Ireland (South Africa was later included) (EPiK, 2011).  Through 

EPiK, one hundred and forty GETs were employed in 1997, which gradually 

increased to 4000 by 2007. By 2010, there were 25,000 GETs in total (EPiK, 

2011). The rationale for this plan was to encourage interaction between South 

Koreans and GETs as a means of providing students with more authentic 

English input and a more authentic English environment, bringing with it 

greater cultural understanding  for students (Jeon, 2009).   

College English education also experienced significant changes in the 

1990s. According to Kwon (2000), a large number of universities each 

employed dozens of native English teachers, recruited mainly from America. 

For example, Ewah Woman’s University advertised in The New York Times 

on September 20, 1994 for 30 native English teachers of English. Many other 

universities started to employ a large number of native English teachers as 

well. Soon Sil University employed 22 native English teachers and in 1996, 

Hanyang University employed 21, most of whom were Americans. In 

addition, major, prestigious universities demanded a certain level of English 

proficiency to be achieved prior to graduation. This proficiency was measured 

by using either TOEIC or TOEFL.  Moreover, the first English listening 

components in the Colleges’ Scholarly Assessment Test (CSAT) adopted the 

voices of American English speakers as vehicles for assessment (Park, 2010). 
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The 6
th

 NECP, with the launching of EPiK and the adaption of CLT, 

pedagogy greatly increased the importance of the roles played by native English 

teachers in English language education. The massive influx of GETs into South 

Korean schools had a great impact on students’ perceptions of English speakers 

and English teachers (Kwon, 2000). It created a situation where students were 

directly exposed to, or became familiar with, the language of native English 

teachers the majority of whom were Americans. This in turn most likely 

influenced students to adopt American English by emulating their American 

English teachers, copying their accents and their pragmatic conventions.   

 

Changes in the 7
th

 NECP 

If the 6
th

 NECP revision was notable for an increase of native English speakers 

in South Korean schools, in particular, American English speakers, the 7
th

 

NECP marks one of the most influential changes made in the history of English 

education in South Korea: the introduction of English as a regular subject in 

primary schools. In line with the civilian government’s motto, developing the 

economy through a drive for globalisation, English lessons started to be taught 

from the 3
rd

 grade onward for two hours per week (see Table 2). The number of 

hours of English instruction expanded across all grades, increasing by 250% 

over what was prescribed in the 6
th

 NECP with further increases made in 2008 

(Shim, 2002). Kwon (2000) argued that expanding English lessons into primary 

schools had a critical impact on creating ‘English fever’, or more correctly 

“American English fever”, as American English was the most readily 

available and the most preferred.   

 

Table 2 

Increased hours of English instruction in primary schools 

Primary school grades Pre-1997 7th NECP   2008->2010 in effect 

Grade3-4 0/w 1hr/w 2hr/w 

Grade5-6 0/w 2hrs/w 3hrs/w 

 (Shim, 2002) 

During this period of English fever, Geo-ill Bok published a book in 1998 

entitled Kwukcewha siday ui mincok e [Ethnic language in the age of an 

international language] and proposed that English be adopted as a co-official 

language of South Korea. This caused much debate, which was escalated into 

the public arena by Josun-Il bo, a major South Korean newspaper with the 

largest readership in South Korea. In support of his proposal, Bok (1998) 

argued that South Korea’s ambition to be an economic world leader would 

only be possible by achieving linguistic competency in the dominant global 

language. In his book, Bok (1998) asked South Koreans a most provocative 
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question: ‘If you have a new born baby, and if he or she could choose between 

English and Korean as a mother tongue, which would you recommend they 

choose?’ His idea, based on his belief in the Darwinian principle of “survival of 

the fittest”, was also fuelled by the impact of the 1997 Asian economic crisis, 

believing that the nation’s linguistic competence was a critical factor for 

successful survival in a globalized world. Simultaneously, a pervasive belief 

arose amongst the public that South Koreans did not speak English well and 

this self-evaluation of low English competence has become a concern for the 

government, which feared that such linguistic incompetence would hurt South 

Korea’s future international competitiveness.  

The introduction of mandatory English education in primary schools along 

with a heated debate about English being adopted as a co-official language of 

South Korea placed unprecedented pressure on the importance of learning 

English in South Korean society. Consequently, the English education industry 

in Korea started to expand. Thousands of Hakwen [English cram schools] 

sprang up and became widespread (Park, 2009).  Hundreds of the best known 

learning resources for young students studying English were published in South 

Korea during this period and there was a dramatic increase in the numbers of 

students going overseas for the sole purpose of learning English.  

 

The launch of the English Immersion Plan (EIP) 

The social phenomenon of English fever was, once again, intensified by the 

announcement of the EIP in 2008. Despite the country’s obsession with 

learning English, especially American English, and the vast amounts of money 

dedicated to English language education at every level, the government still 

remained dissatisfied with the English skills of high school graduates and 

questioned the skills of both English teachers and students. In addition, 

previous NECP policies designed to promote the use of the CLT approach to 

improve students’ communicative English skills were also called into 

question. Had CLT principles actually been followed in practice? 

On the 23
rd

 of January 2008, closely following Myung-Bak Lee’s 

presidential inauguration, his government announced a major reform of South 

Korea’s English education policy, introducing EIP with a budget of $4 billion 

over the next 5 years, of which $1.7 billion was allocated to hiring GETs 

(Roadmap, 2008).  EIP was intended to restructure and reinforce public 

education in such a way that all high school graduates could communicate 

with foreigners without difficulty (Roadmap, 2008). President Lee set up a 

dichotomy of ‘English-fluent’ and ‘English-poor’ nations, claiming that any 

nation’s or individual’s proficiency in English was a central factor in that 

country’s or individual’s status and success (Jin, 2008). He strongly contended 

that if South Korea was to remain competitive in a global setting, South 

Koreans had to acquire silyongyenge abilities to actively participate in global 

issues, thereby enhancing South Korea’s international presence (Lee, 2010).   
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One of the most noticeable changes was the significant increase in the 

number of GETs in South Korea, from 150 in 1995 to 25,000 in 2011, through 

the EPiK program and the launch of the TaLK program EIP aimed to place at 

least one GET in every school nationwide and to expand English lessons with 

additional GETs at all school levels (Roadmap, 2008). Jeon (2009) argued that 

the implementation of the EPiK and the TaLK programs and the hiring of large 

numbers of GETs demonstrated South Korea’s response to and participation in 

the global spread of English. However, more than half of the GETs working in 

the public sectors in 2010 were from the USA (See Table 3). This is a strong 

indication of which nationalities the South Korean government prefers to 

employ as English teachers and how much influence American English has in 

South Korea. 

 

Table 3 

The number of GETs working in the South Korean public sector in 2010 

*Korean nationalities – who are qualified as “native English speaker”: a 

person born in Korea who completed both secondary and tertiary education in 

one of the English speaking countries listed above. (MEST, 2010) 

 

In addition, the TaLk program began in April 2008 under the direction of 

President Lee and has been designed to support public English education in the 

rural areas of South Korea. However, the prospective applicants again must be 

graduates or current undergraduate students who have citizenship from one of 

the seven English speaking countries and furthermore have two or more years of 

academic credits from accredited post-secondary institutions.   

The implementation of EPiK and TaLK with the continuous support from 

NIIED has definitely increased the general public’s awareness of particular 

varieties of Englishes. However, these programs once again reflect the 

government’s real and embedded priority of developing native-like English 

proficiency, more specifically “American-like proficiency”, as its primary aim 

and the most valued outcome of English education. Through these English 

programs the South Korean public has been explicitly and implicitly informed 

and re-educated about established varieties of English, particularly American 

English. Their awareness of non- native varieties of Englishes has not been as 

developed.  It is not surprising to see in Chang’s findings below that the public 

has a strong preference for native English speaking GETs, in particular, 

American English teachers.   

Nationalities US Canada UK Australi

a 

NZ Island S. 

Africa 

India *South 

Korean 

Total(9,320) 5,056 1,600 923 238 273 232 969 3 56 
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Almost three quarters of the total number of parents who participated in this 

survey showed their preference for native teachers from the U.S. Almost 

everybody prefers teachers from North American countries (78.7%) or the U.K. 

(13.5%) which is considered the origin of the English language … No one 

wants teachers from other English speaking countries, for example, Australia 

and New Zealand (Chang, 2005, p. 7)…South Koreans regard Australian and 

New Zealand English as non-standard… (Chang, 2005, p. 22) 

However, the situation has started to change. In 2009, NIIED announced 

that the EPiK program was opening its doors to teachers from India, although 

this was mainly due to the difficulty in recruiting sufficient numbers of GETs 

from the preferred countries (Ceng, 2008). 

Starting in the fall semester next year (2010), around 100 teachers from 

India will be teaching English at elementary, middle and high schools 

nationwide, a high-ranking official with the Education Ministry said yesterday 

…. if the trial is successful, it could raise the number to 300. The source said 

there is a high chance that those teachers will be dispatched to regions outside 

the Seoul metropolitan area where there is a shortage of native English 

teachers (Lee, 2009). 

Despite this announcement, according to the 2010 figures (see Table 3), 

there were only three Indian teachers employed in South Korea with more than 

60% of the GETs still originating from America. It seems that the attempt to 

hire Indian teachers did not proceed much further. This is not surprising when 

considering the strong level of preference by South Koreans for native or 

American English teachers. Other possible reasons for having such a low 

number of Indian teachers could be the more restrictive working and visa 

conditions that only allow them to work in rural public schools and for lower 

wages (EPiK, 2011; MEST, 2010).  

 

The significance of English proficiency tests in South Korea  

With this strong emphasis on the importance of developing the nation’s 

silyongyenge skills, a special place is given to these skills as a major criterion 

for success in all areas, including not only in education but also in job-

performance evaluations (Lee, 2006). Shim (1994, 2002) also observed that 

success in other areas of the school curriculum has become dependent on 

success in English. The policies of a number of elite universities and sought-

after conglomerates such as Samsung, LG and Hyundai noticeably favour 

students and recruits with high English proficiency levels (Lee, 2006). In 

particular, scores achieved in American English proficiency tests such as 

TOEIC and TOEFL, in preference to scores gained in other English tests, have 

become a major determining factor in gaining employment and promotion.  

More than 900 major South Korean public and private organisations require 

the submission of TOEIC scores as an essential criterion of consideration for 
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employment and a number of prestigious universities require students to have 

high TOEFL scores to gain admission (Lee, 2004, 2006). Employees with low 

scores are often excluded from promotion or from involvement in the 

company’s international training programs (Lee, 2006). As a result, South 

Korea has become the world’s largest market for these American originated 

English proficiency tests.  In 2007, more than half of the world’s total number 

of applicants enrolling for TOEIC were South Koreans and approximately 

124,000 South Koreans enrolled in TOEFL, making up a clear majority of the 

applicants worldwide (Kang, 2009). The pervasive use of TOEIC and TOEFL 

as major tools for assessment has cost South Koreans around 700 million won 

in English examination fees in 2005 alone (Kim, 2008, 2011). To reduce the 

cost of these tests and to replace the role of TOEIC and TOEFL in South 

Korea, the government announced a newly developed English proficiency test 

called the National English Ability Test (NEAT).  NEAT aims to assess South 

Korean students’ silyongyenge ability (Kang, 2009) and has as its goal the 

recognition of English as an international language (KICE & MEST, 2011).  

However, once again a great deal of emphasis is again placed on achieving 

“American English” proficiency in the NEAT. Although the NEAT does not 

propose any specific model of pronunciation, on closer examination of the 

materials, the models of spoken English indicate or imply the use of North 

American oriented English pronunciation. For example, despite the test’s 

claims to assess candidates’ oral English skills based on their intelligibility in 

the speaking module, all of the speakers in the listening tests have accents of 

American origin (KICE & MEST, 2011). In addition, the majority of the 

contexts of test dialogues take place between native English speakers or 

between native English speakers and non- native speakers. The fact that 

interaction between non-native speakers of English represents the majority of 

English spoken worldwide (Graddol, 2006), these contexts have not been 

included in NEAT. By using American speakers in the listening tests and 

Anglicised names and native speaker English pragmatic conventions in the 

overall test contents, the test most surely defines the type of English that is 

studied. Consequently, given the reality of the wash-back effect (Cheng & 

Curtis, 2008), the introduction of the NEAT will continue to reinforce the 

learning and status of American English. 

 

English as an International Language (EIL) 

The status of English as an international language can be attributed to its 

dominance in a variety of international economic and cultural arenas and to 

the ever increasing numbers of English users internationally (Crystal, 1997; 

Graddol, 2006). More people use English today than any other language in the 

history of the world (Crystal, 2003). Approximately 380 million people speak 

English as a first language (L1); however, more than a billion people use it as 

a second (or additional) language (L2). Moreover, this latter group uses 
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English largely to communicate with other second language users with whom 

they do not share a cultural and linguistic background (Graddol, 2006). 

Kachru (1986), a prominent scholar of World Englishes, presented a 

model of current global English usage comprising three concentric circles: the 

Inner Circle (IC), the Outer Circle (OC) and the Expanding Circle (EC). These 

three circles are defined by the role of English in each country. In IC 

countries, such as the United Kingdom, the United States and Australia, 

English is used as the primary language; in OC countries, such as India, 

Singapore and Malaysia, English is used as a second language; in EC 

countries, such as China, Korea and Japan, English is used as a foreign 

language.  

It is also important to note that due to the rapidly changing reality of English 

speaking contexts due to globalisation, the borders separating these circles have 

become less distinct, and it is more difficult to find countries that can be 

accurately classified as entirely IC, OC or EC (Marlina & Ahn, 2011; McKay & 

Bokhorst-Heng, 2008; Sharifian & Clyne, 2008). With rapid international 

mobility, a great number of speakers from OC and EC countries now live in IC 

countries, such as the US and Australia, and also many IC speakers live in OC 

and EC countries. Current English speaking contexts, where there are diverse 

interactions between speakers from each circle, are drastically different from 

what Kachru predicted (see Figure 1) (Marlina & Ahn, 2011). As a result of 

rapid international mobility each circle contains a mixture of various 

communicative situations, where many varieties of English speakers are present. 

According to Crystal (1997), the majority of contemporary English speakers 

belong to the OC and the EC countries with over 80% of communication in 

English occurring outside the IC countries. In addition, according to Graddol 

(2006), more than 80% of English speaking situations involving international 

travellers occur in either OC or EC countries and also between speakers from 

these two circles. Graddol (2006) further notes that the ratio of IC speakers to 

other speakers is sharply declining and the rise of English usage in India and 

China will have a significant impact on changes in English speaking contexts.  

A further significant aspect of the changing nature of English speaking 

contexts is evident from the development of multilingual cities and countries, 

creating new linguistic landscapes. For example, English speaking contexts in 

European countries, traditionally seen as EC countries, are becoming more like 

IC countries where English is widely used in daily interaction (Graddol, 2006). 

Several countries in the EC are increasingly moving away from dependency 

on traditionally viewed varieties of English. In addition, city dwellers in EC 

countries have more opportunity and need to use English compared to their rural 

counterparts in the OC.  Therefore, the categorization of ESL speakers as being 

in the OC and EFL speakers in the EC is now not as distinct as it had formerly 

seemed to be, and the grouping of countries in each circle of Kachru’s model 
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may not be as meaningful as it has been in the past and is therefore in need of 

some major revision.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1 

English speaking context 

 

Traditionally, the aim of learning English was to enable learners to 

communicate with so called native speakers of the language.  However, due to 

the diversified nature of the international language, the traditional purpose of 

learning the language is no longer as justifiable as it once used to be. The 

reality is that there are millions of proficient multilingual English speakers 

around the world. English is currently spoken in more than 70 countries as a 

first language or as an official (second) language (Crystal, 2003). Speakers in 

these countries have localized English to suit their communicative needs and 

diversified Englishes are now widely adopted as a means of international 

communication. As a result, the English language has become the most 

diversified language that the world has ever experienced.   

Sharifian (2008, 2009) and Canagarajah (2006) argue that the notion of 

proficiency needs  new concepts of “fluency” and “competence”; ones which  

involve an awareness of cultural differences, strategies for the negotiation of 

meaning and an accommodation of the needs of one’s interlocutors. 

Accordingly, proficient speakers of English in today’s English speaking 

contexts are those who show familiarity with and are exposed to various 

systems of cultural schema and thus, those who are capable of flexibly 

participating in intercultural communication. Sharifian (2009) asserts that 

students need to be exposed to several different varieties in order to obtain a 

Marlina & Ahn (2011)  
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real sense of the current reality of English speech contexts. The aim of English 

education, therefore, should focus on intercultural communication skills and 

flexible, effective communicative strategies in English. Students should build 

an understanding of diversified Englishes and be able to communicate with 

speakers from a wide range of cultural and linguistic backgrounds, rather than 

focusing on mastering the linguistic manipulation of one particular variety of 

English (Canagarajah, 2006), as in the case of South Korea and its obsession 

with American English..  

 

Discussion 

In light of the current social and linguistic reality of English, the re-

examination of the fundamental goals of English education in South Korea is 

necessary. Are educations going to provide a critical resource for increasing 

South Korea’s international competitiveness or is the teaching of English 

establishing a means by which inequality within a status conscious society is 

being supported?  To what extent has developing South Koreans’ 

silyongyenge skills, as promoted by MEST, actually contributed to improving 

the international competitiveness of South Korea? The author argues that there 

has been confusion and disjunction between the government’s rhetoric and 

English language pedagogical practices. The extent to which students have 

explored English use in different countries and the relationships between them 

has been limited by the particular varieties of Englishes to which they have been 

exposed. This, in turn, has prevented students from developing the awareness of 

and the skills for the practical use of English as an international language.  

The consequence of having only IC English teachers in South Korea is 

particularly evident in young South Korean students, who have had little 

exposure to the international media, thereby presenting them with a distorted 

picture of English speaking contexts. It is common for many young students to 

initiate conversations with Anglo-Saxon foreigners on the street, most likely for 

the purpose of practising their English skills. However, English speaking 

foreigners who do not appear to be Anglo-Saxon are not approached in this 

way. In addition, if only one particular variety of English is presented in 

classes, it promotes the impression that it is the only correct variety. Such an 

impression is not only inaccurate but has a negative effect on students’ 

attitudes toward other varieties of Englishes, their confidence in successful 

communication involving multiple varieties of Englishes, and even on their 

ability to interpret interactions in various Englishes correctly (Matusda & 

Friedrich, 2011). 

