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Results 

 This chapter deals with the results of the present study. The results of the 

questionnaires obtained from the recruited teachers are reported in the first section. 

The observation results gathered from the teachers’ practices in their classrooms are 

reported in the second section. The interview results are reported in the third section. 

In the fourth section is a summary of this chapter. 

Teachers’ Awareness of CLT Principles 

 At the first stage of the present study, a questionnaire was distributed to each of 

the six participants. In it, there was a five-point Likert scale for investigating teachers' 

attitude to the communicative approach in part A. After all the six questionnaires were 

returned, the calculation of the scores for each attitude scale was on the way. Table 1 

shows their scores on the attitude scale.  

 Table 1 
Teachers’ scores on the attitude scale 

Teacher Score 

T1 86 
T2 98 
T3 94 
T4 90 
T5 96 
T6 100 

 The highest possible score that could be obtained on the attitude scale and the 

one indicative of the most favorable attitude toward the communicative approach is 

120, by scoring 5, the highest mark on all 24 statements, while the lowest and the one 

indicating the least favorable attitude toward the communicative approach is 24. The 

six participants’ scores ranged from 86 to 100. With the exception of one teacher (T1, 

who scored the lowest in the group), the rest of the teachers scored between 90 and 

100. However, even the lowest score was a lot over 72, the middle point of the 
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continuum. The standard deviation of the six scores was SD = 4.24, the average score 

being 94. 

 Taken at face value, the scores seemed to suggest that, on the whole, teachers 

held mildly or high favorable attitudes toward the communicative approach. However, 

an in-depth analysis of their responses to the attitude statements was indispensable if 

the participants’ core values and beliefs were to be revealed. Since the items in the 

questionnaire fell into eight thematic groups: the role of the teacher in the classroom, 

the role of learners in the learning process, activities in the classroom, instructional 

materials, views on language teaching, role of native language, error correction and 

place of grammar, each participant’s specific scores in different thematic groups 

should be analyzed for detailed accounts. Table 2 presented each participant's 

agreement rates toward the eight thematic groups on the scale. (Each participant's 

original scores for the eight thematic groups on the scale, and the conversion of 

original scores into agreement rates were presented in Appendix D.) Each number in 

the grid represents the percentage of each participant's agreement rate in terms of 

either favorable or unfavorable items in a thematic group.  

  As shown on Table 2, T1 had a clear favorable attitude toward CLT in five 

categories, which were Teacher's role, Activities in the classroom, Views on language 

teaching, Role of native language, and Error correction. However, in terms of 

Students' role, Instructional materials, and Place of grammar, she was sometimes 

CLT- oriented by scoring high at favorable items and some other times, 

non-CLT-oriented attitudes by scoring low at unfavorable items.  

 T2 showed a clear favorable attitude toward CLT in four categories, which were 

Instructional materials, Views on language teaching, Role of native language, and  

Error correction. What was inconsistent was shown in the categories of Teacher's  
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Table 2 The agreement rates of each participant for eight thematic groups 

Thematic groups 
Agreement rate 

T1 T2 T3 T4 T5 T6 

Teacher’s role 
Favorable 

80 100 100 100 80 80 
Unfavorable 

80 40 40 80 80 80 

Students’ role 
Favorable 

70 90 90 70 80 80 
Unfavorable 

40 40 40 40 40 100

Activities in the 
classroom 

Favorable 
73.3 86.7 100 60 93.3 86.7

Unfavorable 
60 40 40 40 40 60 

Instructional 
materials 

Favorable 
100 100 100 90 90 80 

Unfavorable 
40 60 20 40 80 80 

Views on 
language teaching 

Favorable 
80 90 80 80 100 80 

Unfavorable 
60 80 80 80 80 100

Role of native 
language 

Favorable 
80 80 80 60 80 100

Unfavorable 
60 100 80 100 80 80 

Error correction 
Favorable 

80 100 90 90 80 90 
Unfavorable 

60 80 80 100 80 100

Place of grammar 
Favorable 

80 90 80 90 80 90 
Unfavorable 

40 40 40 40 60 40 
Note: The shaded areas represent that the participant held favorable attitude toward CLT by scoring 
high (with the agreement rate over 50 per cent)at both favorable and unfavorable items in one category, 
and thus was reported a high rate of agreement in both subcategories of a thematic group. 
 

role, Students' role, Activities in the classroom and Place of grammar, where she was 

both CLT-oriented and non-CLT-oriented attitudes. 

 T3 showed a clear favorable attitude toward CLT in three categories, which were 

Views on language teaching, Role of native language, and Error correction. In the rest 

five categories, she held both CLT-oriented and non-CLT-oriented attitudes. 

 To put T1, T2 and T3, namely the foreign-trained participants, together, the 

researcher found that in the categories of Views on language teaching, Role of native 

language, and Error correction, all of them clearly held a CLT-favored attitude (See 
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Table 2). 

 T4 showed a clear favorable attitude toward CLT in four categories, which were 

Teacher's role, Views on language teaching, Role of native language, and Error 

correction.  

 T5 showed a clear favorable attitude toward CLT in six categories, which were 

Teacher's role, Instructional materials, Views on language teaching, Role of native 

language, Error correction and Place of grammar.  

 Unlike the other five participants, T6 demonstrated a clear, favorable attitude 

toward CLT by scoring high at both favorable and unfavorable statements in seven out 

of eight categories (see Table 2). She also scored highest, 100, among the six 

participants. She was not in favor of incorporation of other non-communicative 

teaching methods, though surprisingly enough, she “agrees that deductive application 

of an explicit grammar rule is a useful pedagogical technique,” which resulted in her 

40 per cent of agreement rate at the unfavorable statement in the category of “place of 

grammar.”  