Furthermore, achieving high scores in TOEIC and TOEFL has become a 

necessary means for professional and academic success and for upgrading one’s 

social position by gaining entry into prestigious universities and employment by 

major conglomerates. These realities have gradually shaped an expectation that 

the major reason for English studies is to achieve a high score in these tests. 
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Park (2009) argues that in a country where kyoyuk yel [obsession with the 

attainment of education] has long been present, the pervasive use of these 

designated English tests as a major tool for assessment in the education system 

has also played a critical role in creating ‘English fever’. The hierarchy of 

power relations in South Korean society is sustained largely through the 

medium of ‘good education’, achieved by entering ‘highly ranked 

universities’, measured according to a strict ranking system (Seth, 2002).   

According to the latest report from the Organisation for Economic Co-

operation and Development (OECD, 2011), nearly 98% of today’s 25-34 year-

olds in South Korea  have completed upper secondary education, the highest 

proportion among OECD countries, which indicates a remarkable increase 

over the past three decades, when only 43% of 55-64 year-olds achieved the 

same level of education. In addition, South Korea also scored the highest with 

a tertiary equivalence degree attainment rate of 63% among 25-34 year-olds 

(OECD, 2011). Such a high degree of educational attainment creates intense 

competition for a place in Korea’s first-class universities.  Seth (2002, p.193) 

asserted that South Korean parents’ excessive obsession with securing a “good 

education” for their children has produced a “relentless” or “all or nothing” 

approach to scoring well in the university entrance exams, known as CSAT 

(College Scholastic Ability Test). This has consequently “created the most 

exam-oriented culture in the world” (Seth, 2002, p. 5), which has given South 

Korea the nickname of the “examination hell” country.  

Kim’s (2011) study provides an excellent description of the CSAT day and 

helps non-Koreans understand the importance of the CSAT for South Koreans. 

On a CSAT day, which is normally the second Thursday of November 

each year, South Korean society ‘holds its breath’, so to speak: the test is 

scheduled to start at 8:40 am and so government workers and primary 

school children stay home until the roads are cleared: that is, they go to 

work or school later than usual in order to avoid causing traffic jams and 

to help the test takers to arrive at their test places on time. The test takers 

who are running late are provided a police escort upon request to the 

testing places. Nationwide, arrivals and departures of air planes are 

suspended during the listening sections of the English (and Korean) tests 

for the fear of hindering the test progress. (Kim, 2011, p. 213)  

In order to score higher than other students in the CSAT, taking extra private 

tutoring sessions and classes has become an essential element of students’ 

study regimes. In 2010, South Koreans invested more than $40 billion in 

private education, with over half of this amount spent on English tuition. More 

than 95% of students from kindergarten to high school are undertaking 

English related private education in tens of thousands of Hakwen [cram 

schools] and kwaoy [private tutoring sessions] (Kim, 2010).  It is also 

important to note that the 2011 OECD report classified South Korea as the 

country with the second highest tertiary education fees, after the United States.  
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A reasonable explanation for South Korea’s high secondary and tertiary 

completion rates, despite the tremendously high cost involved, is people’s 

attitudes and a social system that measure success according to educational 

achievement, especially entering a more prestigious university for which 

English proficiency is an essential requirement.  

The role of English as a means of assessment in South Korea was hotly 

debated by Song (2011). He strongly argues that there is an obsession with 

learning English as a way of attaining power within South Korea’s 

hierarchical society. He condemns the government’s emphasis on English 

education as a “critical linguistic tool” (p. 36) for globalised survival, arguing 

that it has merely provided “a mechanism of elimination that conserves and 

reproduces the hierarchy of power relations already established in South 

Korean society” (p. 35). He asserts that, realistically, for the majority of 

students in South Korea, English language largely remains an academic 

exercise with little motivation to learn more than what is required to receive 

high scores in the designated tests. Students, parents, English teachers, and 

school administrators all consider that the ultimate purpose of English 

education is for students to achieve high test scores in order to qualify for 

entry to highly regarded universities or to acquire higher status jobs (Park, 

2009; Seth, 2002).   

The social phenomenon of English fever is the result of not only complex 

social and historical events, but also the ill-informed series of NECPs, which 

have ignored the realistic use of the English language for intercultural 

communication. As Song (2011) argues, it is clear that the stated goal of 

English education to promote the nation’s international understanding and 

competitiveness is not well reflected in English related social practices in 

South Korea, but, instead, English is merely been adopted as a tool for 

evaluation and symbolic measure of one’s competence associated with success 

in all areas.  

 

Future directions 

In light of the social and socio linguistic contexts of EIL, this paper proposes 

two directions that the MEST should take to ensure English learners truly 

develop the skills essential for intercultural communication. First, fundamental 

attitudinal changes by South Korea’s English policy makers and elite groups 

are necessary in order to develop an “EIL mindset” vastly different from the 

traditional attitudes towards the English language (Matsdua & Friedrich, 2011; 

Sharifian, 2009). Holding onto closed attitudes towards less established 

varieties of Englishes will only continue to undermine the goal of English 

learning to increase the country’s global competitiveness, which the South 

Korean government has widely promoted. If the goal of English learning is 

developing proficiency in the learning of the international language, it is the 

contention of this paper that bilingual users of English, such as South Koreans, 
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should no longer regard only a few selected established varieties of Englishes 

as target models. It has been extensively argued that linguistic variations and 

differences in these established varieties of Englishes are not the major cause 

of intercultural communication problems, but instead it is the negative 

attitudes that surround particular linguistic features (Kirkpatrick, 2007, 2008, 

2010; McKay, 2002). Insisting on traditional views, which define English as a 

language that is has only used by idealized IC speakers, particularly 

Americans, cannot be justified any longer. South Korean English speakers 

need to understand the status of English as an international language, a 

language that is used by people of different nations to communicate with one 

another (Smith, 1983), so that they can be appreciative of and better prepared 

for encounters with many different Englishes now used around the world. 

Second, the NECP should place an emphasis on developing South Korean 

students’ intercultural communicative competence through classroom English 

teaching and developing ways of assessing these skills (McKay, 2002, 

Canagarajah, 2006).  Developing intercultural communicative competence by 

learning a variety of intercultural communicative strategies is essential to 

becoming a proficient speaker of English in today’s world. Although the 

author is in sympathy with the desire of South Korea’s elite groups to promote 

limited varieties of ‘established’ Englishes, simplified assessment and a set of 

rules related only to these Englishes, this is not enough. English teaching 

practice should provide learners with wider experiences and exposure, and the 

opportunities to recognize “the messy” reality of multiple Englishes found 

around the world. For example, English text books and the contents of the 

NEAT should extensively include conversational dialogs between OC 

speakers, including examples of  the English speaking context of a Japanese 

man and Chinese woman discussing in English a business plan in China. 

Explicit attention should also be given to introducing and practising pragmatic 

skills such as repair strategies (Grice, 1975), that is, such items as expressing 

agreement and disagreement and managing turn-taking which could differ 

cross-culturally. Moreover, the MEST might consider revise and develop ways 

of employing well qualified and experienced English teachers from all over 

the world. Although EPiK made teachers from India eligible for employment 

in the education system, considering the narrow perception amongst South 

Koreans of English language as “American English”, such a decision was not 

welcomed by the public. Thus, it is another urgent issue to develop systemic 

and strategic ways of informing and promoting the concept of EIL and 

providing the rightful place for all English speakers from around the world as 

valid users and teachers of English (McKay, 2002), including South Koreans. 

Finally, South Korean English speakers need to understand the status of 

English as an international language, a language that is used by people of 

different nations to communicate with one another (Smith, 1983), so that they 

can be appreciative of and better prepared for encounters with the many 

different Englishes now used around the world. 
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Conclusion 

Globalization is real and English plays a central role as an international 

language in linking people with different mother tongues for international and 

intercultural communication. South Koreans are critically aware of the power 

of English in a globalizing world. There is little doubt that English should be 

learned as a tool of intercultural communication, rather than as a means of 

obtaining individual status and power. Possessing silyongyenge skills in 

English is not just about being able or willing to communicate with native 

English speakers only. Instead, it involves adopting effective communicative 

strategies that are appropriate to a much wider range of English speakers. 

English education in South Korea has continuously promoted the learning 

of established and prestigious Englishes, but this cannot be fully justified in 

the name of globalization. If MEST is, as they claim, committed to developing 

nationwide silyongyenge skills, many interested parties who refer to English as 

South Korea’s critical resources in the new age of globalization must 

understand not only diversified Englishes and speakers but also the use of 

English as an international language. 
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Abstract 

As the field of World Englishes (WE) moves forward, there is a variety of 

English emerging in Thailand, Thai English. Many publications relating to 

Thai English have been based on analyses of translated literary 

publications. Only one study cited in this paper did interviews with Thai 

professional writers regarding the notion of Thai English. In this paper, the 

research attempts to generate awareness of WE scholars by reporting some 

data received from a survey particularly of Thai language users on their 

perceptions of Thai English. The results show that Thai people perceive 

that English is the language for social mobility, for gaining access to 

information, and for communicating with others in the English as a Lingua 

Franca (ELF). This paper reports on the issue of importance of English in 

Thailand, awareness of Thai English, and characteristics of Thai English 

from Thai language users’ point of view, which had not been reported 

elsewhere.  

Keywords: Thai English, World Englishes, perception 

 

Introduction 

English in Thailand is not yet seen as fully developed in the nativized variety 

(Schneider, 2003). The functions of English in Thailand are mainly for 

educational and economic purposes (Foley, 2005; Masavisut, Sukwiwat, & 

Wongmontha, 1986). In this case, Thai people do not associate themselves 

with English language. As the discussion of Thai English emerges from 

English usage in media (Masavisut et al., 1986), literary works (Watkhaolarm, 

2005), Thai professional writers (Buripakdi, 2008),  email communication 

(Glass, 2009), these studies serve as springboards for this study to explore the 

perception of the concept of Thai English from Thai people. 

 

English language in Thailand 

English was introduced to Southeast Asia with the growing of the British 

colonial Empire. During the imperialism era in the 18th century, King Rama 

III had predicted the power of the West and had warned Thai elites to be more 

cautious to make any agreement with the Western Empire. After King 

Mongkut ascended to the throne, he opened the country to the West by 
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inviting missionaries who brought knowledge of sciences and technological 

advancement (Baker & Phongpaichit, 2009; Foley, 2005; Masavisut et al., 

1986; Methitham & Chamcharatsri, 2011).  

Though Thailand has never been colonized by Western countries, the role 

of English has gained prestige in Thai society especially in media (Masavisut 

et al., 1986), tourism (Horey, 1991), personal communication (email) (Glass, 

2009), and education (Foley, 2005; Wongsothorn, Hiranburana, & 

Chinnawongs, 2003). Surprisingly, English language teaching in Thailand has 

one of the longest histories among Southeast Asian countries (Bautista & 

Gonzalez, 2006).  

Since 1921, English has been added to the Thai national curriculum 

starting from Grade 5 (Aksornkul, 1980; Foley, 2005; Wongsothorn et al., 

2003). Until the 1980s, the national curriculum has changed from teaching 

English from Grade 5 to Grade 1 with the reason that students need to master 

their first language before they are introduced to a second language (Foley, 

2005). At present, English is a mandatory subject for every Thai student 

starting from Grade 1. Wongsothorn et al. (2003) state that “[t]he new English 

curriculum is … focused on … lifelong development of learners and allows 

them to further acquire knowledge … to satisfy their needs” (p. 446).  

Though English is taught in schools in Thailand, Thai is the national 

language. Also English is considered to be a foreign language taught among 

other languages such as French, German, Japanese, Chinese, Russian, Italian, 

and Korean. The role of English language in Thailand is mainly for business, 

media, technology, and education (Foley, 2005; Wongsothorn et al., 2003). 

However, I would like to add that the role of English in Thailand is that of so-

called metropolitan English, in the metropolitan areas, because the visibility of 

the English language in use on billboards and Thai people, who can 

communicate in English, can be found only in major cities and/or tourist 

places in Thailand. The distinctive role of the English language in Thailand 

makes World Englishes (WE) scholars interested in conducting their research 

studies on how Thai people use English in different formats such as the 

construction of Thainess in novels written by Thai novelists (Watkhaolarm, 

2005), and the perception of Thai English from professional writers’ 

perspectives (Buripakdi, 2008), etc. The concept of “Thainess” (Chutisilp, 

1984) has been defined as an emerging characteristic of Thai English. The use 

of the term “Thai English” is in debate whether this term reflects the 

legitimate codification since the term is still in its infancy stage when 

compared to Singaporean English or Indian English in the expanding circle. In 

this sense, I would like to define the term “Thai English” as the hybridity 

(code mixing and code switching) between Thai and English languages in 

different discourses. 

Both Chutisilp’s (1984) and Watkhaolarm’s (2005) studies were 

conducted by analyzing written discourse — the former analyzes non-literary 
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texts while the latter Thai novelists’ literary texts. Interestingly, both the 

studies (Chutisilp, 1984; Watkhaolarm, 2005) reach a similar conclusion by 

listing the characteristics of Thai English that can be summarized as follows: 

First, language transfers cultural and social elements categorized by using 

kinship or social terms followed by names such as Pee Dang – Brother Dang 

or Kruu Som – Teacher Som. Second, translation is another characteristic of 

Thai English in relation to “cliché (…to live together on a pile of silver and 

gold…)” (Watkhaolarm, 2005, p. 149), “cursing (… You, a golden flower…)” 

(Watkhaolarm, 2005, p. 149), “transcreated style (words that are created from 

the compound nouns in Thai)” (Watkhaolarm, 2005, p. 149), and “translation 

of the character’s Thai names” (Watkhaolarm, 2005, p. 149). Third is the shift 

of written discourse illustrated by incorporating Thai proverbs and old 

sayings. Fourth, the “hybridization” (Chutisilp, 1984, p. 142; Watkhaolarm, 

2005, p. 150), is the mix of Thai and English lexical items such as Rod taxi 

(car taxi). Lastly,  it is “reduplication” (Chutisilp, 1984, p. 144; Watkhaolarm, 

2005, p. 154), the Thai syntactic repetition from the Thai pragmatic discourse 

such as “I bought this very, very expensive shirt.” 

Many of the Thai English studies reported earlier studied the written 

discourse from Thai authors, but two studies: one by Buripakdi (2008) in 

which she interviewed 20 professional writers from different fields and the 

other by Glass (2009) in which he conducted a survey and interviewed  

students for their perception of writing in English. Buripakdi (2008) collected 

data from one-on-one interview on perception of Thai English with twenty 

professional writers such as novelists, news reporters from major English 

newspapers in Thailand, and material writers. The findings from the 

interviews showed that only one writer supported and agreed with the 

emerging Thai variety of English.  

Based on Buripakdi’s (2012) study, the perception of English of these 

professional writers can be summarized into five viewpoints: “Queen’s 

English [or Standard English], Instrumental or Functional English, 

Cosmopolitan English (English as a lingua franca), Glocal English (the use of 

Thai words in Roman alphabets), [and] Thai English (English with the 

uniqueness of language usage and socio-cultural aspects of their nation)” (pp. 

251-252). From this study, the scope for rejection of the concept of Thai 

English is extremely high. This might be due to the fact that Thai people pride 

themselves on having not been colonized (Aksornkul, 1980; Baker & 

Phongpaichit, 2009; Buripakdi, 2008; Chamcharatsri, 2010; Foley, 2005; 

Glass, 2009). It shows that Thai people have rather reserved perceptions in 

relation to Thai English. That has stirred my interest in exploring the 

perception of English in Thailand. To be more specific, I would like to 

generate awareness of Thai English from the data driven by Thai people. 
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The study attempts to answer the following questions:  

1. How important is English in Thailand?  

2. Do Thai people show awareness of Thai English variety?  

3. What characteristics do Thai people think about when they hear the 

term “Thai English?” 

 

Methodology 

In this study, I collected data by using a web questionnaire (See Appendix 1 

for web questionnaire), which was created from a website 

(www.qualtrics.com). I asked my participants twenty-one questions, of which 

some were open-ended questions. The web questionnaire was distributed 

through one of the famous Thai message boards in Thailand, Pantip.com, and 

through snowball sampling by asking participants to invite their peers to 

participate in this study. This online message board is in Thai and its users 

have to be Thai citizens, as the process of applying for a username requires a 

proof of Thai national identification card. Therefore, the participants who 

responded to this survey are native Thai speakers who learn English as a 

second/foreign language. Participants clicked on the link to gain access to the 

web questionnaire. For one year, I sent out the web questionnaire and received 

151 responses. The survey questions were optional for the participants to 

answer; therefore, some participants chose not to provide their answers to 

some of the questions and that is why there is a variation in the number of 

answers received for different questions.  

 

Participants’ Demographics 

After a year of launching the survey, there were 66 responses from male and 

71 from female participants. Table 1 shows the participants’ educational 

background. 

 

Table 1 

Educational level of participants of the study 

Educational Level Response 

Primary School (K-6
th

) 1 

Secondary School (7
th

 – 12
th

) 4 

Vocational School 2 

Bachelor’s Degree 60 

Master’s Degree or higher 70 

Total 137 

 

http://www.qualtrics.com/
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As shown, the majority of the participants who answered the survey held at 

least a Bachelor’s degree or a Master’s degree. 

 

Results and Discussions 

In this section, I reported and discussed both the quantitative and qualitative 

responses received from the web questionnaires. Since the language that is 

used in the web board is Thai, I have not edited or changed my respondents’ 

spellings, word choices, and structures in reporting the written responses from 

the respondents.  

 

Is English important to you? Why or why not? 

The total number of respondents for this question was 136 out of 151. 

Ninety-eight percent of participants (133 out of 136) thought that English is 

important to them, while one percent (3 out of 136) stated that English is not 

important, and one percent did not answer the question.  

By thematic analysis of 133 respondents’ answers, the emerging themes of 

the importance of English to respondents are shown in Table 2. 