 To put T4, T5 and T6, namely the locally-trained participants, together, the 

researcher found that they, like their foreign-trained counterparts, also clearly held a 

CLT-favored attitude in the categories of Views on language teaching, Role of native 

language, and Error correction (See Table 2). On top of that, these three participants 

also demonstrated CLT-favored attitude in the category of "Teacher's role." 

In addition to the attitude scale, in part B in the questionnaire, the six participants 

reported some of their background information, including their teaching years, where 

they received their MA degrees, what grade(s) they were teaching in the course of the 

present study, and how many hours they spent weekly preparing classes. There was 

also one question asking the participants to reflect on and mark the teaching methods  
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Table 3 Types of teaching methods participants have used in classes 
 T1 T2 T3 T4 T5 T6 
Grammar Translation Method * * * * * * 
Direct Method * * *  *  
Audiolingualism * * *    
Silent way * *     
Suggestopedia *      
Total Physical Response *      
Communicative Language Teaching * * * * * * 
 

they had used in their classes. The results were summarized on Table 3. 

It is interesting to see that none of the participants stuck to only one teaching 

method in their classes. What is more, all of the six participants reported at least a 

combination of two seemingly conflicting methods, that is, Grammar Translation 

Method and Communicative Language Teaching. 

 There was another question asking about the teachers’ sources of authentic 

materials used in the classrooms. The results were listed on Table 4. 

 
Table 4 Sources of authentic materials used in the classrooms 
 T1 T2 T3 T4 T5 T6 
School library  * * *   
Friends *   * *  
Magazines * * * *   
Training Workshops * *  *   
Public Library       
Personal Library *  *   * 
Conferences *      
Internet * * * * * * 
Newspapers * * * * *  
Seminars    *   
Other       
 

 According to Table 4, the top three sources of authentic materials the participants 

took advantage of most often were the Internet, newspapers and magazines. Among 
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them, the Internet was reported by all the six teachers to be the most common and 

popular sources of authentic materials. 

 The last question in part B in the questionnaire asked the participants to mark 

difficulties they had faced when adopting CLT in classes. The items of difficulties 

were adapted from Li (1998) and were divided into four main categories, which were 

difficulties caused (1) by teachers, (2) by students, (3) by the educational system and 

(4) by CLT itself. All of the answers from the six participants were added up and 

presented on Table 5.  

 Examined in depth, in the category of the difficulties caused by the teacher, the 

item Little time for developing materials for communicative classes was mentioned 

most often, with five participants referring to it. In the category of the difficulties 

caused by students, four participants reported having difficulties in the item of Lack of 

motivation for developing communicative competence. However, all of the six 

participants confirmed that Grammar-based examinations and Lack of effective and 

efficient assessment instruments, belonging to the difficulties caused by Educational 

system and CLT respectively, put them at a disadvantage in using CLT.  

 Contrasted across the categories, difficulties caused by the third category, namely 

the educational system, were identified most frequently, 15 times in total. 

 In summary, the results of the questionnaire revealed that the six participants in 

the present study generally claimed to hold favorable attitudes toward CLT. However, 

while asked to scrutinize their theoretical framework, how they had conducted their 

instructions, and what constrained them from using CLT, the six participants actually 

had doubts about CLT, and their conceptions of CLT were more like a piebald patch. 
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Table 5 Participants’ reported difficulties in implementing CLT 
Source and difficulty No. of mentions* 
Teacher  
  Deficiency in spoken English 
  Deficiency in strategic and sociolinguistic competence 
  Lack of training in CLT 
  Few opportunities for retraining in CLT 
  Misconceptions about CLT 
  Little time for developing materials for communicative 

classes 
Total 

 
1 
1 
2 
3 
0 
5 
 

12 
Students 
  Low English proficiency 
  Lack of motivation for developing communicative 

competence 
  Resistance to class participation 
Total 

 
2 
4 
 
1 
7 

Educational system 
  Large classes 
  Grammar-based examinations 
  Insufficient funding 
  Lack of support 
Total 

 
5 
6 
3 
1 
15 

CLT 
  Inadequate account of EFL teaching 
  Lack of effective and efficient assessment instruments 
Total 

 
0 
6 
6 

* The number of times the research participants referred to a theme in the questionnaire as a constraint 

in using CLT in their own context. The maximum number of mentions possible for each of the themes 

included within the four major categories is 6. 

 

Classroom Observations 

 Due to time constraint, only one session of a lesson was observed for each 

participant. To determine which session was a representative of their beliefs and 

practices about a CLT class for that lesson, all of the six participants had to evaluate 

their lesson plans first and then reported to the researcher about which session was to 
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be observed. T1, T2, T3, T4 and T5 chose the beginning session of the lesson for 

observation, while T6 decided the last teaching period of the lesson would be the 

demonstration of her CLT class. The researcher worked as a non-participant observer, 

taking notes and ticking the checklist (See Appendix B) to identify specific CLT 

behavior in the process of every participant’s instruction. Below, observations on the 

US/UK-trained teachers, namely T1, T2, T3, will be reported first. T1, T2 and T3 

were responsible for Senior 2, 3 and 1 respectively during the observation period.  

 US/UK-Trained English Teachers.T1 initiated her class by directly telling her 

students William Shakespeare and his plays were the main topic of the lesson. Then, 

in the following 15 minutes, the teacher conducted a warm-up activity, which was 

divided into two parts. For the first part, the teacher had developed a worksheet, on 

which were eight true or false questions about Shakespeare’ background information, 

such as his birth year, family, educational background, his career, and his success. The 

worksheet was distributed to each of the students as the class started. The teacher 

allowed two minutes for students to read and mark their own answers. The teacher 

emphasized that students had no way to find the correct answers in their textbooks; 

they had to answer based on their common sense. To check out students' answers, the 

teacher asked the class to read out loud each question and one student was appointed 

to report her answer. Since the students did not seem to know much about the 

playwright, they would exclaim surprise when the announced answers were not what 

they had expected it to be. At this moment, the teacher introduced or provided more 

information about Shakespeare for students. This period of "question and answer" 

lasted for about 10 minutes.  