 

Table 2 

Reasons for the importance of English to participants 

Reasons Frequency 

Career opportunities 54 

Gaining access to information  25 

Communication 24 

English as an International Language (EIL)  18 

English as Lingua Franca (ELF) 6 

Personal reasons (i.e. move to English speaking country, marry  

English speaking partners) 
6 

 

A majority of respondents from the web questionnaire state that English is 

important for them as a tool for social mobility. The majority of the 

respondents agreed that they perceive English as a mobility tool for their 

careers. Some responses were:  

 “It's a business language”  

 “I can earn income each month presently because of it,”  

 “English is the second language, If we native in english we will find 

the job easily” 

 “English plays very important in my life now because most of my 

current jobs are related to English”  
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 “Because I use it in my everyday work and my career would be 

nowhere near where it is right now without it. Furthermore, it has 

always been a medium to receive information from a wide range of 

sources which helped shape a different and more well-rounded 

perspective on almost every issue in my life”  

 “Most of "big" companies speaks English. People who have money 

speak English. So, if you want to get money from them, you need to 

speak English, right?”  

Phillipson (1992) stated that learning English is “essential for upward social 

mobility and privileged positions in society” (as cited in  Watkhaolarm, 2005, 

p. 28).  Since English language has been registered into the National 

Curriculum in 1921 (Aksornkul, 1980),  English has become one of the 

compulsory languages in school. English has been accepted and practiced 

widely in media (Masavisut et al., 1986), tourism industry (Horey, 1991), and 

education (Baker, 2008; Foley, 2005).  

English is also used for accessing knowledge from different sources such 

as printed and non-printed media. Some respondents value English more over 

their native language (Thai) in terms of knowledge accessibility. Some 

statements from the respondents were:  

 “English is one of the most essential tools in my career. Moreover it 

contributes to access to the world wide information”  

 “English is a MUST for my job. Also, I can learn many thing in 

English more than in Thai”  

 “English language can help me read more and more my favorite 

books”  

 “Knowing English helps me learn faster about the outside world 

(especially through internet)”  

 “I want to read texts in other languages and most texts are translated in 

English. In terms of information, english is a gateway for searching 

more information on the Internet.  I can expand more knowledge in 

many fields”   

 “to gain knowledge from developed country”  

 

In this case, English is seen as a symbolic capital (Bourdieu, 1991) or as a 

dominant language especially in an educational context (Baker, 2008).  

Kachru (1990) agreed that “the power of English, then, resides in the domain 

of its use…and how others view its importance” (p. 4). As respondents stated 

above, knowing English allowed them to access the dominant linguistic 

community that has control over knowledge production (Holliday, 2005; 

Phillipson, 1992, 2009). Canagarajah (2002) stated clearly that English in the 

Inner circle has “the power of written medium to transmit information to the 

global community” (p. 5). Survey respondents reflected that they viewed 
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English as more important than Thai, their mother tongue, because they 

viewed English as a functional language to climb the social ladder compared 

to those who do not use English in their workplace. Others viewed the role of 

English as a tool in finding information. In other words, English serves as a 

gateway to access information that is not available in Thai for online 

communities. 

As for the importance of English in communication, many respondents 

agreed that English allowed them to interact with people who do not speak 

Thai. For example,  

 “it's the tool to communicate with foreigner and since nowadays it's 

globalization if u need to be able to speak english so u get more chance 

than other guys”  

 “it is the crucial tools for communication to the world”  

 “It's the common language that is used in the whole world”  

 “it is major language for communication”  

 

Another interesting result was the perception of Thai people toward 

English as an international language (EIL) and its functions as a lingua franca 

(ELF). The distinction between EIL and ELF is described by Pakir (2009) who 

pointed out  that EIL focuses on language proficiencies of learners or as “a 

foreign language to the learners” (p. 228) while ELF is defined as the use of 

“linguistic variety … [with] … various communicative strategies to carry out 

successful interactions” (Friedrich & Matsuda, 2010, p. 25).  

Kachru (1990) stated metaphorically that communication in English, 

compared to other languages, “is like possessing the fabled Aladdin’s lamp, 

which permits one to open, as it were, the linguistic gates to international 

business, technology, science, and travel” (p. 1). This metaphor concurs with 

what Widdowson (1998) defined EIL as “the language [that] is used 

internationally across communities as a means of global communication” (p. 

399). McKay (2003) stated three reasons for how English gained its status to 

become an international language — English is used in different purposes 

depending on its users, English is required in contexts where there is no 

common language for communication, and  English is used to promote one’s 

own culture and country. In this sense, English is seen as both the tool for Thai 

people to contact others, especially in tourism and business sectors, and for 

others to learn about Thailand as well, as Masavisut et al (1986) put it, 

“English is being used as a powerful tool to bring the world to Thailand and 

Thailand to the world” (p. 206). The respondents explicitly answered:  

 “English already becomes the universal language which can be used to 

communicate anywhere”  
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 “Nowadays, English is the international language. If you would like to 

get a good job and well paid, you would have to have a good command 

of English” 

 

Besides the perception of EIL, some respondents were well aware of the 

role of English as a lingua franca (ELF) as indicated in their answers:  

 “It allows me to communicate with a wider audience as it is one of the 

biggest lingua francas”  

 “Today we must communicate with foreigner so English is 

intermediary to contact foreigner”  

 “It's a common language that make you connect to people around the 

world” 

 

The respondents also mentioned the concept of English as a lingua franca 

(ELF). Seidlhofer (2004) expanded Firth’s definition of ELF as “a ‘contact 

language’ between persons who share neither a common native tongue nor a 

common (national) culture, and for whom English is the chosen foreign 

language of communication” (Firth as cited in Seidlhofer, 2006, p. 41). 

Jenkins (2009) also defined ELF as “the common language of choice, among 

speakers who come from different linguacultural backgrounds … [or] English 

being used among non-native English speakers from the Expanding Circle” 

(pp. 200-201). By matching the responses and ELF definitions, Thai 

participants seemed to force themselves to learn English because they feel the 

need for successful communication with others who use the English language. 

 

Awareness and Characteristics of Thai English 

Out of 104 respondents who answered the question whether they have heard 

of the term ‘Thai English,’ fifty-one respondents (51%) stated that they had 

never heard the term. By analyzing the answers given by respondents, I 

categorized and grouped them into themes (Table 3). 

From the characteristics listed above, the most frequent response was the 

mix between Thai and English in lexical and sentence structure levels. 

Sometimes this is known to Thai people as writing in karaoke mode in which 

Thai words are written in English alphabet according to the literal Thai 

pronunciation. As stated by some respondents, the mix of Thai and English or 

written in ‘karaoke’ style is not understood and recognized by English 

speakers, but for Thai speakers, who know the English alphabet, it is not a 

problem. Some responses from the web questionnaire were:  

 “sawas dee krub [meaning hello]”  

 “it is like karaoke english by using english alphabet to write or spell 

Thai words/sentences”  
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 Only Thai people understand these Thai English words”  

 “Actually, i heard about Thiglish but it's also same as Thai English. It's 

an English words that use by Thai people in our Thai way like how we 

form the sentence or phase. Well, i can think of Snake Snake Fish Fish. 

I think it's Thai English that foreigner can't understand”  

 

Table 3 

Respondents’ perception of characteristics of Thai English  

Characteristics 
Frequen

cy 

Using Thai words with English alphabets/ “Karaoke” 16 

“Tinglish/Thinglish/Thenglish” 11 

Thai style/English with Thai language 

characteristics/politeness 
9 

As another English variety/dialect 7 

Able to communicate 4 

Thai accent 3 

Thai transfer to English 3 

Rejection of Thai English 3 

Uniqueness 2 

Interference 1 

Difficult to learn 1 

“Thai way” 1 

Never heard of the term 1 

 

As we have noticed from these participants’ responses, the unique feature 

of “Thai English” that the participants highlighted was the way of using 

English in Thai way, meaning that only Thai speakers or those who know Thai 

will be able to access the pragmatic meanings of these sentences. Another 

point is that the understanding of “Thai English” has expanded beyond the 

contact literature that Chutisilp (1984) and Watkhaolarm (2005) have 

previously studied.  

The second characteristic mentioned is the concept of Tinglish/Thinglish, 

which somewhat surprised me because this term is relatively new among Thai 

scholars and teachers. My respondents showed their unclear responses to the 

question, Please write down your thoughts when you hear the term, “Thai 

English”, in the web survey. Some responses were:  

 “Is that the same as ‘Tinglish’? When people try to say second 

language, i think maybe everything is mixing together and output is 

kind of weird”  
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 “Thinglish? English used with Thai connotative implications, English 

mixed with Thai expression, and English with Thai semantics in 

disguise”  

 “Tinglish, you mean? It is a kind of English that has Thai flavors and 

understandably used among Thai speakers of English or English 

speakers who know some Thai or have been in Thai speech community 

for a while”  

 “Thinglish?? It's a mixture of Thai way of speaking and culture in 

English sentence and grammar”  

 “I normally call it 'Thenglish' myself. It's just that we fail in teaching 

and learning English so that people tend to use English just the way 

they have seen in schools or university”  

This is an interesting concept construction from the respondents. 

Respondents gave the characteristics of Tinglish/Thinglish as “a local variety 

with Thai flavor, somewhat mixed and weird, with the use of particles in 

speaking (Thai accent), reading (Thai accent), writing (use of particles and 

mixed between English and Thai), and listening.” From the participants’ 

responses, the terms carry both neutral and negative perceptions of “Thai 

English” because Tinglish/Thenglish presents the deviation of the forms from 

“Standard English.” Some participants perceived that the hybrid discourse of 

Thai and English languages carries some Thainess as one participant stated, 

“Thai way of speaking and culture in English sentence and grammar.” Other 

participants looked at the usage of Tinglish/Thinglish from the “Standard 

English” ideology, which seems to carry some negative impressions of the 

hybrid discourse.  Table 4 shows some examples of Tinglish/Thinglish: 

 

Table 4 

Examples of Thai English  

English Tinglish/Thinglish/Thenglish 

very 

card 

stereo 

werii 

kaad 

saterio 

 

Another example from a translated novel, Four Reigns, in which the 

translator tried to capture an old saying in Thai language: 

Phloi heard him say to Mother one day that such names were for the 

royals, and commoners who tried to imitate them were only inviting the 

lice of ill luck onto their foolish heads. (Pramoj, 1953, p. 8, emphasis 

mine).  
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Here is an example of the translation of an old Thai saying, เหาจะกนิหวั (lice 

will eat his/her/their head); it means that it will bring a bad luck to imitate 

royals because they are god-like figures in Thailand. 

The term ‘Tinglish/Thinglish’ is still a debatable term of where they came 

from or who used these first. Watkhaolarm states that “when people use the 

term 'Tinglish," it has a negative connotation. It refers to the undesirable 

variety. I think I heard people use that term when they want to make fun of 

frequent mistakes that Thai people make when speaking or writing in English” 

(April 24, 2010, personal communication).  

 As for the third category, it is somewhat similar to the mix between Thai 

and English. The difference would be the use of politeness in producing the 

English language. Some responses were:  

 “I've heard that they would use the ending particles all the time and say 

Khun instead Mister and Miss. It's polite but not English”  

 “English in a Thai way of thought. Like those ending with krub or kha 

because it sounds polite  

 another example given by a respondent is “go together na” 

As discussed in Watkhaolarm’s (2005) study, this is the linguistic transfer 

from Thai into English. The use of this linguistic transfer is to show the 

politeness in Thai, which Thai people transfer into English as well. Politeness 

plays an important role in Thai culture. In this sense, it is also considered to be 

the expansion of the concept of “transfer of cultural element” which 

Watkhaolarm (2005, p. 148) discussed only on the transfer of kinship terms.  

The last category that I discussed was the rejection or the resistance of the 

construct of Thai English. Some responses were  

 “Does not exist”  

 “There’s no such thing  

 “There’s no such thing as Thai English” 

 “If you don’t know English well, just communicate in Thai. If your 

English is expected to be improved, learn it seriously and practice it 

regulary and communicate in English properly” 

Crystal (2003) puts it succinctly that “[p]eople have a natural wish to use their 

own mother-tongue, to see it survive and grow, and they do not take kindly 

when the language of another culture is imposed on them” (p. 125). As 

discussed earlier in the study conducted by Buripakdi (2008), 19 out of 20 

participants rejected the idea of an emerging variety of Thai English in 

Thailand. This might be because Thai people do not associate themselves with 

English language because they think that English language is a colonial 

language (Watkhaolarm, 2005).  
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Conclusion 

English in Thailand has its own charms and characters that need to be further 

investigated. I agree with Watkhaolarm (2005) that Thai English has potential 

to develop in the future; though Butler (1999) might not agree on this ground. 

As reported from my web questionnaire, Thai people increasingly use English 

as a part of their daily life. It is possible that Thai English could be developed 

into another nativized variety in Southeast Asia (Watkhaolarm, 2005). As this 

is a preliminary web questionnaire, it is interesting to see responses from Thai 

people on the perception of Thai English, besides a few studies on literary 

analyses (Chutisilp, 1984; Watkhaolarm, 2005).  

However, the result of this study cannot be used to conclude that Thai 

English varieties exist, as this is a self-perception survey. Pennycook (2010) 

states that we need to look at the practice of language from the local contexts 

and practices. Future research on English usage in Thailand need to start by 

collecting data from different (re)sources such as in business, education, 

media, and tourism industry. As I have stated earlier that English in Thailand 

is considered to be metropolitan English where it is used widely in the major 

cities. It would be interesting to also examine data from different regions of 

Thailand to see how local Thai varieties play their role in English language in 

those areas. Furthermore, as the sample size of this study may not be sufficient 

to generalize the findings, they need to be supported by more substantial 

empirical studies. 

For pedagogical implications, teachers can use English reading materials 

that are written by Thai authors. Students can compare the usage of English in 

these translated texts with the original Thai version. This will help increase 

student’s awareness of how Thai cultural terms are translated – are the 

meanings of cultural terms lost/gained when they are translated? Another way 

is to ask students to compose their personal narratives in English or write 

research papers focusing on varieties of English (Chamcharatsri, 2012; 

Matsuda & Duran, 2012). This will help students gain insightful information 

on varieties of English. Students should be encouraged to write poems based 

on their language learning experiences (Hanauer, 2010, 2012). They will also 

have a chance to be creative in using English in their writing assignments 

(Chamcharatsri, 2009). Last but not least, students and teachers can create 

lively discussions by bringing in samples of different Englishes – including 

Thai English – into the classroom. Then students discuss the usage of varieties 

of English and present their responses to the whole class.  
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Appendix 1: Survey Questionnaire 

 Q1    Your participation in this study is voluntary. Please read the information 

on the first page of the survey carefully. If you would like to 

participate in this survey, please click “agree” on the first question. By 

participating in this survey, you will be asked to avoid using any 

identifiers (such as names of institutions or colleagues’ names) in 

completing the survey. Also, if you would like to stop your 

participation, you can close your browser at any time of your 

participation. 

 Agree 

 Disagree 

Q2       Gender:  

 Male 

 Female 

 Prefer not to say 

Q3       Education: 

 Primary school  

 Secondary school 

 Vocational school 

 Bachelor degree 

 Master’s Degree or higher 

Q4       When did you first start learning English? 

Q5       Do you think English is important to you? 

 Yes 

 No 

 Q6    If you answer “yes”, why do you think English is important to you? 

Please explain. 

 Q7     If you answer “no”, why do you think English is NOT important to 

you? Please explain. 

Q8      What do you use English language for? (Check all that apply) 

 Personal 

 Business 

 Pleasure 

 School 

 Other ____________________ 
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Q9      What skill of English do you use MOST? 

 Reading 

 Writing 

 Speaking 

 Listening  

Q10   Do we need to learn English in Thailand? Why or why not? In your 

opinion, why do you think we need to learn English in Thailand? 

Q11   Do you think English in Thailand is different from English in other 

countries? 

 Yes  

 No 

Q12   If you answered “yes,” could you describe how Thai people use English 

that is different from other countries? 

Q13   If you answered “no,” could you describe how Thai people use English 

that is similar to other countries? 

Q14    When you write emails to other Thai people, do you write in English or 

in Thai? 

 English 

 Thai 

Q15     Do you write in Thai words with English alphabets (so-called 

“karaoke” format) when you write an email message to your Thai 

friends? 

 Yes 

 No 

Q16     Why do you write Thai messages in English alphabets? Please explain. 

Q17   Have you ever received an email from friends using English alphabets 

to write Thai words? 

 Yes  

 No 

Q18   When you receive an email from friends who are using English alphabet 

to write in Thai, what is your reaction to emails that use the English 

alphabet to write in Thai?  

Q19   When you speak or write an email to English speaking people, do you 

have ending particles (krub or ka) in your messages or do you mix 

Thai words in English sentences and vice versa? 

 Yes, please explain.  ____________________ 

 No, please explain.  ____________________ 

Q20    Reflecting from your experience, if you use such ending particles, why 

did you use them in your writing or in your speech? 

Q21     Have you ever heard the term “Thai English”? 

 Yes  

 No  

Q22     Please write down your thoughts when you hear the term “Thai 

English” 

Q23    Other comments: 
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EIL degree programs: Themes central to scholarly discussions 

of EIL and EIL language education 

 

Ngoc Ba Doan 

University of South Australia, Australia 

 

Abstract 

Scholarly discussion of English as an international language (EIL) since 

1970s has indicated various sociocultural, linguistic, communicative and 

pedagogical concerns. To identify how these scholarly concerns can be 

realized in English language education at the tertiary level and if they 

could constitute themes which could inform discussions of EIL and EIL 

language education, an investigation into several degree programs in 

English as an international language was conducted. In this research, 

curriculum documents of two Masters in EIL degree programs which were 

published online by two tertiary institutions in Australia were analyzed. 

The analysis was conducted on the programs’ structures, the contents 

(synopses and objectives) of the courses offered in these programs and on 

the keywords used in the program descriptions. The content analysis 

indicated various constructs of English as an international language which 

constitute three themes central to scholarly discussions of EIL and which 

could better inform curricular and pedagogical practices in English 

language education at the tertiary level.  

Key words: EIL, English as an international language, World Englishes, 

WEs, ELT, TEIL, English for intercultural communication, 

 

Introduction 

We can never be “just English teachers” on two counts: There is no such 

thing as ‘just English’––it always comes amid cultural, political, and 

economic relations. And we can never be “just teachers” since to teach is to 

organize people, knowledge and language according to certain moral, cultural 

and political principles. As English language teachers we cannot but 

participate in aspects of globalization. Like it or not, when we teach English, 

we become actors in the processes of globalization. Our challenge is to work 

out what that means. (Pennycook, 2008, p. 86) 

Pennycook’s comment above emphasizes the changing position of the 

English language in globalization and the role of English language teachers in 

response to such changes. Globalization has made the ELT enterprise no 

longer a “comfortable and cozy place” (Burns, 2005, p. 1) for those who are 

involved. Instead, it requires not only recognition of “new areas of inquiry” 
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(Burns, 2005, p. 1) but also different and innovative approaches to traditional 

areas of concern, such as: the ways people view the ownership of English, 

classroom practices, approaches to ELT, or language competency. These are 

also areas of concern of an emerging paradigm which views English as an 

international language (EIL) (McKay, 2002, 2012; Sharifian, 2009, 2011; 

Smith, 1976).  

 

EIL and pluricentricity as its conceptual underpinning 

EIL is used to acknowledge the function of English in international and 

intercultural communication and the representation of multiplicity of linguistic 

and sociocultural norms of various speaker groups around the world (Matsuda 

& Friedrich, 2011; McKay, 2002; Sharifian, 2009, 2011; Smith, 1976). 

Aboriginal Australians, for example, appropriate English syntax, such as me 

instead of mine in “this land is me” (Doan, 2011, pp. 95-96) to convey their 

conceptualization of the relationship between humans and land. Once 

appropriated, English is capable of expressing various systems of norms 

realizing various varieties which are now referred to as World Englishes 

(Kachru, 2000). The language has now become “the unmarked choice” 

(McKay, 2002, p. 38) and “often the only option” (Seidlhofer, 2011, p. 7) for 

as many as around one third of the world population (Crystal, 2008) in their 

cross-cultural and cross-linguistic communication. Sharifian (2009, p. 3) 

argues that speakers of English around the world can enjoy the title of 

“speakers of World Englishes” given their sociocultural, linguistic and 

communicative distinctiveness. A common feature of World Englishes is that 

they have all been nativised (Kirkpatrick, 2007); English, be it in England, 

Australia, or Singapore, has always been influenced by local languages and 

cultures (Kirkpatrick, 2007; Malcolm, 2013). Speakers of World Englishes 

share the language as a code for communication during which they have 

initiated changes to the code and made it their own (Kirkpatrick, 2007; 

Widdowson, 1994).  

Ownership of English — English belongs to all —  is, therefore, central to 

the discussion of EIL and has become the conceptual underpinning of the EIL 

paradigm—the pluricentricity (Doan, 2011; McKay, 2002, 2012; Sharifian, 

2009, 2011; Smith, 1976). The claim for the ownership of a World English is 

to do with the identity of the speakers who use the language to communicate 

with their counterparts from different sociolinguistic backgrounds. Such a 

claim is different from that of a commercial product, such as champagne, 

where the appellation of the product is all what the producers strive for 

(Widdowson, 1994). In this sense, the conceptual pluricentricity of English 

provides a theoretical stance for English studies and education that English use 

is varied distinctive as much as its users are. 

These sociocultural, political, linguistic and communicative complexities 

of EIL have complicated the ELT globally while inspiring scholarly efforts in 
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English studies and education to deal with such complexities. Recent 

development and offering of degree programs in EIL and teaching EIL (TEIL) 

around the world are part of these efforts. Given their existence, studies into 

these programs in order to provide curricular and pedagogical implications for 

English language education are scarce. For example, in his recent 

investigation of some of these EIL and TEIL programs, Doan (2012, p. 1) 

found that “not every program claiming to be EIL is specifically designed to 

address the characteristics of English as an international language.” This 

means investigation into curricular content introduced and pedagogical 

practices espoused in these programs is needed in order to inform the teaching 

and learning of English for international and intercultural communication. 

This paper addresses part of this concern by reporting some of the 

characteristics of EIL that are constructed in two master’s programs in EIL 

offered by two institutions in Australia. 

 

The research study 

This report on the two EIL master’s degree programs is part of my doctoral 

thesis which investigated curricular content introduced in six EIL and TEIL 

programs offered by tertiary institutions in the Asia-Pacific region. The 

selection of these programs for this paper was based on the following criteria: 

First, they were both master’s programs in EIL and were offered by two 

institutions in Australia, and second, these programs published their 

curriculum documents online, which was a pre-requisite for a curriculum 

analysis conducted in this research. At the time of the investigation, only few 

tertiary institutions were offering degree programs in EIL around the world. 

My comprehensive Google search of EIL and TEIL programs around the 

world returned around ten programs, of which only six were selected for one 

of my doctoral projects (Doan, 2011). Given the current scarcity of empirical 

implications of EIL for English language education, the constructs of EIL 

programs identified in this study would inform both policy and pedagogical 

decision in English language education in/for international and intercultural 

communication. The programs and curriculum content investigated in this 

study are presented in Table 1. 

The two programs investigated in this research are respectively referred to 

as Hawthorn-Melbourne MEIL and Monash MEIL. The study was guided by 

the following questions. 

1. What are the constituents of these Master degree programs in EIL? 

2. What are the EIL constructs introduced in such higher education 

programs? 

3. What broad EIL themes emerge from these constructs? 
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Table 1   

Program overview 

Program/Host 

institution 

Courses Credit 

points 

Requirement 

Master of 

EIL/Hawthorn-

Melbourne, 

University of 

Melbourne, 

Australia 

Professional and Academic 

Communication 
25 Compulsory 

Advanced English Communication 

Skills 1 
25 Compulsory 

Advanced English Communication 

Skills 2 
25 Compulsory 

English as an International Language 12.5 Compulsory 

Intercultural Communication 12.5 Compulsory 

Language Communication and Society 12.5 Core 

Research Methodology 12.5 Core 

Major Research Project 1 25 Core 

Language Use in Context 12.5 Core 

English and Globalisation 12.5 Elective* 

International English Language Media 12.5 Elective 

Non-verbal Communication and Culture 12.5 Elective 

Translating Language and Culture 12.5 Elective 

Language, Literature and Society 12.5 Elective 

Non-verbal Communication and Culture 12.5 Elective 

* Three elective courses to be selected for the program 

Master of 

EIL/Faculty of 

Arts, Monash 

University, 

Australia 

Renationalizing English: Language, 

Culture, and Communication 
12 Core 

Issues in Teaching English as an 

International Language 
12 Core 

English in International Professional 

Contexts 
12 Elective** 

Managing Intercultural Communication 12 Elective 

Research Design in Applied Linguistics 12 Elective 

Second Language Acquisition 12 Elective 

Research Project in EIL 12 Elective 

World Englishes 12 Elective 

Research methodology in applied 

linguistics 
12 

Elective 

** Four elective courses to be selected for the program 
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Data generation 

Data for the larger study were generated from curriculum documents of the 

two programs published on the host institutions’ websites. Interviews were 

conducted with staff of one of these programs. However, there is only space 

this paper to deal with the data set relating to the course websites. Presentation 

of results from interviews will need to be left for a later paper.  

In this paper I employ the term program to refer to the award degree 

(master’s degree) and use course to refer to subject or content components that 

are offered within each of these programs. Therefore, program description 

will include information given in the statement of goal or focus of the 

program, the length of the program, targeted students, exit points and/or 

program objectives. Course description refers to course titles, course synopses 

and course objectives. 

 Course titles: Each course was supplied with a title which very often 

suggested the key focus of the course, and an analysis was conducted 

on the titles of all courses in each program in order to provide 

preliminary information of the key focus of the program overall.  

 Course synopsis was a description of a particular course. The course 

synopsis might include key content of the course, skills and/or 

knowledge that students were expected to develop. Course synopses 

were key input for the analysis. 

 Course objectives were descriptions of objectives or expected 

outcomes of a particular course. Contents of most course objectives 

were listed in dot points and might typically comprise up to 10 dot 

points.  

 

Data analysis processes 

The functional model of language (Derewianka & Jones, 2012; Halliday, 

2004) was used for the analysis of these EIL program documents. According 

to functional linguistics, language is “a resource for making meaning” 

(Derewianka & Jones, 2012, p. 4) and is organised to achieve social purposes 

(genre) through the combination of field, tenor, and mode (register). In this 

case, the genres of the EIL program documents were informative and 

persuasive; i.e. they were written to provide their potential students and other 

stakeholders, e.g. their parents with key information about the programs (e.g., 

what EIL meant and how an EIL degree program would be different from 

other English language programs) and to persuade them to enrol in these 

programs. To achieve these purposes the field or the content of the programs 

must be reflected through the way the language was used in the program 

descriptions, course synopses and objectives which I analysed to decode the 

meanings through three types of analysis as presented below.  
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The three types of analysis were undertaken, namely, program structure 

analysis, keyword-in-context analysis and course content analysis. The whole 

analysis of these programs for my doctoral studies was time-consuming and 

in-depth but the format of this paper does not allow such an analytical 

explication. The presentation below aims to demonstrate how each type of 

content analysis was conducted and one example of each is given to illustrate 

the analysis. 

 

Program structure analysis 

The program structure analysis involved program descriptions, course titles, 

course requirement (compulsory/core or elective) and the weight of the course 

(credit points assigned to each course). The rationale for undertaking this 

analysis was that such information would reflect the focuses of the program, 

i.e. curriculum content and expected outcomes, and thus its key constituents. 

For example, the information in  

 

Table 2 indicates communication as a very strong focus of the Graduate 

Diploma in a program. First, four courses are devoted to communication (from 

the course title). Second, all these courses are compulsory which can be 

interpreted that they provide key curriculum content/input and contribute 

importantly to the achievement of competency/outcomes of the program. This 

interpretation is further supported by the total credit points assigned to these 

courses (87.5% of the total credit points of the whole Graduate Diploma). 

 

Table 2   

Graduate Diploma Phase 

Exit points Course titles Requirement 
Weight 

(cps) 

Grad. Dip 

in EIL  

(100 cps) 

Professional and Academic 

Communication 
Compulsory 25 

Advanced English Communication 

Skills 1 
Compulsory 25  

Advanced English Communication 

Skills 2 
Compulsory 25  

English as an International Language  Compulsory 12.5  

Intercultural Communication  Compulsory 12.5  
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With reference to the goal and outcomes indicated in the program goal 

statement, I was able to establish an understanding of key curriculum 

constituents of the Graduate Diploma phase of the program. However, there 

might be a case that a course title might not always reflect the content of the 

course. To compensate for this weakness and triangulate the analysis, I applied 

the other two methods. 

 

Keyword-in-context analysis (concordance) 

A concordance analysis was undertaken on keywords that I identified from the 

program description and considered to be indicative of the program focus on 

EIL basing on my understanding of the literature on EIL. To locate the 

keywords, I focused on the statement of program goals, which was very often 

the first paragraph in the program description and on the words that are 

repeatedly used in the course titles. I then carried out a concordance analysis 

on the whole program document using Wordstat6 and Excel, having first 

removed all program and course titles so as to avoid the possibility of 

repetitive use of the keywords. If the program description included any other 

synonyms which were used as alternatives to the keywords identified, these 

synonyms were also included in the concordance. The concordance provided 

opportunities to identify the uses of the keywords in the context of the entire 

program documents; that is, to establish contextual meanings. Thus, I was able 

to identify key focuses of the program, which either reinforced the 

identification of constituents through the analysis of course titles or indicated 

additional constituents. Upon completion of the concordance analysis, 

together with the insights obtained from the course title analysis, I was well 

informed of the program focus in regard to EIL and which courses I should 

select for the third analysis.  

Below is an example of a concordance analysis of a program. The program 

description stated that 

[t]he Master of English as an International Language further develops 

students' confidence and competence as international English communicators. 

It provides opportunities to develop advanced communication skills in 

English and to develop an enhanced intercultural perspective. (Program 

description) 

Apart from “communication” repeatedly used in the course titles ( 

 

Table 2), in this program description I interpreted and added “confidence”, 

“competence”, “skills”, and “intercultural” as keywords reflecting the goals of 

the program. The concordance of these keywords throughout the program 

documents was then established. The word “skills”, for example, was 

processed as follows. 
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Table 3   

Concordance of “skills” in an EIL program 

Pre-keyword text Keyword Post-keyword text 

English language competency in 

the four macro 
skills 

of reading, writing, speaking 

and listening  

research, critical thinking, reading 

and writing 
skills 

 

English language competency 

across the four macro 
skills 

of reading, writing, speaking 

and listening 

Language skills 
and other knowledge in and 

through English 

analytic and problem solving skills ; 

independent study skills 
 

Diploma in EIL builds on the skills 
and knowledge of the 

Graduate Certificate  

advanced communication skills in English 

Language skills 
and other knowledge in and 

through English 

analytic and problem solving skills ; 

analytic and problem solving skills 
 

 

The concordance of the word “skills” allows a description, comparison and 

interpretation of the areas of skills set for development throughout the 

program, the levels of focus on these areas of skills and why, having brought 

in the goals, outcomes and target students stated in the program description. 

The keyword-in-context analysis on the one hand offers contextual 

understanding which helps illuminate the curriculum content which can be 

included in the constituents identified in the program structure analysis, and 

on the other hand complement the course content analysis, the final process of 

data analysis. 

 

Course content analysis 

This final analysis was a thematic procedure which was conducted to identify 

the content topics included in the course synopses and course objectives. The 

procedure was conducted as follows. The language presented in the synopses 

and objectives was reduced to noun groups or phrases according to functional 

linguistic premises that written texts tend to be nominalised, through which 
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information or content “is packed more densely into nominal (noun) groups” 

(Kamler & Thomson, 2006, p. 105) realising participants (what or who) 

(Halliday, 1998, p. 165). This analysis allowed me to identify the constructs of 

EIL that were dominant in the program through the identification of 

participants or content packed in the nominal groups. In some cases, one 

group of topics, which I refer to as a topic area, was indicative of one EIL 

construct; however, in some other cases, a single EIL construct was 

represented by a combination of several topic areas. This method of data 

analysis was undertaken to provide deeper textual information that the other 

two methods may not have been able to unveil. 

 

Results of the analytic processes 

 

Hawthorn-Melbourne MEIL 

This program offers two exit points: Graduate Diploma in EIL 

(http://www.hawthornenglish.com/GradDip.html, accessed 18/09/2010) and 

Master of EIL (http://www.hawthornenglish.com/Master.html, accessed 

18/09/2010). To complete the Graduate Diploma in EIL, students are required 

to undertake five compulsory courses totalling 100 credit points. Only those 

who have achieved an average score of at least 65% are permitted to move on 

to the Master of EIL. To graduate with a Master degree of EIL, students are 

required to complete another 100 credit points. This program is for students 

who speak English as a second or foreign language. 

The analysis indicated three curriculum constituents in the Hawthorn–

Melbourne MEIL, namely, Intercultural EIL Perspective, Communication 

Skills in English and Research. The Intercultural EIL Perspective of EIL 

constituent covers a wide range of topics related to the role of English as an 

international language, which indicated four constructs of EIL: Establishment 

of EIL, Language variation, Globalisation and Intercultural communication 

with a strong focus on the role and functions of EIL. These constructs were 

introduced in the four core courses and further elaborated in the five elective 

courses.  

An overall picture of the constituents of the Hawthorn–Melbourne MEIL 

with these constructs is sketched in Figure 1.  

http://www.hawthornenglish.com/GradDip.html
http://www.hawthornenglish.com/Master.html
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Hawthorn-Melbourne MEIL

Intercultural EIL Perspective

Communication Skills in English

Research Focus

Establishment of EIL

Language variation

Globalisation

Intercultural communication

Adaptation of English to local cultures

English as an imperialist language

Linguistic variation

Multiple Englishes

Discourse variation/variation of language use

Linguistic variation across modes, fields and genres

Context and culture shape language use

Language users adapt language to suit their communication purposes

Language in relation to issues and constructs of globalisation

Role and functions of EIL

Speaker's identity

International media

Roles of context and culture

Visual semiosis in non-verbal communication

Intercultural gender awareness in communication

English language proficiency

Problem solving, independent study, critical thinking and presentation skills

Hawthorn-Melbourne MEIL

 

Figure 1  

Hawthorn–Melbourne MEIL program constituents and constructs of EIL 

 

There was a very strong program focus on the development of English 

proficiency through the offering of three compulsory courses constituting the 

Communication Skills in English, and directly dealing with the learning of 

four macro skills of English (Professional and Academic Communication, 

Advanced English Communication Skills 1 and Advanced English 

Communication Skills 2). These courses accounted for 75% of the total credit 

points of the Graduate Diploma phase. The development of the four macro 

skills is also offered through the studies of sociocultural and linguistic content 

of EIL, which was made explicit in at least two courses in the Intercultural 

EIL Perspective constituent (Language Use in Context and Language, 

Literature and Society).  

A wide range of sociolinguistic, cultural and political considerations in 

regard to EIL was covered within this program. However, the fact that the 

Hawthorn–Melbourne MEIL was designed only for students for whom 

English was “a second or other language” raises some concerns. If the only 
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students are, in Kachru’s (1985, 2000) terms, English speakers from Outer 

Circle and Expanding Circle countries, what are the implications of excluding 

those from Inner Circle countries? It seems likely that EIL and its functions in 

international and intercultural communication as identified above might refer 

to English language used in Outer and Expanding Circles, but not in Inner 

Circle countries, and perhaps not involving members of Inner Circle countries. 

However, such exclusion is not supported by the pluricentric theorisations of 

EIL indicated earlier in this paper (Clyne & Sharifian, 2008; Kachru, 1985; 

Seidlhofer, 2004; Sharifian, 2009).  

 

Monash MEIL 

At Monash University, English as an international language is an umbrella 

field comprising a range of programs at both undergraduate and postgraduate 

levels, with the overall focus being on “international/intercultural 

communication in English” (http://arts.monash.edu.au/eil/index.php, accessed 

07/09/2010). The broad field in EIL is realised in the Master of EIL degree in 

terms of “the issues that are associated with the role of English as an 

international language” (http://arts.monash.edu.au/lcl/pgrad-

coursework/masters-eil.php, accessed 25/09/2010). This 18-month program is 

open to students who have a Bachelor degree in a relevant field. 