 Next, T1 posed another question, asking students to write down their answer to 

“Why was the lesson entitled Why are you Romeo? What does the title suggest?” in 
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one sentence. Two minutes later, the teacher drew lots to determine who would be the 

two respondents that should report their own ideas orally. The first student said, "The 

title suggests they are hostile to each other." The teacher then asked those who agreed 

on this answer to raise their hands. She was surprised to see more than half of the 

students raise their hands and she commented on the first respondent’s answer by 

saying “Unfortunately, your answer was not that good. You have to try again.” She 

encouraged the student to have a second thought. As for the second respondent’s 

answer, the teacher praised, “Excellent. That’s exactly the idea. The person doesn't 

want Romeo to be named Romeo.” This period of "question and answer" lasted for 

about four and a half minutes. It was noticed that during the whole warm-up activity, 

the teacher gave directions both in English and in Chinese. Chinese was attached to 

the English directions as translation.  

 Following the warm-up activity, a comfortable and relaxing atmosphere 

prevailed. Whispering discussion continued among some students until the teacher 

announced they would focus on the reading text at the next stage. From then on, the 

instruction was mainly teacher-fronted, including students’ choral repetition of 

vocabulary, teacher’s translation, lecturing, explicit grammar presentation, and 

practices derived from the textbook. While teaching, the teacher used English to 

paraphrase the reading text and Chinese to translate what she had just said in English. 

Little students’ involvement was observed. The class was stopped in the middle of the 

reading text, and before the students left, the teacher assigned homework concerning 

usage of transitional phrases, which was an extended practice from what had just been 

learned. 

 In sum, three items of CLT observable behavior and activities in T1's classroom 

could be identified. First, T1 devised a handout as a supplementary material, which 
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was not grammar-based. Instead, she provided bits of information about Shakespeare 

to help students build a clearer, more complete picture of the playwright. Second, in 

class, she gave directions for exercises and activities in English. Her lecture was given 

in English as well, though Chinese translation followed shortly most of the time. Last, 

while students were stating their views, no correction, specifically grammatical 

correction, was ever made by the teacher.  

In T2’s classroom, the teacher started the lesson, entitled Death by tourism, by 

following a warm-up activity supplemented in the textbook. There were six questions 

about a famous rock formation, Queen’s Head in Yehliu, Taiwan, and its crisis of 

breaking apart in the coming future. The teacher designed the discussion as a 

problem-solving activity. Thus, the teacher encouraged the students to come up with 

the reasons why the scenic landmark was endangered. While students were discussing 

in pairs or in groups, the teacher divided the blackboard into two halves, with 

Problem on the left column and Solution on the right. Then, five volunteers 

contributed their ideas. Since no one had ever done scientific research into what 

actually did damage to the rock formation, the students simply guessed at possible 

causes. And after each guess, the teacher wrote down their answers in the column of 

Problem. The teacher not only took notes of students’ ideas. She also helped explore 

their points. For example, one student suggested an answer that the damage came 

from people’s destruction. The teacher said, “That’s a good start. But we need more 

information. Could you say more about your answer? For example, how people 

destroyed it?” Other students joined in discussion and finally they concluded three 

ways of destruction–by touching, shaking and cutting. Students also learned a new 

word, deliberate, introduced by the teacher during the discussion.  

 Finished with the Problem part, the teacher turned to the Solution part. Again, 
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she looked for volunteers to provide solutions. But this time, no ardent responses 

appeared. The teacher had to repeat several times “Anyone?” and then a student raised 

her hand. In this way, three to four statements were generated. After each response 

was reported, the teacher wrote it down on the blackboard. Next, the teacher 

incorporated her personal experience into discussion. She mentioned another 

world-known scenic landmark, the Statue of Little Mermaid in Denmark, also 

encountered a similar problem. She described the problems and encouraged students 

to come up with solutions. Sometimes, she also challenged students to think deeper. 

For example, one student proposed a glass cover to be built around the statue. The 

teacher then asked, “Who should pay the cost?” Feedback was then given by other 

students. Sometimes, the given answer was as unrealistic as "the tourists pay the cost" 

that it was laughed at. This warm-up activity lasted for about 25 minutes, and then the 

rest of the class time was spent on instruction of the reading unit.  

 During the lecture, the teacher emphasized knowledge of vocabulary, grammar 

points, and English usage. Reading skills were given the most weight to. The content 

was explained in detail to enhance students’ comprehension of sentences and 

discoursed-level meanings. Syntax accuracy was also addressed. Besides reading, the 

teacher also provided lots of opportunities for students to practice writing. For 

example, whenever students came across a sentence pattern which was either new or 

known to students in the text, the teacher asked students to take advantage of the same 

pattern to make another sentence. This kind of practice was often translation, from 

Chinese to English. In other words, the teachers made a Chinese sentence, and the 

students translated it into an English expression. Then, the teacher put forward a 

possible answer for the students’ reference. For the whole instruction of reading, few 

students’ involvement was observed. They mainly concentrated on taking notes of the 
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teacher’s elucidation.  

 To sum up, T2's CLT could be identified from the following facts. First, she 

provided students with a chance to go on with a small group discussion, in which 

group members worked together to come up with their answers to given questions. 

Second, student participation was evident when five girls volunteered to answer 

questions and when the teacher challenged with a further question and other students 

naturally joined in as supporters. Third, the teacher gave directions for exercises and 

later the lecture in English. Last, while students were giving their speeches, the 

teacher made no interruptions by pointing out grammatical errors.  