The program structure analysis suggested three constituents of the Monash 

MEIL: Issues Related to the Global Spread of EIL, Teaching and Learning of 

EIL and Research in EIL. Within the broad focus on issues associated with 

EIL, the issues addressed in the six courses reflected four different constructs 

of EIL of this program, namely, the Global Spread of EIL, the Role and 

Functions of English in Intercultural Communication, the Teaching of English 

for Intercultural Communication and the Sociolinguistic Variation of EIL.  

The contents of the two core courses dealt with the issues associated with 

the global spread of English around the world and the teaching of English for 

intercultural communication. The contents of two elective courses—English in 

International Professional Contexts and Managing Intercultural 

Communication—concentrated on the role and functions of English in 

international and intercultural communication. The other course, World 

Englishes, added further linguistic, socio-cultural, political and ideological 

considerations to the three representations of EIL identified above while 

establishing a fourth theme as the sociolinguistic variation of EIL. The core–

and–elective structure of the program made very clear that linguistic, 

sociocultural, political and ideological issues associated with the global spread 

of English and with the teaching of English as an international language 

constituted key constructs of this program. By contrast, the role and functions 

of EIL and the sociolinguistic variation of EIL were attended to mainly via 

elective courses. The program curriculum constituents and constructs of EIL 

are summarized in Figure 2.  

http://arts.monash.edu.au/eil/index.php
http://arts.monash.edu.au/lcl/pgrad-coursework/masters-eil.php
http://arts.monash.edu.au/lcl/pgrad-coursework/masters-eil.php
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Monash MEIL

Issues associated with EIL

Research in EIL

Global Spread of EIL

Teaching of EIL

Functions of EIL

Sociolingusitic Variation of EIL

Ownership of EIL

Speaker's identity

Discriminatory language

Power asymmetries among Englishes

Renationalization of English

Teaching EIL for intercultural communication

Proficiency in EIL

Cultural awareness training

Language reform and policies

English in intercultural communication in professional contexts

Cultural influences on language use

Reflection of cultural differences in English

Structural properties of World Englishes

Main national and regional varieties

Notion of Standard English

Problem of standards

Speaker's attitudes to local varieties

Global tendencies in phonological and grammatical variation

Monash MEIL

 

Figure 2  

Monash MEIL program constituents and constructs of EIL  

The Monash MEIL addressed extensive issues related to the role of EIL and 

the teaching of EIL, reflecting those referred to in the review of literature in 

this paper.  

 

Discussion 

In terms of the constituents, these EIL programs included a focus on research 

in EIL as well as another constituent that incorporated various constructs of 

EIL. In addition, the Hawthorn–Melbourne MEIL offered another constituent 

which focused on developing four macro skills for students, which may have 

connection to the targeted students to the program, who speak English as an 

additional language. 

It is the constructs of EIL that provides the basis for a better understanding 

of what counts as an EIL curriculum. The analysis of the language of 

curriculum documentation makes it possible to draw out specific constructs 

and to identify relationships among them. Specifically, these constructs 

indicate three broad themes central to EIL, namely, EIL as a Sociohistorical 

Phenomenon, International and Intercultural Communication, and Teaching 

English for International and Intercultural Communication.  
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Table 4   

Constructs of EIL realizing themes central to these programs 

Constructs of EIL EIL themes 

Establishment of EIL 

Establishment of World Englishes 

Global spread of EIL 

Globalization 

Globalization and localization of EIL 

EIL as a 

sociohistorical 

phenomenon 

Contexts and language use 

Culture and language users 

Functions of EIL 

Intercultural communication 

Language and culture 

Language and language users 

Language variation 

Roles and functions of EIL 

Sociocultural factors affecting language variation 

Sociocultural variation of English 

International and 

intercultural 

communication  

Cultural impact of teaching EIL 

Linguistic variation of English 

Sociolinguistic variation of EIL 

Studies of language 

Teaching of EIL 

Teaching English for 

international and 

intercultural 

communication  

 

EIL as a Sociohistorical Phenomenon emerged as a theme presenting 

sociohistorical, political and ideological factors which constructed the 

conceptual EIL. This construction has undergone through the global spread of 

English, which is presented as a prerequisite for the development of EIL in the 

scholarly discussion. Topics and topic areas offered through the various 

courses in the EIL degree programs indicate that the global spread of English 

is not a single developmental process of EIL. Instead, it is a dual process 

through which English has been globalised and localised; that is the 

glocalisation of English (Doan, 2011; Pakir, 1999; Sharifian, 2009, 2010). In 

other words, the historical development of EIL is the glocalization of English 

on both global and local scales. Various sociocultural, political and ideological 

factors have left influences on English throughout its glocalization pulling the 

language centripetally as well as centrifugally. On the one hand, English 

functions as a mediator of international communication and on the other, it 

must be able to carry and reflect its local speakers’ identities and language 

ideologies (Kachru, 1985, 1991, 2000; Kirkpatrick, 2007; Pennycook, 2010). 

The localization is the renationalization of English (McKay, 2002) resulting in 

the development of World Englishes (Kachru, 2000), central topics in the EIL 

degree programs. Simultaneously influenced by the centripetal and centrifugal 
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forces, English establishes its position and role as an international language, “a 

result of a very particular set of historical circumstances” (Pennycook, 2010, 

p. 674). Therefore, the historical nature of EIL should be seen as both a 

scenario and a construct which together with other sociocultural, linguistic, 

political and ideological constructs contributes to the development of EIL. 

International and Intercultural Communication involves the functions of 

EIL which are examined in relation to a supra-national process— 

globalization. In the programs investigated here, intercultural communication 

is activated in various local and professional speech communities, and is seen 

as a process in which English performs its functions as an international 

language and as the goal for English language education globally. In 

particular, English functioning as an international language is established 

through the processes of meaning creation and transmission and identity 

formation and transmission. Out of these processes, international speakers of 

English are foregrounded as an important factor influencing the ways English 

is used globally. In other words, in order to understand the meanings created 

and conveyed through English in international communication, it is important 

to understand who the speaker of the language is.  

Teaching English for International and Intercultural Communication 

emerges as another core theme in both scholarly discussions of EIL and the 

curriculum content of EIL degree programs. The meanings of the EIL 

paradigm and the understanding of the functions of EIL in international and 

intercultural communication raise important pedagogical issues in English 

language education globally. The identification of constructs of EIL can 

provide important and key implications for the development of teacher 

education programs in EIL. Central to these implications is a view which takes 

international and intercultural communication as the goal for English language 

education, adopts a pluralistic view of language and language use, and 

highlights the teaching of cultures in language education, the notions of 

speech community and proficiency in EIL, and the teaching of English for 

intercultural professional communication (Pandey & Scott, 2013). Topics and 

topic areas offered in various courses in the EIL degree programs indicate that 

the teaching of English for international and intercultural communication 

should be seen as integral to the EIL paradigm. 

Illuminated by the EIL constructs and themes in the degree programs, the 

three key themes in the EIL paradigm are visualised in Figure 3. The three key 

themes inform the three activities of “research, thinking and practice” identified 

by Sharifian (2009, p. 2) in relation to the EIL paradigm and in turn are 

informed by research, thinking and practice. 
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Figure 3   

Three key themes in the EIL paradigm 

 

The inclusion of intercultural communication within the EIL paradigm 

does not necessarily mean that intercultural communication as a line of 

research neatly falls within the framework of the EIL paradigm. Rather the 

inclusion means the EIL paradigm treats intercultural communication as a 

social practice as a fundamental factor of EIL thinking, research and practice. 

Underpinning the themes of EIL and the conceptualisation of the EIL 

paradigm is a theoretical assumption of pluricentric English. Central to the 

pluricentricity of English is the conceptual assumption that English belongs to 

those nations and people who use it, regardless of which circle they come from 

(Kachru & Smith, 1985; Sharifian, 2009; Smith, 1976). The pluricentricity of 

English is represented through the multiplicity of systems of norms in English 

(Bamgbose, 1998; Kachru, 2000) and the co-existence of multiple interacting 

centres in terms of global, local and professional speech communities of English 

(Blommaert, 2006; Clyne, 1992; Doan, 2011; Kachru, 1985, 1997; Seidlhofer, 

2009). Another important feature of pluricentric English lies in its equilibrium 

positioning (Doan, 2011) between the two centripetal and centrifugal forces 

created by the glocalisation of the language (Clyne, 1992; Sharifian, 2010).  

 

Conclusion 

In these degree programs in Australia, EIL is constructed on a theoretical 

assumption that English is a pluricentric language. In particular, the analysis 

contributes to the understanding of the constructs of EIL and illuminates three 

key themes central to scholarly discussion of EIL: a sociohistorical 

phenomenon, language communication and language education. These 

understandings of the constructs of EIL and key themes in the EIL paradigm 

provide both theoretical and practical implications for teachers, educators and 

policy makers in English language education. 

Teaching English for 

international & 

intercultural 

communication 

EIL as a sociohistorical phenomenon International & 

intercultural 

communication 

Glocalisation of 

English 
Linguistic, sociocultural 

& political developments 

of EIL 



Journal of English as an International Language, Vol. 8, Issue 1, 2013 

 

52 
  

Acknowledgement 

I wish to thank Dr Jenny Barnett and Professor Jill Burton for their comments 

on the earlier versions of this manuscript.  

 

References 

Bamgbose, A. (1998). Torn between the norms: Innovations in world 

Englishes. World Englishes, 17(1), 1-14.  

Blommaert, J. (2006). Language ideology. In K. Brown, A. Anderson, L. 

Bauer, M. B., Miller, J., & Hirst, G. (Eds.), Encyclopedia of language and 

linguistics (2nd ed.). Amsterdam: Elsevier. 

Burns, A. (2005). Interrogating new worlds of English language teaching. In 

A. Burns (Ed.), Teaching English from a global perspective (pp. 1-15). 

Alexandria: TESOL Publications. 

Clyne, M. (1992). Pluricentric languages: Introduction. In M. Clyne (Ed.), 

Pluricentric languages: Differing norms in different nations (pp. 1-10). 

Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter. 

Clyne, M., & Sharifian, F. (2008). English as an international language: 

Challenges and possibilities. Australian Review of Applied Linguistics, 

31(3), 1-16.  

Crystal, D. (2008). Two thousand million? English Today, 24(1), 3-6.  

Derewianka, B., & Jones, P. (2012). Teaching Language in Context: OUP 

Australia & New Zealand. 

Doan, B. N. (2011). English as an international language (EIL): Relationship 

to English studies in the Asia-Pacific region. Unpublished doctoral 

dissertation, The University of South Australia, Magill.    

Doan, B. N. (2012). Contrasting representations of English as an international 

language (EIL) in two EIL undergraduate programs. English as an 

International Language Journal, 7(1), 1-21.  

Halliday, M. A. K. (1998). Language and knowledge: the 'unpacking' of text. 

In D. Allison,  L. Wee, B. Zhiming & S. A. Abraham (Eds.), Text in 

education and society (pp. 157-178). Singapore: Singapore University 

Press. 

Halliday, M. A. K. (2004). An introduction to functional grammar. London: 

Arnold. 

Kachru, Braj B. (1985). Standards, codification and sociolinguistic realism: 

the English language in the outer circle. In R. Quirk & H. G. Widdowson 

(Eds.), English in the world: Teaching and learning the language and 

literatures (pp. 11-30). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press for The 

British Council. 

Kachru, Braj B. (1991). Liberation linguistics and the Quirk concern. English 

Today, 7(1), pp. 206-226. 

Kachru, Braj B. (1997). World Englishes and English-using communities. 

Annual Review of Applied Linguistics, 17, 66-87.  



Journal of English as an International Language, Vol. 8, Issue 1, 2013 

 

53 
  

Kachru, Braj B. (2000). Asia's Englishes and world Englishes. English Today, 

16(1), 17-22.  

Kachru, Braj B., & Smith, L. (1985). Editorial. World Englishes, 4(2), 209-

212.  

Kamler, B., & Thomson, P. (2006). Helping doctoral students write: 

Pedagogies for supervision. Oxon: Routledge. 

Kirkpatrick, A. (2007). World Englishes: Implications for international 

communication and English language teaching. Cambridge: Cambridge 

University Press. 

Malcolm, I. G. (2013). The ownership of Aboriginal English in Australia. 

World Englishes, 32(1), 42-53. doi: 10.1111/weng.12003 

Matsuda, A., & Friedrich, P. (2011). English as an international language: A 

curriculum blueprint. World Englishes, 30(3), 332-344.  

McKay, S. (2002). Teaching English as an international language: Rethinking 

goals and approaches. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

McKay, S. (2012). Globalization, language use and teaching English. 

Melbourne: Monash University. 

Pakir, A. (1999). Connecting with English in the context of 

internationalisation. TESOL Quarterly, 33(1), 103–114.  

Pandey, A., & Scott, C. (2013, March 7-9). Race to the future by ... 

worshipping your Stomach? Ethicality and corporate communication 

strategies. Paper presented at the Race to the Future, The Brown Hotel, 

Louisville, Kentucky. 

Pennycook, A. (2008, April, 7-11). Changing practices in global ELT. Paper 

presented at the Exeter 2008 - IATEFL Annual Conference & Exhibition, 

Exeter.  

Pennycook, A. (2010). The future of Englishes: one, many or none? In A. 

Kirkpatrick (Ed.), The Routledge handbook of world Englishes (pp. 673-

687). Oxon: Routledge. 

Seidlhofer, B. (2004). Research perspectives on teaching English as a lingua 

franca. Annual Review of Applied Linguistics, 24, 209-239. 

Seidlhofer, B. (2009). Common ground and different realities: world 

Englishes and English as a lingua franca. World Englishes, 28(2), 236-245.  

Seidlhofer, B. (2011). Understanding English as a lingua franca. Oxford: 

Oxford University Press. 

Sharifian, F. (2009). English as an international language: An overview. In F. 

Sharifian (Ed.), English as an international language: Perspectives and 

pedagogical issues (pp. 1-18). Bristol: Multilingual matters. 

Sharifian, F. (2010). Glocalization of English in World Englishes: An 

emerging variety among Persian speakers of English. In M. Saxena & T. 

Omoniyi (Eds.), Contending with globalization in world Englishes (pp. 

137-158). Bristol: Multilingual Matters. 

Sharifian, F. (2011). English as an international language: An overview of the 

paradigm. Melbourne: Monash University. 



Journal of English as an International Language, Vol. 8, Issue 1, 2013 

 

54 
  

Smith, L. (1976). English as an international auxiliary language. RELC 

Journal, 7(2), 38-42.  

Widdowson, H. (1994). The ownership of English. TESOL Quarterly, 28(2), 

377-389.  

 

Note on Contributor 

Dr Ngoc Ba Doan is currently  a sessional lecturer at the School of Education, 

University of South Australia (UniSA). Between 1995 – 2007, he worked as a 

lecturer in English language teacher education at Hanoi National University of 

Education (Vietnam). Dr Doan holds a Doctor of Education (UniSA), a Master 

of Educational Studies (University of Adelaide, Australia), and a Bachelor in 

English (Vietnam National University, Hanoi). Email contact:  

ngoc.doan@unisa.edu.au;   ngoc.doan@mymail.unisa.edu.au   

 

mailto:ngoc.doan@unisa.edu.au
mailto:ngoc.doan@mymail.unisa.edu.au


Journal of English as an International Language, Vol. 8, Issue 1, 2013 

 

55 
  

Globalisation, intercultural contexts and the sociocultural 

component of an English course 

 

Liang Morita 

 

Abstract 

Although many are familiar with government rhetoric on the positive 

effects of globalisation on the economy and society as well as the 

important role of English, few have investigated university students’ 

attitudes towards globalisation. Although research has emphasised 

preparing students to function in intercultural contexts as part of an 

internationalised curriculum, few have asked students if they think they 

will be in such contexts. This is a question particularly relevant to Japan 

due to its history of sakoku, which refers to the 250 years of self-imposed 

isolation from the rest of the world 400 years ago. This study was 

conducted in Nagoya University and also reports on the development of an 

English course with a substantial sociocultural component, which was 

well-received. This study found a clear gap between government rhetoric 

and students’ experience. The government has repeatedly emphasized the 

globalization of the economy and society, and the important role English 

plays in the 21
st
 century. On the other hand, experience has shown the 

students that English is only useful for passing university entrance 

examinations. Some students also feel that Japan is beyond the reach of 

globalization.  

Keywords: globalization, intercultural context, English 

 

Introduction 

Many English-teaching professionals in Japan have observed low levels of 

English proficiency despite six years of near-compulsory English in junior 

high and high school, and the multi-million-dollar English conversation school 

industry. This is partly attributed to the grammar translation method (i.e. 

word-by-word translation of English texts into Japanese and vice versa) used 

in schools and the limited role English plays in Japanese society. For some 

time now, the government and the media have been stressing the importance 

of English in the increasing globalization of the world economy, prompting 

the author to wonder if globalization would enhance the role English plays in 

Japan and whether university students would perceive an increase in the 

relevance of English to their future. The first objective of this paper is 

therefore to investigate whether university students see English as relevant to 

their future and whether they see themselves functioning in an intercultural 

context in a globalized world. The second objective is to find out what they 
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think of a different approach to teaching English and whether it helps them 

function in an intercultural environment. 

    In recent years, the globalization of commerce, social forces, idea exchange 

and growth in student mobility have been driving the internationalisation of 

higher education (Hudzik, 2011) Hudzik defines globalization as the rise of 

factors and forces that transcend borders and sovereign states. Globalization 

describes the breaking down of local, regional and national boundaries in 

economic action, scientific discourse and cultural patterns, among others 

(Weber, 2001). Internationalization is a manifestation of the phenomenon of 

globalization. Internationalization of higher education is one of the ways in 

which a country responds to the impact of globalization (Knight, 1999) 

Globalization has transformed higher education throughout the world, 

propelling local institutions, their staff, students and graduates irreversibly into 

the world-wide environment (Marginson, 2003). In a globalized world, those 

who were once far away are now our neighbors (Featherstone, 1990). In such 

a world, intercultural competence or intercultural literacy is an important 

graduate outcome. Intercultural competence refers to the understandings, 

competencies, attitudes, language proficiencies, participation and identities 

necessary for successful cross-cultural engagement (Heyward, 2002). One of 

the goals or objectives of internationalization is to give students intercultural 

competence. A major aspect of the internationalization of higher education is 

to prepare staff, faculty and students to function in intercultural contexts. In 

non-English-speaking countries such as Japan, this includes proficiency in 

English, since second- or third-language proficiency is important to 

intercultural competence (Turner & Robson, 2008). 