For the whole period of T3’s instruction, she spent 10 minutes or so doing a  

warm-up activity at the beginning of the class. The lesson was entitled Necessity is the 

Mother of Invention. She started by asking students to brainstorm “Why do you think 

people need to invent things?” The discussion was not fermented yet, so the teacher 

answered her own question by giving some assumptions, such as for the purposes of 

money, fame, and need. Then she posed a second question, “Say, if you were a super 

inventor, what would you invent first?” The teacher looked for volunteers but no one 

responded. The teacher then drew lots to choose four respondents. The four students 

could only answer in simple words, phrases, or sentences. The teacher had to ask 

more information to further clarify their ideas. After students’ segments or phrases of 

answers, the teacher summed up their words again, and then expressed their ideas in 

organized discourse in English. Among them, the second student proposed a name, 

which seemed unfamiliar to the teacher. The teacher showed interest and asked for 

more detailed descriptions. The name was apparently known to the students since 

several of them helped voluntarily to make it clear. At that time, an atmosphere of 

excitement and discussion was formed and lasted about two minutes. In the following 
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40 minutes, the teacher taught the reading article in a teacher-centered way. She 

introduced the structure of the text, explicated the main idea of the text and then some 

of the grammatical use of vocabulary, phrases, and sentence patterns. The language 

the teacher used was both English and Chinese. She would read the sentences in the 

reading unit first in English and then explain in Chinese. Students all sat motionless, 

took notes while the teacher lectured, and spoke only when they were spoken to. It 

seemed students counted on the teacher to give them information or knowledge 

directly; they were passive in learning. Accordingly, it appeared difficult for the 

teacher to get the students to participate in class activities.  

 The results of observed CLT activities in T3’s instruction could be concluded as 

follows. First, she gave her activity directions in target language. Second, there was a 

small amount of feedback provided by students to help clarify a term. What is more, 

she made no correction about students' errors in discourse. 

To sum up, the three US/UK-trained teachers’ lessons, during observation, were 

characterized by the fact that communicative teaching was limited in the warm-up 

activity at the very beginning of the instruction. This kind of warm-up activity was 

basically a teacher-fronted discussion; the typical pattern of interaction was teacher 

initiation/ learner response/ teacher follow-up (IRF). As for the rest of the period, 

there was a great deal of “traditional” language work. In a word, the three teachers’ 

classroom practices were a mixture of CLT and traditional methods. This mixture 

corresponded with the results in the questionnaire, where the participants reported 

using diverse teaching methods in their classes (See Table 6). 
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Table 6 Checklist of CLT observable behavior and activities in T1's, T2's and T3’s 
classrooms 

CLT activity 
Observed in the classroom 

T1 T2 T3 

Student-centered environment     

Student participation is evident during class  *  

Teacher acts as negotiator    

Small group discussion   *  

Role-play activities    

Students give each other feedback    * 

Use of authentic material from the target language    

Supplementary materials used are not grammar-based *   

Minimal use of native language during the class    

Directions for exercises and activities are given in TL * * * 

Students initiate discourse     

Correction is minimal from teacher  * * * 
 

 Locally-Trained English Teachers. In the following section, observations on the 

locally-trained teachers, that is, T4, T5 and T6 will be reported.  

 T4 proposed the second period of instruction for observation. This was a 

successive part of the warm-up activity. In the previous period, as T4 reflected, she 

played a Hollywood movie entitled William Shakespeare's Romeo + Juliet starring 

Leonardo Decaprio and Claire Danes in the classroom for about 30 minutes. The rest 

of the class time, she asked students to retell the story chronologically in their own 

words. During this observed hour, T4 first reviewed what had been discussed, putting 

the whole story in an organized time order and refreshing students’ memory as well. 

The following part was mostly teacher-student interaction. The teacher posed two 

questions: the theme of the movie needed to be reiterated and then students articulated 

the lessons they had learned from the movie. The students were allowed several 
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minutes to have pair or group discussion. Then, the teacher drew lots to choose 

respondents. This question-answer activity lasted for about 20 minutes. And in this 

period, the teacher used only English to direct the discussion.  

 Finished with the discussion, the teacher handed out worksheets to students. The 

worksheets entailed three kinds of questions to be answered—matching, true or false, 

and open-ended questions. Again, students had some time to talk with classmates. 

Then, the teacher called for volunteers. She also emphasized that students' opinions, 

judgments, and even criticism were highly expected. This activity lasted for about 18 

minutes. In this period, the teacher used mostly English, but a small amount of 

Chinese when students’ facial expressions indicated confusion. 

 The last part of the period was intended for lecture. The teacher first played a 

recording of the text for students to listen to silently. After finishing listening, students 

had to take a listening test supplemented in the textbook. The test was about 

Shakespeare’s original words of the lines from the "balcony scene" in Romeo and 

Juliet. Students had to listen to the CD and fill in the blanks with the missing words. 

Since students had been equipped with some background information from the movie, 

they had no problem in giving correct answers. After checking answers on the 

listening test, the class time terminated. The teacher announced the lecture of the 

current unit would be delayed for tomorrow and then she dismissed the class.  

 In summary, T4 demonstrated some CLT characteristics in her classroom. First, 

she arranged small group discussions for students. Second, she took advantage of 

authentic material, which was an adapted movie version of the teaching material, to 

help visualize what students had read. Third, her directions for exercise and lecture 

were given in English. Last, correction was not made from the teacher to interrupt 

students' fluency in delivery.  
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As for T5’s instruction, she adopted a warm-up activity supplemented in the 

textbook. There were six questions in the textbook about a famous rock formation, 

Queen’s Head in Yehliu, Taiwan, and its crisis of breaking apart in the coming future. 

The teacher assigned students to form groups and discuss all of the six questions. 

Students were allowed to move their chairs for easier discussion. When the discussion 

ended, the teacher called for volunteers to give responses. Unfortunately, no one 

would like to try. The teacher decided to draw lots to find respondents. Six students 

were appointed, and they all one by one presented their answers. The teacher provided 

the correct answers after each response was made. This period lasted for about 15 

minutes. 

 The second part of the class was intended for lecture. Before moving on to 

lecture of reading text, the teacher briefly introduced the composing structure of the 

whole article. It should be noted that since the class started, the teacher had conducted 

the activity, given directions and introduced the reading article briefly all in English.  

 The rest of the period was spent on lecture of the reading text. Like the 

aforementioned four teachers, T5 also focused on vocabulary building, explanation of 

the whole reading text, sentence pattern practice, drills, and memorization. Reading 

and writing were obviously the main concerns while listening and speaking skills 

were insufficient. This period lasted for about 30 minutes.  

 In conclusion, T5 was observed conducting CLT activities in the following 

aspects. First, she encouraged small group discussions to brainstorm possible answers 

to given questions. Second, she gave directions for exercises and lecture on the 

reading unit in fluent English. Besides, while students were sharing their ideas and 

opinions, she made no error correction about their speeches. 

The last participant, T6, conducted a presentation of students’ group work in the 
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period of observation. The group work was an assignment about the theme of the 

lesson, which was Necessity is the Mother of Invention. Prior to the presentation, 

students had already formed eight groups of four. For each group, group members had 

to brainstorm one invention of their own team. During the presentation, each group 

had to introduce their invention to the whole class and explain the reasons why they 

were driven to make such an invention. The format of presentation was not limited, so 

there was a diversity of display of inventions. For example, one group performed a 

TV commercial, another one simulated a piece of TV broadcast, another one played 

the winner of an invention competition, still another one acted as scientists in a 

laboratory, to name just a few. 

 After every group had been done with their presentation, a ballot for the best 

team was held. The teacher guided the election, calculated the votes, and announced 

the Winner. The members of the Winner team were then had a chance to stand on the 

platform to give a speech. Last, the teachers gave her own comments on the 

performance of each team and expressed her appreciation for all the efforts of students. 

The atmosphere in the classroom was highly exciting and amusing. Students seemed 

to have a very good time in this period of class.  

 In T6's classroom, large numbers of CLT characteristics could be identified. For 

example, it was a student-centered class, in which all students formed small groups 

and participated in role-play activities. During the course of presentation, students 

created their own discourse and made necessary supplementary materials. After all the 

performances were done, they gave each other feedback. The teacher acted as a guider, 

giving directions in English. She was also a co-communicator, helping to negotiate 

and reach an agreement about which team to win. Along the way, she appreciated 

students' expressions and mane do error corrections.  
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To sum up, T4 and T5 both demonstrated a mixture of CLT and traditional 

methods in the period of observation. This observation was in agreement with what 

was answered in the questionnaire (see Table 3), in which T4 and T5 reported they not 

only performed CLT but also effected Grammar Translation Method. In addition, both 

of them also put the CLT activity in the warm-up session, while the rest of the class 

time was spent on lecturing. As for what was in T6's class period under observation, it 

was a different story. T6 embodied lots of qualities of CLT in the observed period of 

class, including teacher as activity-facilitator, students as meaning-negotiators, group 

work, focus on language fluency rather than accuracy, and student-student interaction 

(See Table 7). 

Table 7 Checklist of CLT observable behavior and activities in T4's, T5's and T6’s 
classrooms 

CLT activity 
Observed in the classroom

T4 T5 T6 

Student-centered environment    * 

Student participation is evident during class   * 

Teacher acts as negotiator   * 

Small group discussion  * * * 

Role-play activities   * 

Students give each other feedback    * 

Use of authentic material from the target language    

Supplementary materials used are not grammar-based *  * 

Minimal use of native language during the class    

Directions for exercises and activities are given in TL * * * 

Students initiate discourse    * 

Correction is minimal from teacher  * * * 
 

All in all, five out of six participants, namely T1, T2, T3, T4 and T5, diverged to 

some degree, from the principles of the communicative approach when they were 

observed. All of them incorporated features of CLT into the warm-up activities at the 
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beginning of the observed hour. However, what followed were usually teachers' 

lectures on the reading units in the textbooks. Most lessons were teacher-fronted and 

exhibited an explicit focus on form; there was one-way impartation; little genuine 

communication was observed. Their teaching patterns could be generalized to two 

stages, with the first stage integrated CLT elements into and the second stage 

conducted in a more traditional way.  

 As opposed to the aforementioned five participants, T6 demonstrated a class of 

CLT. She worked as a facilitator and a co-communicator. Her students initiated their 

own discourse, co-operated with teammates, and gave feedback to each other. They 

used lots of target language in class, and fluency, instead of accuracy, was the top 

priority in students' deliveries of speech; no correction was made in the middle of the 

presentation. 

In-depth Interviews about Teachers’ Beliefs and Practices in CLT 

 An in-depth interview with each participant was vital in exploring the whys and 

wherefores of the existence of discrepancy between teachers’ classroom practices and 

their declared attitudes toward the communicative approach. The researcher 

distributed sheets of interview questions to all of the six participants before the date of 

interview so that the participants had time to think about what the researcher would 

like to ask in advance. In addition, it might save a lot of time as well, for the time 

during the interview would not be wasted on clarification of the questions to the 

interviewees. These interviews were semi-structured; there were specific core 

questions, from which the interviewer branched off to explore in-depth information, 

probing according to the way the interview proceeded, and allowing elaboration, 

within limits (see Appendix C). For example, there was one question asking when the 

participants most often used CLT during the instruction of a lesson. After the 
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participants reported their answers, the researcher would further ask the participants to 

state the reasons behind the observed teaching strategy. During the course of an 

interview, the researcher asked questions in English while the participant was allowed 

to use freely Chinese or English to respond. Six of the participants chose to talk in 

Chinese most of the time.  