    A common rationale for learning English in Japan is that English is the most 

important international language of business, science and technology, and that 

English is essential for participation in the global economy (Yamagami & 

Tollefson, 2011). The learning of English has been a major thrust of the 

government’s push for greater internationalization of Japanese society since 

the 1980s. Policy documents and discussion papers have focused on the need 

for the Japanese to learn to speak English better and more widely (Gottlieb, 

2005). The role of English as an international language is emphasized: 

With the progress of globalization in the economy and in society, it is 

essential that our children acquire communication skills in English, which 

has become a common international language, in order for living in the 

21
st
 century. This has become an extremely important issue both in terms 

of the future of our children and the future development of Japan as a 

nation. (Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science and Technology 

[MEXT], 2002) 

The above justification for learning English is also common in many 

countries such as Singapore and Korea. However, in Japan, there are 

alternative views on globalization and the role of English. According to 
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Yamagami and Tollefson (2011), globalization is often represented in 

government documents as a threat to the country’s unity, values and security. 

In a similar way, not everyone in Japan is eager to embrace globalization. 

Some researchers have written about Japan’s unwillingness to open up to the 

world. Itoh (2000) explained the attitude by citing sakoku, the 250 years of 

self-imposed isolation from the rest of the world which took place 400 years 

ago. Itoh believes that the sakoku mentality still influences the way the 

Japanese think, behave and relate to the world. Dougill (1995) discussed the 

history of insularity and argued that the Japanese have no real interest in 

integrating with the international community due to a deeply ingrained form of 

cultural conditioning. Both Clammer (2001) and Itoh (2000) pointed out a lack 

of interaction with the international community. Clammer claims that 

Japanese society does not reward individuals who put the rhetoric of 

internationalization into practice. Examples are Japanese graduates of foreign 

universities who are discriminated against when seeking employment and 

company employees who resist being posted overseas because they will be left 

out of the inner political circles in the organization. 

    The fact that researchers and the government see the future as an 

intercultural environment which requires the use of English does not 

necessarily mean that university students share the perception. The literature 

on alternative views on globalization cited in the previous paragraph suggests 

that students may have varied attitudes towards globalization. If a major 

aspect of the internationalization of higher education is to prepare students to 

function in intercultural contexts, in order to succeed, students have to be able 

to see themselves in intercultural contexts as a likely scenario. Although there 

are many studies, government documents and media reports emphasizing the 

importance of intercultural competence and English, there are few studies 

which investigate students’ attitudes towards the future and English. One of 

them is Whitsed and Wright (2011). The English teachers in the study reported 

that the vast majority of non-language major undergraduates are not convinced 

by the MEXT rhetoric that all students need communicative English skills. 

The idea that English is indispensible in the international market is not 

supported in their experience. Many believe that they will have no real use for 

English in their future. 

    Within Japan, English plays a limited role in everyday life. A small number 

of Japanese use English in work-related correspondence and some 

professionals in science-related fields read in English (Yano, 2001). Despite 

the strong presence in advertising, pop culture and the media, very few people 

use English to interact with others. The vast majority of Japanese people do 

not need to use English in their daily lives (Seargeant, 2009). 

    As far as university students are concerned, English is mostly a tool for 

gaining admission to universities. For most students, the sole motivation in 

learning English is to pass university entrance examinations, and after they 

have achieved that goal, they have no purpose or interest in learning English 



Journal of English as an International Language, Vol. 8, Issue 1, 2013 

 

58 
  

anymore (Matsuda, 2011). While it is true that English competency measured 

by tests such as the Test of English for International Communication (TOEIC) 

is used as a means of screening for employment and promotion in some 

corporations, in most places of employment, English is not a prerequisite for 

finding stable work and decent wages (Seargeant, 2009). Even employees who 

have secured their positions with outstanding TOEIC scores often do not 

require English at work (Morita, 2010). Kubota’s (2011) study indicated that 

the need for English in the workplace might be overestimated. Executives of 

manufacturing companies that have factories and/or offices abroad reported 

that an average of 9.5% of employees write emails in English regularly. In job 

advertisements at the Employment Security Bureau in October 2007, only 

1.4% of jobs in Tokyo required English skills. Kubota concluded that there is 

a gap between the discourse that elevates the usefulness of English and the 

actual demands. Tsuchiya (2004) found that some university students sensed 

that English was useless and that affected their motivation to learn the 

language. 

    The sociolinguistic context of English is very different from that of the 

Philippines or India, where learners enjoy significant employment advantages 

from English due to wage differentials from the developed world. Tens of 

thousands of Filipinos are employed in the US$1.7 billion medical 

transcription industry, transcribing paper medical files from the US and 

entering them into electronic databases. In India, employees in call centers 

also benefit from their English abilities in the US$2.7 billion industry. In 

Japan, only a small number of learners from privileged backgrounds benefit 

from their English skills. They include employees in international companies, 

international organizations such as the United Nations, some non-

governmental organizations and students who attend universities outside Japan 

(Yamagami & Tollefson, 2011). 

    The grammar translation method in teaching English had its origins in the 

beginning of the 20
th

 century, when the teaching of foreign languages focused 

on translation of written texts mainly for the purpose of keeping up with 

technological developments in the rest of the world and importing and 

processing information from foreign cultures. The main classroom activity in 

this method is systematic word-by-word translation of written English texts 

into Japanese. The teacher hardly gives grammatical explanations in Japanese 

and English (Morita, 2010). This method is said to have harmful effects on 

language learning since the learning of authentic language is less valuable than 

the memoriation of language rules (O’Donnell, 2003). 

    The need for a more communicative-based approach has been a constant 

refrain over the last 30 years (Seargeant, 2009). The government attempted to 

improve English language education in the Reform Acts of 1989 and 2002, 

which emphasized a communicative approach to English language teaching. 

In the last few decades, the grammar translation method has been challenged 

to some degree by communicative approaches which are common in the field 
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of Teaching English as a Second Language (TESOL) in the West (Seargeant, 

2011). Other improvements include the establishment of the Japan Exchange 

and Teaching (JET) program in 1987 which invites native speakers of English 

to work as assistant English teachers in schools. In 1997, English conversation 

was introduced in elementary schools as an elective. From 2006, the central 

university entrance examination included a listening component. In spite of 

the improvements, the grammar translation approach is still common in 

schools and universities (Nishino, 2008; Stewart & Miyahara, 2011). 

    Learners’ motivation is an important factor in language learning. Research 

has shown that Japanese undergraduates’ motivation to learn English is low in 

general (Hayashi, 2005) and that the grammar translation method and entrance 

examinations have negative effects on motivation. (Kikuchi & Sakai, 2009). 

    In addition to eroding students’ motivation, the grammar translation method 

has been inadequate in equipping students with necessary English skills. Japan 

has historically scored very low among Asian nations’ mean scores in the Test 

of English as a Foreign Language (TOEFL) score rankings (Morita, 2010). In 

a recent test and score data summary for the TOEFL Internet-based and paper-

based tests, Japan continues to lag behind (Educational Testing Service, 2009). 

In as recent as 2011, Yano described the Japanese as hardly having enough 

English proficiency to successfully conduct business negotiations, academic 

presentations and discussions. 

    If educators are serious about preparing students for intercultural contexts in 

future, they need to modify their teaching methods to give students knowledge 

and abilities to function in such an environment. Where English is concerned, 

it means teaching students to communicate effectively across cultures. The 

ability to communicate effectively has been a well-established goal in English 

Language Teaching (ELT) (Hedge, 2000). 

    In the literature on learners’ motivation to learn a second language, the 

teacher’s teaching methods play an important role (Dornyei, 2001). One of the 

shortcomings of the grammar translation method is the limitation to grammar 

and lexical knowledge, which is part of a more traditional approach in ELT. In 

order to communicate effectively across cultures, students also need the ability 

to make use of linguistic and other communicative resources in the negotiation 

of meaning, roles and relationships in the diverse sociocultural settings of 

intercultural communication through English. Given the closely intertwined 

nature of culture and language, it is difficult to teach language without an 

acknowledgement of the cultural context in which it is used. Hymes 

emphasized the importance of sociocultural knowledge in one’s 

communicative competence in as early as 1972. More recently, intercultural 

competence has extended the role of culture in successfully preparing 

language learners for intercultural communication (Baker, 2012). Dornyei 

(1994) also advocated a sociocultural component in the syllabus to raise 

learners’ motivation in the foreign language classroom. In Whitsed and 
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Wright’s (2011) study, many English teachers thought that Japanese students 

limited English to the context of university entrance examinations and did not 

see it as a living language with a whole world of culture, life and interaction. 

This provides further ammunition for the sociocultural approach. 

    This paper is a study in its early stages of university students’ attitudes 

towards being in intercultural contexts in a globalised world. It also reports on 

the development of an English course with a substantial sociocultural 

component and on student feedback. The author hopes to eventually expand 

the research to study the relationship between attitudes towards globalisation 

and English communicative competence.  

The study 

Three Communication classes of about 20 students each participated in this 

study. It was a compulsory English class taken by second year undergraduates. 

One of the classes was made up of 20 students (10 male, 10 female) from 

Literature, another had 18 students (16 male, 2 female) from Engineering and 

the third class had 17 students (14 male, 3 female) from Science. There were 

55 students (40 male, 15 female) in total. 

    The students were given a copy of a questionnaire developed by the teacher 

in class near the end of the semester. It was made very clear to them that 

participation was voluntary and the questionnaire had nothing to do with their 

grades in any way. The questionnaire was written in Japanese and consisted of 

eight statements. The respondents had to choose between the responses 

Strongly disagree, Disagree, Agree and Strongly agree. There was also space 

for comments for each statement. 

 

Being in intercultural contexts 

A total of 81.5% of the respondents agreed it was important to be able to live 

and work in an international environment and 18.5% disagreed. According to 

one respondent who agreed: 

 “It is important to interact with the world.” 

Another respondent who agreed seemed to think that intercultural contact 

occurs in graduate school only, possibly due to vigorous efforts to attract more 

international students to Japan: 

 “Because opportunities to interact with foreigners will increase such as 

 when researching and presenting at graduate school.” 

Some respondents felt that being in intercultural contexts was a matter of 

choice. The following respondent implied that intercultural contexts exist 

outside one’s national boundaries: 

 “That depends on people. Some may want to continue to live in their 

 country.” 
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He seemed to think that globalization is a process which takes place 

elsewhere. Another respondent made it clear that globalization may happen 

elsewhere but it does not apply to him: 

 “I, who want to be an English teacher, will teach internationalization to 

 future students, but personally it does not affect me at all.” 

 

 Globalization is generally assumed to be associated with forces beyond 

one’s control. Stiglitz (2003) was concerned about the direct effects of 

globalization on the lives of ordinary people precisely because globalization 

was a phenomenon outside one’s control. This contrasts sharply with the idea 

that one could be shielded from globalization inside one’s country or that one 

could choose to be excluded from its effects. These attitudes bear some 

resemblance to the sakoku mentality (Itoh, 2000) and attitude of insularity 

(Dougill, 1995) discussed in the Introduction. In addition, the respondent who 

aspires to be a teacher appears to see internationalization as a concept to be 

taught in school but not put into practice. 

Half the respondents thought they would be in intercultural contexts in 

future and half did not. One respondent thought places of employment would 

be internationalized: 

“I think even Japanese companies will be internationalised, for example, 

English will be required inside the companies.” 

The fact that as many as 50% of the respondents felt they would not be in 

intercultural contexts is significant. It shows that many still see Japan as 

impenetrable to the forces of globalization. Only 53.7% of the respondents 

wanted to be able to live and work in intercultural contexts in future and 

46.3% did not want to, again reflecting the idea that one could opt out of 

intercultural contexts. However, 88.9% thought they would need to use 

English in future and 11.1% did not. According to one respondent who 

thought he needed English: 

 “More and more companies are becoming internationalized, and some 

 require the score of TOEIC when applying to them.” 

The above response could be interpreted as companies requiring TOEIC 

scores for screening purposes only, not actual English skills for day-to-day 

tasks at work. Morita (2010) explained the differences in English requirements 

at the workplace in Japan and Singapore. In most cases in Japan, employers 

require a certain TOEIC score in the application process. In Singapore, on the 

other hand, the job interview itself would be conducted in English and it 

would be impossible to perform the vast majority of jobs without 

understanding and speaking, as well as reading and writing English. Another 

respondent quite clearly felt that English was for passing entrance 
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examinations only, “It is necessary just when I take an entrance exam for 

graduate schools.” 

In retrospect, the question on whether respondents thought they would 

need to use English in future was ambiguous. “Need to use English” could 

refer to either using English as a communicative tool only or to a more general 

meaning which includes using English to pass entrance examinations or apply 

for jobs. The intended meaning was the former. Although a high percentage of 

the respondents (88.9%) thought they would need English, it is unclear how 

many thought of English as a communicative tool only. This question needs to 

be refined in future research. 

 

A substantial sociocultural component 

 

Getting to know a different society/culture 

The students were introduced to several unfamiliar aspects of society/culture 

of English-speaking countries. One such example followed the viewing of a 

few scenes from a popular American series. Research such as Cheung (2001) 

has shown that learners are drawn to popular culture originating from English-

speaking countries and have shown greater interest and motivation when such 

culture is presented in the classroom. Furthermore, Cheung claimed that 

English teachers’ use of popular culture is a key to effective teaching and 

learning. Dornyei (1994) also encouraged the use of authentic materials. In the 

present study, a teenager from a middle-class background in the show 

experienced peer pressure from her upper-class friends. The students were 

asked to define social class and the factors which determine class membership. 

Factors such as income, education and profession may work well in 

determining membership in Western industrialized societies but they may not 

perform as well in Asia. 

    On another occasion, the students watched scenes from the same American 

series in which high school students were applying to top universities. This 

was followed by discussions on Ivy League institutions and Russell Group 

universities in Britain. The students were told to compare the admission 

criteria and process with those of Japan. Most of them concluded that different 

systems work well in different places and that one must take into account the 

sociocultural context. 

    In the middle of the semester, the class studied the differences between 

British and American English. One of the characters in a show the students 

know was in fact British but he put on an American accent and played an 

American character. After listening carefully to a video clip in class, the 

students were sent to the computer lab to search for any video clip on 

YouTube in which the actor spoke British English. Most of the students found 
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understanding natural speech at a natural speed challenging but managed to 

find differences in pronunciation, grammar and vocabulary between the two 

varieties of English. They were also asked to reflect on whether British or 

American English was superior and why that was so. The lesson concluded 

with the teacher pointing out that it was probably acceptable to mix British 

and American English in casual speech and writing but consistence should be 

maintained in more formal contexts. 

    On a different occasion, the class watched a few scenes from a show in 

which an American young woman found it difficult to be direct with her 

superior at work. This challenged the common belief in Japan about 

Americans being direct and the Japanese being indirect. A discussion on 

overgeneralization, stereotypes and racial discrimination followed. 

    Another advantage in using authentic videos is that it is easier for learners 

to learn new words and phrases in context. A case in point is the word circle. 

It was used to refer to someone’s social circle in a scene and the students 

understood the meaning readily. That was also a good opportunity for the 

teacher to point out that circle in the context of Japanese universities (referring 

to clubs or societies in Standard English) has a slightly different meaning in 

Standard English. The students also found it easy to grasp the metaphorical 

meaning of landmine, circling the drain and having a lot on one’s plate. 

    Almost all the students agreed (98.1%) with that the study of language use 

in TV programs and movies helps prepare them for intercultural contexts but 

1.9% disagreed. The comments were positive: 

 “I enjoyed English TV programs, and that increased familiarity with 

 English.” 

 “I wanted to watch more TV programs and movies in class.” 

 “I really enjoyed them.” 

 

Sociocultural differences 

In the first lesson, the students were introduced to small talk in English as well 

as to the differences in small talk conventions among cultures, such as how 

questions about the family were usual in some Asian and Arab countries. Later 

in the semester when the class covered job interview, they discussed how 

confidence, directness, individualism and initiative were valued in the US but 

not necessarily in Japan. All the students agreed that the cultural differences 

discussed in class help prepare them for intercultural contexts. 

 

English use in different contexts 

English-teaching professionals in Japan have noticed that due to the way 

students have been taught, they are unaware of how language use changes 
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depending on the situation. The classes in this study covered job interview and 

negotiation. The students learned they had to keep their answers brief and 

concise, include concrete data, ask questions and research the company in job 

interviews. In negotiation they learned how to establish and maintain a climate 

of cooperation with their language style. All the students agreed that the study 

of language use in different situations help prepare them for intercultural 

contexts. 

 

Internet use 

In East Asia, although young people have informally embraced Information 

and Communication Technologies (ICTs), they learn in formal contexts 

dominated by traditional transmission models of learning (Richards, 2004). 

The internet is not just the exemplary medium of new ICTs, it is increasingly a 

dominant cultural context for the younger generation. Due to its ability to cut 

across physical boundaries and geographical distances, the internet is capable 

of connecting people from different cultural backgrounds around the world. It 

is increasingly recognized as a vehicle for globalization and 

internationalization in education (Davis, 1999). 

When the students were asked if they visited websites written in English or 

Japanese, the vast majority answered Japanese. At the beginning of the 

semester, they were told to search for cultural differences in small talk in 

English websites. When job interview was covered, they had to look for a 

relevant job advertisement written in English. When the topic was applying to 

university, the students had to visit university websites outside Japan, choose 

one which is suitable and provide reasons supported by information from the 

website. A majority of the students agreed that the use of internet required 

helps prepare them for intercultural contexts (70.4%). According to one 

respondent: 

 “Since it is rare for me to visit English sites, it was good experience.” 