 US/UK-Trained English Teachers. The following are the interviews for the three 

US/UK-trained teachers, T1, T2 and T3. They taught Senior 2, 3 and 1 respectively.  

T1’s interview. When asked whether her teaching style was eclecticism, T1 

agreed and explained that it was due to the pressure from school exams and entrance 

exams to universities. She stated that: 

Generally speaking, I am convinced of communicative way of teaching. I 

hate to get students bored in class. I always encourage them to talk to me, to 

respond to what I said. But you know, students in a regular high school like 

ours still care much more about grades, about grammar. There were times 

when I tried to teach in a communicative way. But after the class was 

dismissed, there were always some hard-working students asking 

grammatical questions, some of which, I considered, were quite trivial and 

meaningless. But students think they need it. If their expectations cannot be 

met at school, they turn to cram schools for help.   

 During her interview, T1 kept mentioning that in Taiwan, teachers cannot avoid 

teaching English in accordance with the way it is tested, especially when the teacher 

is teaching seniors in regular high schools.  

 But since T1 claimed to be in favor of CLT, she emphasized that she would add 

CLT activities as much as possible whenever time permitted. She said: 

My warm-up activities are basically CLT. I think it helps to motivate 
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students and prepare them for the topic to be learned in the unit. By the way, 

after writing down the grammar rules on the blackboard, I would first carry 

out mechanical drills. Once students were familiar the use of the rule, I 

would relate grammar to students’ life, prompting them to create sentences, 

using the grammar just learned, to describe their real life experiences. 

What’s more, when I teach vocabulary, I always relate the words to their life, 

asking students to reflect on their thoughts.  

 In addition, T1 highlighted the importance of authentic materials in instruction. 

She indicated that: 

They [authentic materials] help a lot. … expand students’ experiences. 

Students seem to be able to visualize a different culture. For example, once I 

taught the famous speech, I have a dream, by Martin Luther King Jr., I 

showed a video clip, downloaded from Youtube, of that historical moment. 

Students were very much touched. They felt like they were there themselves. 

They were also part of the history. They felt involved. The notion that 

English as the way it was used was so vivid and lively. They started to 

believe English is a useful tool in life.  

 When asked about whether to correct errors while students were giving ideas, T1 

was CLT-oriented. She insisted that: 

No correction, of course. Their flow of speech counts much more than 

grammatical accuracy. I always encourage students to say more and more in 

English. It’s a good chance for them to put English into use. 

 Since T1 had stayed in the US for three years to work for her master’s degree, 

she was consulted about the impacts of overseas graduate education on her English 

teaching. However, she reported: 
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I don’t think my way of teaching has been influenced by the experience. I 

personally prefer a communicative classroom. It’s been always so. But in 

fact, I don’t think I have a very clear picture of CLT and its detailed 

principles so far. While I was in the US, professors didn’t impose the 

effectiveness of CLT on us. We reviewed different teaching methods and 

that’s all. Whether to use some method in the future depends on us. But one 

thing should be noted; the professors, most of the time, conducted courses 

in a communicative way. There was a lot of interaction between professor 

and students and between students. And discussion, debate, question, 

presentation.  

She emphasized once again that she expected to present a typical CLT class, but 

still, she had to compromise a bit to prepare students for future exams. 

In short, T1 had favorable attitudes toward CLT, but she had to take into account 

the demands and pressure of examinations. Therefore, she had to compromise to some 

degree under the impacts of the educational system.  

 T2’s interview. Based on the high score on the attitudes scale and the classroom 

observation, there was some incongruence between T2’s beliefs and practices. Thus 

she was interviewed to determine whether her teaching style was eclecticism. She 

answered: 

Honestly, the University Entrance Examination has had tremendous 

influence on me. You know, the ultimate goal for senior high school 

students is to pass the University Entrance Examination and to enter an 

ideal college. Teachers thus have a clear goal in mind—to help students 

succeed in the Examination. Because it only tests students’ grammar 

knowledge and reading and writing abilities, I have to limit time spent on 
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listening and speaking abilities in CLT activities. I have to devote a large 

quantity of time to teaching test-taking skills, and drilling students on 

multiple-choice grammar items. But I’ll still try to arrange some time for 

CLT in at least every lesson. For example, usually the beginning of a lesson 

would be a warm-up activity conducted in a communicative way. It’s a good 

way to motivate students.  

 Besides, to confirm her beliefs and practices in CLT, she was asked about the use 

authentic materials in the classroom. She stated: 

I often incorporate them [authentic materials] in my classes. Of course my 

classes are mostly textbook-centered. Like I said, for the purpose of 

preparing exams. But I realize English learning is more than that.  

She elaborated: 

Students practice expanding themes of the topic, and form diverse 

perspectives by reading, listening, watching, discussing about authentic 

materials. For example, students are often asked to search on the Internet for 

more information related to what they are learning. We discussed about 

what they have found. I think authentic materials serve as a good way of 

inputting multiple learning aids from the target language.  

 With regard to teachers’ role and students’ role in teaching, she pointed out 

indeed there was a gap between what she thought and what she did. 

I know what CLT assumes what teachers to be, things like to observe how 

students learn, to facilitate activities, to interact with them, to set up 

environment for communication…but in reality, I have to be a guide, 

leading students to construct what Examinations may demand. We have 

limited time to cover a lot of materials. And there are so many students in a 
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class. To engage each student to interact seems too idealistic.  

 She complained about students’ participation in the classroom.  

They [students] are not active. Only 50 percent will get involved in the most 

perfect situation. The other half of the students will either sit silently 

listening or be absent-minded, busy in finishing uncompleted homework, 

prepare for tests on other subjects. I am being nice, and encouraging. But it 

doesn’t help a lot. Since they [students] won’t participate actively, I have to 

draw lots to assign respondents and to force them to speak out.  

As far as error correction was concerned, T2 expressed a CLT-oriented attitude: 

I won’t correct students’ errors while they’re giving their ideas. Fluency 

matters. I want them to try to deliver their views as much as possible, as 

smoothly as possible. There is no need to interrupt. Besides, to correct 

grammatical errors in the middle of their utterance may hurt their 

confidence.  

 The last part of the interview was about the study-abroad experience. T2 said she 

had tried to conduct a pure CLT grammar teaching because of the inspiration she 

gained from her professors. 

I had tried to teach grammar inductively soon after I came back home. 

Because in the UK, my professors always taught communicatively. I felt 

that’s truly helpful to language learners that way. Therefore, I would like to 

test whether it worked as well in Taiwan.  

At that time, students and I spent lots of time brainstorming, coming up 

with as many real-life sentences as possible, which were related to the 

sentence pattern we were focusing on. Then I asked students to observe 

those examples and discussed and shared their observation with other 
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classmates. Finally they had to reach a conclusion of what rules could be 

generated.  

But perhaps because the time was still not enough, perhaps because 

students need more help, or perhaps because students’ language storage was 

too small to give enough examples, I found it’s almost my contributions and 

suggestion. Without my indication or analysis, they were not able to 

recognize the underlining structure on their own. Worst of all, the activity 

was really time-consuming and students didn’t feel benefited. They would 

rather memorize a rule directly.  

So I would say the impacts of my overseas education weaken as time 

goes by. These years, I move toward non-CLT way of teaching more than 

the time when I just returned home from abroad.  

To sum up T2’s interview, she exemplified a favorable attitude toward CLT. But 

like T1, contextual factors such as pressure of curriculum and examination played a 

crucial part in her eclectic teaching style. This is also in agreement with what she 

reported in the questionnaire (see Table 3). 

 T3’s interview. T3 was probably the one that mentioned most about the goal of 

Entrance Examination and pressure of limited time for curriculum among the three 

teachers who had studied abroad in graduate schools. During the interview, she kept 

mentioning: 

Students need to memorize, translate, use the written mode, and be very 

accurate. They [students] think it’s teacher’s responsibility to help students 

fully prepare for the future exams, so do their parents and the administrators 

of the school.  

 Therefore, it won’t work by using CLT exclusively. Grammar 
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Translation Method may seem out-of-date, but it’s convenient and efficient.  

 When interviewed about the frequency of incorporation of CLT activities in 

classroom, she said:  

Basically, I will do a warm-up at the beginning of every lesson. It helps to 

motivate students and bridge the gap between their extant knowledge and 

the topic under discussion. But if there is not enough time for the following 

lecture, I have to skip this part and move on soon to explicate the reading 

unit.  

 She commented on teachers’ roles in CLT as: 

Well, in practice, I just help students to do well on exams. That’s the main 

concern. Of course, I would like to communicative with students. But you 

know, they [students] seldom initiate discourse in class. Sometimes it’s hard 

to solicit responses from them. They are often quiet and wait for me to talk. 

Their responses, most of the time, are made up of simple words or phrases. I 

surely encourage them to develop their ideas. But strangely enough, 

students seldom contribute enthusiastically. So the pattern of interaction in 

class ends up as “I ask, they answer,” a one-way interaction mostly. 

 When it comes to error correction, T3 reacted similarly as T1 and T2 thought: 

No. I won’t correct them. It’s something valuable if students would like to 

say. I will encourage them to speak out, to elaborate more, and to respond to 

their peers. Once they make some remarks, they’ll be highly appreciated.  

 In addition, she also values the use of authentic materials in class. 

Students will get a sense of reality. The display of authentic materials also 

adds some fun and relieves students of the tediousness of rote learning for a 

while. Besides, the materials can be used as outside reading as well. 
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Students have more reading inputs this way. 

 Considering the impacts of her overseas experience, she reported: 

Mainly about the development of the Self. I encourage students to think 

critically more than before. And I often tell them that university education 

may be of importance, but if you have no interest in it and often get 

frustrated by endless exams, you still have other alternatives. I recognize in 

the UK, teaching methods are lively, closer to ideal language teaching. I’ll 

also try to apply them when time permits. 

 As for her combination of different teaching methods, she stated her opinions as 

follows.  

I would rather use the word “fusion.” I intend to fit in the teaching context. 

My strategy is when a method is more efficient and effective for a specific 

purpose, I’ll adopt that assumed approach. For example, to enhance 

communication, I use CLT. To excel in exams, I use Grammar Translation. 

To get students used to some structure, I use Audiolingualism [mechanical 

drills]. 

 To briefly summarize T3’s beliefs and practices in CLT, she held a favorable 

attitude as illustrated on the attitude scale. However, the CLT features were under 

threat of pressure from examinations in the classroom. Thus, she combined traditional, 

structural teaching methods with CLT in her class, which agreed with what she 

reported in the questionnaire (see Table 3). But she insisted the mixture of teaching 

methods was not eclecticism.  

 Locally-Trained English Teachers. Below are the interviews for the three 

locally-trained teachers, T4, T5 and T6, who taught Senior 2, 3 and 1 respectively.  

T4’s interview. When asked about whether she carried out an eclectic approach, as 
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alleged in the questionnaire (see Table 3), T4 explained:  

It’s unavoidable. Teachers naturally take account of the context in which 

they teach—the culture, the students, and so on—even when they hold that 

CLT is essentially the answer. Sometimes I handle my classes by a 

combination of traditional and communicative approaches—conducting 

pattern drills, explaining vocabulary in context, and providing students with 

opportunities to reproduce text orally in their own words, like the period 

you observed. I intend to resort to different approaches to meet varied 

students’ needs. But the point is, communication still plays a major role in 

my teaching.  

I’ll never focus totally on the lecturing at the expense of 

communication.  