In the three previous subsections, 100% of the respondents found that the 

discussion of sociocultural differences and the study of language use in 

different contexts helped prepare them for intercultural contexts. Almost all 

the respondents (98.1%) thought the use of film was useful. The proportion 

who felt the use of internet was helpful is lower at 70.4%. It is unclear at the 

moment why that is so due to the lack of written comments. This requires 

further study in future research. 

 

Applying the lesson 

At the end of each lesson, the students had to apply what they had learned. In 

the lesson on small talk, they created and presented a short skit about a 

misunderstanding due to cultural differences. After the video and discussion 
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on being direct, the students had to think of and describe a situation in which 

they find difficult to be direct, followed by suggestions on the appropriate 

things to say. At the end of the lesson on negotiation, the students created and 

presented their original negotiation. After watching some scenes from a film 

which featured the struggles of television producers to raise ratings and 

maintain high standards in quality at the same time, the students prepared a 

news story and presented it in a style they preferred. The styles ranged from 

sensational at one end to informative and educational at the other, and the 

students had to explain their choice. 

 

Discussion 

The gap between MEXT rhetoric and the students’ experience is clear. MEXT 

has repeatedly emphasized the globalization of the economy and society, and 

the important role English plays in the 21
st
 century. On the other hand, 

experience has shown the students that English is only useful for passing 

university entrance examinations. Some students also feel that Japan is beyond 

the reach of globalization. 

    For English-teaching professionals such as the author, the mismatch 

between the research on internationalization of higher education and the 

students’ attitudes can be difficult to reconcile. Research substantiated by 

evidence has shown that educators must prepare students to function in 

intercultural contexts, which includes communicative competence in English. 

The students on the other hand feel that they may not be in intercultural 

contexts in future and English is only useful for entrance examinations and job 

applications. It seems that in such cases the lecturer and the students would be 

working at cross purposes and both would achieve little. 

    Although most universities in Japan are still focusing their efforts on 

attracting international students, some appear to have begun working on 

internationalizing the curriculum. If students themselves do not believe they 

will be in intercultural contexts in future, what is the rationale for preparing 

them for such contexts? What are the implications for the learning objectives? 

    As far as English is concerned, courses with a strong sociocultural 

component seem promising, based on student feedback in this study. The 

strengths include enabling students to discover for themselves that English is a 

living language which is useful for communicative purposes. It encourages 

students to leave behind the idea of English merely as a tool to gain admission 

to university. 

    At the same time, universities could encourage Japanese and international 

students to interact more with each other. A different study conducted at the 

same university (Morita, 2012) found that levels of intercultural contact were 

generally low. Only 41.3% of the Japanese respondents engaged in 

intercultural interaction with international students. Although 62.7% of the 
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respondents were dissatisfied with the low levels of contact with international 

students, some were indifferent. 

    If the university could raise the levels of intercultural interaction, it would 

help Japanese students realize its purpose and value as well as broaden their 

horizons, which could lead to them perceiving globalization in a more positive 

light. Internationalization of the curriculum would proceed more smoothly and 

more would be achieved if both students and educators agree on the 

intercultural nature of the future. Studies such as Knight (1999), Featherstone 

(1990) or Turner and Robson (2008) could be introduced to students to raise 

their awareness of globalization and internationalization. This paper has 

shown that there is a gap between MEXT rhetoric and students’ experience of 

English and globalization and policy-makers need to address this gap. 

Although MEXT has stressed upon globalization and the importance of 

English, experience has shown that English is only useful for passing entrance 

examinations and some feel that Japan is beyond the reach of globalization. In 

addition, curriculum planners, designers and educators need to look beyond 

the traditional grammar translation method and adopt a sociocultural approach 

to teaching English that would boost students’ confidence and equip them with 

the communicative skills they need for the 21
st
 century. 
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Abstract 

The educational quality of textbooks as the main source of input for 

English as foreign language (EFL) learners is of paramount importance. 

The evaluation of these books, therefore, is highly crucial to examine if 

they meet the objectives they are aimed for. Since the “Total English” 

series, as one of the most widely taught textbooks, have never been 

evaluated from cultural perspectives, the present investigation sets out to 

fill this void. The purpose of the study was to probe the cultural content of 

these series from the learners’ point of view, and explore that content 

across the three proficiency levels of pre-intermediate, intermediate and 

upper-intermediate. To this end, Litz’s (2005) checklist, designed for 

students, was administered to 60 students, 20 in each level. The descriptive 

and one-way ANOVA analyses revealed that the textbooks are of 

satisfactory balance in terms of all the focused aspects in the questionnaire 

particularly the cultural content from students’ perspectives. Nonetheless, 

the analyses of the items in the culture subscale of the checklist yielded 

some notable shortcomings such as not providing adequate materials to 

familiarize students with the target culture, deficiency of presenting and 

introducing a variety of countries where English is spoken, and lack of 

activities asking learners to discuss the perspectives and practices of 

foreign cultures such as family, games and school.  

Keywords: Textbook evaluation, Total English, culture  

 

Introduction 

Textbook evaluation is highly crucial since it can help teachers select and 

adapt appropriate materials for their learners. The principal concern of 

researchers in the area of materials development and textbook evaluation is the 

extent to which materials, as the primary source of input, satisfy the needs of 

the EFL learners.  

Language and culture are barely inextricable (Kaikonnen, 1994, cited in 

Lappalainen, 2011). In contrast to the trend prevalent in the past where foreign 

language teaching meant transforming one’s own culture, these days there is a 

tendency towards intercultural communication and tolerance for diversity of 

cultures (Lappalainen, 2011). Therefore, EFL teaching necessitates focusing 



Journal of English as an International Language, Vol. 8, Issue 1, 2013 

 

70 
  

on culture as one of its critical aspects. This would entail providing the 

learners with opportunities to compare and express their views about varied 

foreign cultures, their customs and practices including their own culture. 

Textbooks adopting such an approach to culture not only avoid imposing the 

target language culture but also, as a by-product of such tendency, encourage 

critical thinking. However, this integration has resulted in a myriad of debates 

on the effect of English language teaching programs in Iran, ranging from 

linguistic imperialism at the extreme end of the continuum to neutrality 

(Aliakbari, 2004).   

Studies concerning culture or culture-related issues appear to gain 

momentum in different countries. An example is a study undertaken by Ndura 

(2004). The study evaluated six ESL textbooks used for teaching Hispanic 

students in the Western part of the United States. These textbooks were also 

intended to prepare the students to adapt themselves to the foreign culture in 

which they reside. Moreover, Ndura (2004) stated that he “read the publishers’ 

introductions as well as the editors’ and contributors’ remarks in order to 

identify the philosophical framework within which the texts are constructed” 

(p. 145). Both students’ and teachers’ versions were evaluated in the study. 

The author was the only expert who participated in this study. The analysis 

revealed that the textbooks are flawed from three types of bias: stereotyping 

which means representing a group of people with a not-inclusive-enough set 

of behaviors and beliefs; invisibility which concerns the omission of 

information with respect to any of the main variables; and unreality which 

results in the omission of some topics from the texts and replacement with 

some idealistic issues. The paper concludes with some strategies to employ in 

confronting the bias in the textbooks among which awareness and critical 

scrutiny of the texts seem the most noteworthy.  

Ellis (1997) specified two types of materials evaluation: predictive and 

retrospective in which the former concerns the investigation of appropriate 

materials for future use via questionnaires and checklists administered to 

teachers; and the latter revolves around re-evaluation of the taught materials so 

as to examine whether they had the expected efficiency in meeting the 

objectives. Textbook evaluation, in its retrospective sense, plays a pivotal role 

in any educational system, in particular in English as a foreign or second 

language (EFL/ ESL) in that the textbooks might be subject to modification 

based on the viewpoints of learners and teachers who are the main consumers. 

These evaluations are normally conducted from different approaches. 

Dominguez (2003), for instance, evaluated the “New Interchange Intro” 

textbook from the gender-bias aspect catering to sexism, which is defined as 

transferring negative views about women as well as linguistic and non-

linguistic treatments towards this issue. The method applied was counting the 

frequency of male and female characters, occupation assigned to each one, and 

images in the book. The researcher concluded that the author did not hold any 
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gender-biased views as a balanced representation of men and eight women 

was maintained in the amount of talk, roles, and occupations.  

Another seminal study in this regard is the one undertaken by Juan (2010), 

which evaluated the cultural content of “College English”. The series is 

widely used as EFL textbooks at Polytechnic University of China. Using 

Byram’s (1993) list of eight factors for the cultural analysis of texts, Juan 

concluded that although the series implicitly catered to cultural aspects, there 

were deficiencies regarding the coverage of international and Chinese 

cultures. 

Al Migdadi (2008) conducted his doctoral studies on the relationship 

between English teaching and its culture along with the possibility of their 

reciprocal effects in the academic and educational environments of Jordan. He 

employed a triangulation of both a quantitative method, using a quantitative 

questionnaire, and a qualitative one via interviews with some of the students 

and also its content analysis. He asserted that inclusion of cultural aspects of 

English language was indispensible to students’ progress in this language and 

also awareness of its culture. He further maintained that attending to cultural 

issues was not perceived as a threat to Arabic or Islamic values. 

A majority of studies in Iran used the retrospective type of textbook 

evaluation. Rahimpour and Hashemi (2011) evaluated the three English course 

books taught currently in high schools from the teachers’ point of view. They 

devised a 46-item 4-scale questionnaire which was initially piloted on 10 

teachers; however, the main participants were 50 experienced teachers. The 

study showed the unacceptability of the books in terms of their content, 

physical make-up and practical issues.  

In the same vein, Abbasian and Hassan Oghli (2011) explored the 

teachers’ and students’ criteria on the three current high school English course 

books. Employing two checklists of Miekley (2005) and Babaii and Ansary 

(2002) along with a written open-ended protocol, they argued that contrary to 

their students, teachers held more negative views about the textbooks and that 

there was a lack of consistency between their attitudes. 

Considering the obvious deficiencies with respect to the content and layout 

issues of these high school textbooks, most Iranian English learners resort to 

private language institutes to acquire this language on a communicative basis 

since they believe this better conforms to every-day English language in native 

contexts. This tendency, extensively practiced and accepted round the country, 

made many scholars in teaching English as a foreign language (TEFL) major 

evaluate the English textbooks in these institutes as well.  

To this end, many studies have been undertaken, one of which is the 

rigorous evaluation conducted by Sahragard, Rahimi and Zaremoayeddi 

(2009). Employing Littlejohn’s (1998) checklist, they explored the extent to 

which the Interchange series achieve the goals they are intended for, focusing 
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on subject matter, teaching and learning activities and roles. The results 

revealed a number of weak points, for instance, not providing the learners with 

opportunities to deduce the rules as well as ignoring supra sentential levels 

both for input and output. On the other hand, focus on meaning and pair work 

was among the strong points.  

 

Purpose of study 

There are many ELT textbooks taught in EFL countries, and “Total English”, 

the focus of the current study, constitutes the main material in Kish Language 

Institute, one of the most well-established language schools in Iran. 

Nevertheless, the series has not been evaluated yet to examine whether they 

meet the needs of Iranian adult learners. The study aims to have a culture-

based textbook evaluation of these series in the Iranian EFL context. 

Therefore, in the present study, the researchers seek to explore the extent 

to which the target textbooks have succeeded in familiarizing the learners with 

the English culture without being biased towards it. This would entail taking 

varied cultures into account and providing students with chances to think 

critically about the target culture and their own culture. The objectives of the 

study are to: (1) evaluate the cultural content of “Total English” series from 

the learners’ viewpoints; and (2) examine whether there is a significant 

difference in viewpoints of students from the pre-intermediate, intermediate 

and upper-intermediate proficiency levels.  

 

Methodology 

The participants in this study were 60 adult Iranian learners of English, with 

20 at each level: pre-intermediate (PI), intermediate (I) and upper-intermediate 

(UI) of Kish language institute. Their ages ranged between 15 and 44 years 

old. They were attending six intact classes, two classes for each level in that 

there were approximately 10 to 15 learners in each class. All the participants 

were studying “Total English” books in three different levels under the 

instruction of the co-author.  

The instrument employed for this study has been developed by Litz 

(2005). Even though this checklist does not specifically focus on culture, it 

was selected since it could yield information about other aspects of these 

textbooks as a by-product which can be of value to interested textbook 

evaluators and writers. Besides the time the study was being conducted no 

checklist or survey specialized in culture was accessible. This 10-point likert 

scale questionnaire, ranging from 1 (highly disagree) to 10 (highly agree), is in 

fact a textbook evaluation checklist designed in two versions; one specialized 

for students and another for teachers, differing slightly in some items.  This 

model comprises 7 subscales as follows: Practical considerations, Layout and 

design, Activities, Skills, Language type, Subject and content, Overall 
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consensus. Moshfeghi and Ajabshir (2011) reported the reliability of the 

student-version of this questionnaire 0.83, obtained by means of test-retest 

method.   

The students at the different target levels were asked them to fill out the 

textbook evaluation checklists carefully at home. On the following days, the 

questionnaires were collected to be analyzed. 

The analysis was conducted via SPSS. Considering the first question, the 

descriptive analyses were run to obtain the mean, minimum, maximum, and 

standard deviation scores for each subscale. With regard to the second 

question, a one-way ANOVA was run to probe whether there is a significant 

difference across the students’ viewpoints with varying proficiency levels and 

in that case, where those differences occur.  

 

Results  

 

The overall and cultural content 

With respect to the first question, the 37 items were grouped and analyzed 

under the 8 headings of: Practical considerations, Layout and design, 

Activities, Skills, Language type, Subject and consent, Overall consensus, and 

Culture. Culture is a subscale added to Litz’s (2005) model in this study. Table 

1 presents the descriptive statistics. Being a 10-point Likert-scale 

questionnaire, each item ranged from 1 highly disagree to 10 highly agree.  

 

Table 1 

Descriptive statistics of all categories 

 

Subcategories N Mean Minimum Maximum SD 

Practical considerations 60 7.2 1 10 1.9 

Layout and design 60 7.3 3 10 2 

Activities 60 7.4 2 10 1.9 

Skills 60 6.9 4 10 2.1 

Language type 60 7.2 3 10 2 

Subject and content 60 7 1 10 2.1 

Overall consensus 60 6.6 3 10 2.4 

Culture 60 7 2 10 1.8 

 

As shown in Table 1, the total mean for practical considerations, turned 

out to be 7.2 with SD of 1.9. The lowest mean value, however, is 1 and the 

highest 10.  
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The total mean for the layout, design and organization of the textbooks is 

7.6 and SD of 2. The minimum rating is 3, however.  

For activities, students were asked to evaluate the extent to which the 

textbook provides a balanced distribution of free and controlled exercises and 

tasks focusing both on fluent and accurate production. Moreover, it relates to 

the issue of sufficiency of communicative practices, incorporation of 

individual and pair work, motivating and realistic provisions of vocabulary 

and grammar points and eventually fostering creative and original responses 

on the part of the learners. The total mean is 7.4 with a range between 2 and 

10.  

The total mean for the degree of presenting the most required skills, 

maintaining a balance for the four skills and catering to sub-skills (e.g., note-

taking, skimming) is 6.9 with minimum of 4 and maximum of 10.   

The language type of the “Total English” books was also evaluated in 

terms of whether the language is authentic and compatible with the learners’ 

proficiency level. Provision of brief and comprehensible explanations and 

examples for grammar and coverage of varied accents and registers are also 

included in this category. The total mean is 7.2 and the lowest mean value is 3 

and highest is 10.  

Similar results were obtained for the extent to which the content and 

discussed topics of the textbook relate to learners’ needs and that whether they 

are pertinent to real-life English. The total mean of 7.0 and range of 3 and 10 

indicated positive but varying views on how the books catered to the interest 

and motivation of learners, as well as the cultural bias the materials might 

contain and the negative stereotypes that might be depicted for the learners.  

 The total mean for the Overall Consensus subscale is 6.6 and lowest and 

highest means of 3 and 10, respectively.  

Culture is the section which was added by the researchers as the last part 

of the instrument. Since the main focus of this study is on evaluating the 

textbooks from cultural point of view, the items under this heading will be 

investigated in more depth and details (Table 2).   

For item 26, the results are indicative of students’ partial agreement on the 

content of the text book providing adequate insight about English culture (total 

mean of 7.1).  

Item 27 along with two other items are the only ones which have not 

received the maximum rating indicating that a majority of students are not 

confident that the real-life tasks in the “Total English” books have the 

potential to make them think critically. Encouraging learners to think critically 

is one of the prominent goals of modern education in that it endows the 

learners with the opportunity to practice reasoning about social affairs (Ku, 
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2004). Hence, paucity of such tasks can be regarded as one of the 

shortcomings of these textbooks.  

 

Table 2  

Descriptive statistics of all items in the culture category 

 

 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 

Item26 60 1.00 10.00 7.1667 1.75795 

Item27 60 1.00 8.00 6.1833 1.74173 

Item28 60 2.00 10.00 7.0167 2.17452 

Item29 60 1.00 10.00 6.5167 2.19778 

Item30 60 1.00 10.00 6.5833 2.13360 

Item31 60 3.00 10.00 7.0167 2.07071 

Item32 60 4.00 10.00 7.3667 1.72682 

Item33 60 3.00 10.00 6.8000 1.79264 

Item34 60 4.00 10.00 7.6167 1.66816 

Item35 60 4.00 10.00 7.1833 1.67222 

Item36 60 2.00 8.00 6.2167 1.90532 

Item37 60 2.00 8.00 5.9667 1.67703 

 

Items 28 and 31 address related aspects of culture. Item 28 questions the 

degree to which texts are devoid of offensive material and message. The total 

mean is 7 with the minimum rating of 2 and the highest rating of 10, 

indicating partial agreement among the students over this issue. Similar results 

were obtained for item 31 on cultural sensitivities, showing that the text books 

are almost free of offensive content in the students’ point of view.  

The results for item 29 reflect the students’ uncertainty towards the 

compatibility of the textbooks with the socio-economic context (total mean of 

6.5, range between 1 and 10). This could be anticipated since the rating given 

to this question hinges on the financial situation and the social rank each 

individual has. Hence, the answer could be subjective.  

The statistics of item 30 reveal that participants are not certain about the 

cultural accessibility of the content (total mean of 6.6 and range between 1 and 

10). This shortcoming is reflective of the probable consequence that they are 

not able to establish associations with the target culture.  

Another set of items address authenticity of materials in the “Total 

English” books. The result for item 32 (total mean of 7.4, range between 4 and 

10) shows that a satisfactory proportion of natural and real-life situations. This 

concurs with the result for item 33 on students’ skepticism towards the ability 



Journal of English as an International Language, Vol. 8, Issue 1, 2013 

 

76 
  

of the books to present real-world context for activities (total mean of 6.8, 

range between 3 and 10).  

Items 34 and 35 deal with cultural diversity in the books. Item 34 holds the 

highest mean (7.6). This suggests that there is a stronger agreement among the 

students on the depiction of a wide range of people and cultures that use 

foreign language for communication. The book has been rather successful in 

this regard although the mean has not reached the highest rating. It is also 

noteworthy that, along with two other items, this is the item whose minimum 

score is 4 indicating that no one has expressed absolute disagreement to this 

question. Item 35 was on whether a variety of countries, where the foreign 

language is spoken, are introduced and presented in the textbooks. This item 

bears close resemblance to the previous question in terms of content; 

consequently the similarity in results is not far from expectation (total mean of 

7.2, range between 4 and 10).  

Item 36 marks the skepticism students have regarding the extent to which 

they are required to identify and discuss views and practices of the foreign 

cultures. This issue is worthy of attention because discussing and analyzing 

the perspectives of different foreign cultures can promote critical thinking, 

which is one of the critical factors in second language learning. It is, 

moreover, notable that the maximum rating for this item is 8 suggesting that 

not even a single student expressed complete agreement. 

Holding the lowest mean value, item 37 calls the cultural aspects of 

language teaching through these textbooks into question. The students’ 

uncertainty about whether similarities and differences between the culture of 

the target language and their own culture are presented requires serious 

attention. The total mean for item 37 is 6.0. The maximum rating for this item 

is 8 showing that none of the students highly agreed with this issue.  

The results of the study show that most students believe the textbook is 

fairly priced and accessible. A majority of students are under the impression 

that the text books are fairly well-organized with mediocre layout and design. 

The students are fairly satisfied with the sufficiency of communicative 

practices, incorporation of individual and pair work, motivation and realistic 

provisions of vocabulary and grammar points and, eventually, fostering of 

creative and original responses on the part of the learners. Learners with 

considerable homogeneity agreed that the “Total English” series quite covers 

the issues noted above. The students generally agree that the book caters rather 

well to the skills and sub skills such as note-taking, skimming and scanning. 

The results of the language types subscale indicate that a majority of learners 

partly concur that the language of the textbooks is authentic and in appropriate 

correspondence with their proficiency level. They are also in partial agreement 

on the fact that the text provides a wide range of registers and accents. The 

same goes for proper progression of grammar points and vocabulary items, 

and presentation of brief and easy examples for grammar. The results reveal 
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that the participants agreed that the book fairly includes texts that transfer 

cultural bias. Taking the statistics into consideration, the subjects were not 

certain, having mixed feelings, about the interest the textbooks might provoke 

in them to further study English language and therefore the probability that 

they would choose the “Total English” series again.  

 

The impact of proficiency level  

To investigate the impact of proficiency level on students’ responses about the 

extent to which the textbooks address the cultural aspects of second language 

learning, the researchers employed a one-way ANOVA.   

The results showed that responses of students at different proficiency 

levels are significantly different for 7 out of the 12 items devoted to culture, 

that is, 26, 27, 28, 32, 35, 36 and 37 (Tables 3 and 4 in Appendix). To further 

explore where exactly the differences among the groups occur, the Tukey 

post-hoc tests were conducted as well (Table 5 in Appendix). 

There is a significant difference between the pre-intermediate (PI) and 

intermediate (I) textbooks with respect to item 26 which asks if the content 

serves as a window to learning the culture of the target language. As shown in 

Table 4, the F-observed value for item 26 is 3.3 (p=.043). This amount of F-

value is higher than the critical value of 3.15 at 2 and 57 degrees of freedom. 

Based on the means presented in Table 3, PI textbook is the one suffering 

most from sufficient input in this regard. The total mean of PI is 6.6 and I-

level is 7.9.  

There is a significant difference among textbooks in terms of item 27 

(F(2,57) =5.5, p =.006). Among these three textbooks, UI textbook holds the 

lowest mean suggesting the textbook of this level might not meet the students’ 

expectations for having opportunities to discuss and think critically about their 

world view.  

The three levels of students differed significantly in their responses to item 

28 on whether the textbooks are devoid of offensive material and message  

(F(2,57) = 3.23, p =.047). Table 3 displays PI with the mean of 6 showing that 

the textbook has a weakness in this aspect.  

For item 32, the students at different proficiency levels also have 

significantly different views on inclusion of real-life contexts in the “Total 

English” books (F(2,57) = 5.3, p = .008). The difference occurs between PI and I 

levels (PI= 6.6 and I=8.2). Hence, PI book is likely to lack adequate real-life 

context familiarizing students with natural situation they may encounter in the 

target culture. 

For item 35, the three textbooks differ significantly in depiction of cultural 

diversity (F(2,57)  =10.152, p =.000). Table 3 shows that the I-level textbook 

holds the highest mean of 8.3 showing that it has been highly successful in 
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depicting a wide range of regions and countries in which the foreign language 

is spoken. UI textbook has the lowest mean (6.3) in this respect. 

Item 36 shows a significant difference in the views of students from the 

three proficiency levels on activities which require learners to identify and 

analyze the perspectives and practices of the foreign cultures (F(2,57) = 5.197, p 

= .008). UI has the lowest mean of 5.2. This result is compatible with the ones 

for item 27 on a related issue for which UI textbooks held again the lowest 

mean. 

Finally, the textbooks for the three proficiency levels differ significantly in 

the portrayal of cultures (F(2,57) = 4.478, p =.016) UI textbooks is flawed in the 

provision of similarities and differences between the foreign culture and the 

students’ culture which is Persian here. It has the lowest mean of 5.1 among 

the others. 

 

Conclusion 

To sum up, cultural approach of the textbooks was in harmony with the other 

parts. Among the textbooks for PI, I and UI, it is the UI book that suffers most 

from the shortcomings with respect to culture from EFL Iranian adult learners’ 

points of view.  Among the flaws attributed to this text book are not providing 

adequate materials to familiarize students with the target culture, deficiency of 

presenting and introducing a variety of countries where English is spoken, 

lack of activities asking learners to discuss the perspectives and practices of 

foreign cultures such as family, games and school and paucity of presenting 

similarities and differences between the cultures of the speakers and that of the 

foreign language. Interestingly enough, I-level textbook was the least flawed 

in this regard in the students’ opinion. The teachers should also compensate 

for such deficiencies by furnishing learners with due supplementary materials 

and activities.   

Although the findings suggest that a majority of students have agreed with 

the high standards and educational qualities of the textbooks, the cultural 

content of particular levels is called into question and merits further attention 

on the part of materials developers. Additionally, taking the rich Iranian 

culture into account, presenting learners with challenging tasks to think 

critically and to share their views in this regard would undoubtedly contribute 

to the further success of the “Total English” series and lead to higher student 

satisfaction. One of the prevailing resistances to inclusion of such activities is 

that it might be viewed as a threat to the culture of other countries. However, 

based on Al Migdadi’s study (2008), incorporating cultural aspects of a 

foreign language into teaching materials is perceived to be of no threat to the 

cultural values of other countries which is reassuring to those critics who 

believe otherwise. 
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Appendix 1 

 

Table 3 

ANOVA descriptive for each individual item post-hoc tests  
 

  

N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error   

Item26 pre 20 6.6500 2.13431 .47725 

I 20 7.9500 1.57196 .35150 

UI 20 6.9000 1.25237 .28004 

Total 60 7.1667 1.75795 .22695 

Item27 pre 20 6.6000 1.53554 .34336 

I 20 6.7500 .96655 .21613 

UI 20 5.2000 2.14231 .47903 

Total 60 6.1833 1.74173 .22486 

Item28 pre 20 6.0500 2.43818 .54519 

I 20 7.6000 1.93037 .43164 

UI 20 7.4000 1.87504 .41927 

Total 60 7.0167 2.17452 .28073 

Item29 pre 20 6.2500 2.80741 .62776 

I 20 6.9000 1.99737 .44662 

UI 20 6.4000 1.69830 .37975 

Total 60 6.5167 2.19778 .28373 

Item30 pre 20 6.6500 2.66112 .59505 

I 20 6.4500 1.79106 .40049 

UI 20 6.6500 1.95408 .43695 

Total 60 6.5833 2.13360 .27545 

Item31 pre 20 6.6000 1.81804 .40653 

I 20 7.5500 2.30503 .51542 

UI 20 6.9000 2.04939 .45826 

Total 60 7.0167 2.07071 .26733 

Item32 pre 20 6.6000 1.35336 .30262 

I 20 8.2500 1.48235 .33146 

UI 20 7.2500 1.94327 .43453 

Total 60 7.3667 1.72682 .22293 

Item33 pre 20 6.0500 1.46808 .32827 

I 20 7.1500 2.10950 .47170 

UI 20 7.2000 1.57614 .35244 

Total 60 6.8000 1.79264 .23143 

Item34 pre 20 7.5500 1.43178 .32016 
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I 20 7.6500 2.00722 .44883 

UI 20 7.6500 1.59852 .35744 

Total 60 7.6167 1.66816 .21536 

Item35 pre 20 6.8500 1.53125 .34240 

I 20 8.3500 1.13671 .25418 

UI 20 6.3500 1.66307 .37187 

Total 60 7.1833 1.67222 .21588 

Item36 pre 20 6.9500 1.31689 .29447 

I 20 6.5000 1.93309 .43225 

UI 20 5.2000 2.01573 .45073 

Total 60 6.2167 1.90532 .24598 

Item37 pre 20 6.4000 1.72901 .38662 

I 20 6.4000 1.14248 .25547 

UI 20 5.1000 1.80351 .40328 

Total 60 5.9667 1.67703 .21650 
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Table 4 

One-way ANOVA for each of the individual items 

 

  Sum of 

Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Item26 Between Groups 19.033 2 9.517 3.322 .043 

Within Groups 163.300 57 2.865   

Total 182.333 59    

Item27 Between Groups 29.233 2 14.617 5.564 .006 

Within Groups 149.750 57 2.627   

Total 178.983 59    

Item28 Between Groups 28.433 2 14.217 3.234 .047 

Within Groups 250.550 57 4.396   

Total 278.983 59    

Item29 Between Groups 4.633 2 2.317 .471 .627 

Within Groups 280.350 57 4.918   

Total 284.983 59    

Item30 Between Groups .533 2 .267 .057 .945 

Within Groups 268.050 57 4.703   

Total 268.583 59    

Item31 Between Groups 9.433 2 4.717 1.104 .339 

Within Groups 243.550 57 4.273   

Total 252.983 59    

Item32 Between Groups 27.633 2 13.817 5.311 .008 

Within Groups 148.300 57 2.602   

Total 175.933 59    

Item33 Between Groups 16.900 2 8.450 2.789 .070 

Within Groups 172.700 57 3.030   

Total 189.600 59    

Item34 Between Groups .133 2 .067 .023 .977 

Within Groups 164.050 57 2.878   

Total 164.183 59    

Item35 Between Groups 43.333 2 21.667 10.152 .000 

Within Groups 121.650 57 2.134   

Total 164.983 59    

Item36 Between Groups 33.033 2 16.517 5.197 .008 

Within Groups 181.150 57 3.178   

Total 214.183 59    

Item37 Between Groups 22.533 2 11.267 4.478 .016 

Within Groups 143.400 57 2.516   
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  Sum of 

Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Item26 Between Groups 19.033 2 9.517 3.322 .043 

Within Groups 163.300 57 2.865   

Total 182.333 59    

Item27 Between Groups 29.233 2 14.617 5.564 .006 

Within Groups 149.750 57 2.627   

Total 178.983 59    

Item28 Between Groups 28.433 2 14.217 3.234 .047 

Within Groups 250.550 57 4.396   

Total 278.983 59    

Item29 Between Groups 4.633 2 2.317 .471 .627 

Within Groups 280.350 57 4.918   

Total 284.983 59    

Item30 Between Groups .533 2 .267 .057 .945 

Within Groups 268.050 57 4.703   

Total 268.583 59    

Item31 Between Groups 9.433 2 4.717 1.104 .339 

Within Groups 243.550 57 4.273   

Total 252.983 59    

Item32 Between Groups 27.633 2 13.817 5.311 .008 

Within Groups 148.300 57 2.602   

Total 175.933 59    

Item33 Between Groups 16.900 2 8.450 2.789 .070 

Within Groups 172.700 57 3.030   

Total 189.600 59    

Item34 Between Groups .133 2 .067 .023 .977 

Within Groups 164.050 57 2.878   

Total 164.183 59    

Item35 Between Groups 43.333 2 21.667 10.152 .000 

Within Groups 121.650 57 2.134   

Total 164.983 59    

Item36 Between Groups 33.033 2 16.517 5.197 .008 

Within Groups 181.150 57 3.178   

Total 214.183 59    

Item37 Between Groups 22.533 2 11.267 4.478 .016 

Within Groups 143.400 57 2.516   

Total 165.933 59    
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Table 5 

Tukey post-hoc results 

Dependent 

Variable 

(I) 

VAR00039 

(J) 

VAR00039 

Mean 

Difference 

(I-J) 

Std. 

Error Sig. 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Item26 pre I -1.30000
*
 .53525 .047 -2.5880 -.0120 

UI -.25000 .53525 .887 -1.5380 1.0380 

I pre 1.30000
*
 .53525 .047 .0120 2.5880 

UI 1.05000 .53525 .131 -.2380 2.3380 

UI pre .25000 .53525 .887 -1.0380 1.5380 

I -1.05000 .53525 .131 -2.3380 .2380 

Item27 pre I -.15000 .51256 .954 -1.3834 1.0834 

UI 1.40000
*
 .51256 .022 .1666 2.6334 

I pre .15000 .51256 .954 -1.0834 1.3834 

UI 1.55000
*
 .51256 .010 .3166 2.7834 

UI pre -1.40000
*
 .51256 .022 -2.6334 -.1666 

I -1.55000
*
 .51256 .010 -2.7834 -.3166 

Item28 pre I -1.55000 .66299 .059 -3.1454 .0454 

UI -1.35000 .66299 .113 -2.9454 .2454 

I pre 1.55000 .66299 .059 -.0454 3.1454 

UI .20000 .66299 .951 -1.3954 1.7954 

UI pre 1.35000 .66299 .113 -.2454 2.9454 

I -.20000 .66299 .951 -1.7954 1.3954 

Item29 pre I -.65000 .70131 .626 -2.3377 1.0377 

UI -.15000 .70131 .975 -1.8377 1.5377 

I pre .65000 .70131 .626 -1.0377 2.3377 

UI .50000 .70131 .757 -1.1877 2.1877 

UI pre .15000 .70131 .975 -1.5377 1.8377 

I -.50000 .70131 .757 -2.1877 1.1877 

Item30 pre I .20000 .68576 .954 -1.4502 1.8502 

UI .00000 .68576 1.000 -1.6502 1.6502 

I pre -.20000 .68576 .954 -1.8502 1.4502 

UI -.20000 .68576 .954 -1.8502 1.4502 

UI pre .00000 .68576 1.000 -1.6502 1.6502 

I .20000 .68576 .954 -1.4502 1.8502 

Item31 pre I -.95000 .65367 .321 -2.5230 .6230 

UI -.30000 .65367 .891 -1.8730 1.2730 

I pre .95000 .65367 .321 -.6230 2.5230 

UI .65000 .65367 .583 -.9230 2.2230 

UI pre .30000 .65367 .891 -1.2730 1.8730 
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I -.65000 .65367 .583 -2.2230 .9230 

Item32 pre I -1.65000
*
 .51007 .006 -2.8775 -.4225 

UI -.65000 .51007 .415 -1.8775 .5775 

I pre 1.65000
*
 .51007 .006 .4225 2.8775 

UI 1.00000 .51007 .131 -.2275 2.2275 

UI pre .65000 .51007 .415 -.5775 1.8775 

I -1.00000 .51007 .131 -2.2275 .2275 

Item33 pre I -1.10000 .55044 .122 -2.4246 .2246 

UI -1.15000 .55044 .101 -2.4746 .1746 

I pre 1.10000 .55044 .122 -.2246 2.4246 

UI -.05000 .55044 .995 -1.3746 1.2746 

UI pre 1.15000 .55044 .101 -.1746 2.4746 

I .05000 .55044 .995 -1.2746 1.3746 

Item34 

 

 

 

 

 

pre I -.10000 .53648 .981 -1.3910 1.1910 

UI -.10000 .53648 .981 -1.3910 1.1910 

I 

 

pre .10000 .53648 .981 -1.1910 1.3910 

UI .00000 .53648 1.000 -1.2910 1.2910 

UI pre .10000 .53648 .981 -1.1910 1.3910 

I .00000 .53648 1.000 -1.2910 1.2910 

Item35 pre I -1.50000
*
 .46198 .005 -2.6117 -.3883 

UI .50000 .46198 .529 -.6117 1.6117 

I pre 1.50000
*
 .46198 .005 .3883 2.6117 

UI 2.00000
*
 .46198 .000 .8883 3.1117 

UI pre -.50000 .46198 .529 -1.6117 .6117 

I -2.00000
*
 .46198 .000 -3.1117 -.8883 

Item36 pre I .45000 .56374 .706 -.9066 1.8066 

UI 1.75000
*
 .56374 .008 .3934 3.1066 

I pre -.45000 .56374 .706 -1.8066 .9066 

UI 1.30000 .56374 .063 -.0566 2.6566 

UI pre -1.75000
*
 .56374 .008 -3.1066 -.3934 

I -1.30000 .56374 .063 -2.6566 .0566 

Item37 pre I .00000 .50158 1.000 -1.2070 1.2070 

UI 1.30000
*
 .50158 .032 .0930 2.5070 

I pre .00000 .50158 1.000 -1.2070 1.2070 

UI 1.30000
*
 .50158 .032 .0930 2.5070 

UI pre -1.30000
*
 .50158 .032 -2.5070 -.0930 

I -1.30000
*
 .50158 .032 -2.5070 -.0930 

 

 