For example, throughout the sessions of teaching a lesson, there will always 

be CLT activities both at the beginning and the end. The warm-up activity 

provides students with a sense of motivation, prepares them for the theme to 

be discussed about, and builds up a sharing atmosphere. The activity after 

all the lectures are finished enables them to apply or reinforce what they 

have learned. What’s better, the integration activity at the end of instruction 

functions as an expansion of the theme in the textbook. Students will think 

deeper and wider by involving in the activity.  

Even in the middle of a lecture, I’ll add CLT features here and there in 

the hope of better learning.  

 As for her views on authentic materials, she affirmed they were absolutely 

helpful for students’ learning. She said: 

I have multiple and easy access to them [authentic materials], and I often 
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incorporate them in my class. Like the period before the one you observed, I 

played the movie Romeo and Juliet. Students soon got a picture about the 

storyline, setting, figures, relationships, theme, etc. They didn’t feel distant 

from the text even though the play was about hundreds of years ago. 

Besides, authentic materials supplemented the textbook with updated 

information, expanded discussion, and maybe integral practices.  

 She demonstrated her CLT-favored attitude also by her assertion about error 

correction.  

I encourage students to express themselves in English. I won’t correct their 

grammatical mistakes. I don’t think it worthy of notice. At this stage, 

students need to focus on fluency. They need to learn how to say words in 

their head in English.  

 As a teacher, T4 claimed to be a guide in her idea.  

Most of the time, I feel myself a helper, a guide to help students improve, 

and if possible, polish their English. You may notice teacher control, or 

teacher dominance in the classroom, but from my own point of view, I’m 

constructing a more organized, user-friendly environment for the learners. 

Once the communication is initiated or on the right track, I’ll also set aside 

and co-communicate with students.  

 T4 claimed to have involved more CLT in class; however, the students 

sometimes caused some difficulties.  

They [students] are passive! It’s not easy to see them initiate something in 

public. They are being good, hard-working and never disruptive. But they 

don’t seem to realize voluntary participation means a lot. Very often, I have 

to draw lots to get some responses.  
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 T4 also mentioned the frequency of the use of target language was on the 

decrease both on teacher’s and on students’ parts as students were upgraded from 

freshmen to seniors.  

It’s due to the pressure on teachers to tailor their courses to help students 

pass the Entrance Examination. Freshmen and juniors don’t have an 

imminent pressure. However, in a class for seniors, using communicative 

methods with large groups was difficult, especially given the pressure to 

cover the curriculum effectively in the time allowed. After all, Chinese 

doesn’t cause language barrier, and students don’t have to guess. They have 

clear messages. They get lost less in Chinese than in English.  

 The last part of the interview was about the impacts of graduate education. 

Surprisingly, T4 claimed it did not have much influence on her English teaching. 

Well, in graduate school, we were in the world of academe. What we 

researched not necessarily had a lot to do with classroom teaching. On the 

contrary, I think my teaching has a lot to do with my personality and 

philosophy of education, which had long been established. For example, 

I’ve always wanted to make classes fun and get students to involve.  

To put all of T4’s ideas in a summary, she was an upholder of communicative 

approach. However, she made some adjustments, for example, to switch to a different 

method, when she thought it necessary. As she put it, “Sometimes, when your way of 

teaching is unpredictable for students, they will find it fun and more attention will be 

drawn on the coming method.”  

T5’s interview. As for T5, she held a high favorable attitude toward CLT based on 

the evaluation on the attitude scale. However, the observation of her class 

demonstrated a mixture of CLT and traditional methods, which was in agreement with 
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what was answered in the questionnaire (See Table 3). Asked about the reasons, T5 

answered: 

In a practical sense, actually. Test-oriented evaluation and limited 

instruction time put severe restraints on the implementation of CLT. But for 

most of the lessons, at least one student-centered CLT activity will be 

employed in the warm-up session. To stimulate and arouse students’ interest 

in the topic to be discussed, and hence better involvement in the following 

classroom activities, the beginning of the lesson is a good timing for 

something more challenging and fun. And time permitting, more will be 

used. However, relevance and effectiveness will still be the primary 

concern. 

Furthermore, T5 was inclined to teach communicatively in terms of her support 

of authentic materials and rejection of error correction. She said: 

Quite often, I incorporate them [authentic materials] in my classes, if 

possible. They are often more updated and detailed, which renders the 

topics involved more vivid and intriguing to students. However, the 

text-book, as the primary material on the test, still plays an important part in 

my instruction.  

When students are giving their answers, they mainly focus on the 

conveyance of ideas. Error correction can hardly sink in if given at that time. 

Also, students may get distracted from what they intended to say when too 

much of their attention is paid to grammar correctness. Thus, I seldom 

correct them while they’re giving their ideas. 

 What T5 theoretically believed about teaching was mainly CLT-oriented except 

the notions of teachers’ and students’ roles in CLT. She stated: 



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

 59

I think the teacher is the designer and supervisor of activities in the 

classroom. As for students, they should be participants instead of mere 

recipients. But in reality, students act differently to tasks at various 

difficulty levels. The easier the work, the higher rate of participation. If the 

activity is too difficult, they are passively waiting for directions, explanation, 

or answers. But rather, I expect them to solve problems cooperatively. Also, 

the more interested they are in the tasks, the more actively they are involved 

in their completion. 

When interviewed about whether graduate education enhanced her understanding 

of the principles and practices of CLT, she denied: 

Most of the courses I took in graduate school focused on the higher level of 

language instruction, or to be more exact, the academic level, such as 

psycholinguistics, neurolinguistics, second language acquisition, etc. Most 

of my knowledge of CLT comes from what I learned at college.  

 And she referred to the impacts of graduate education as: 

The in-depth knowledge of how language is acquired and the functions of 

the brain help me better understand certain linguistic phenomena of students 

and therefore have a clearer idea of how to assist them in learning a second 

language.  

 There was no mentioning of influence on her teaching beliefs in CLT.  

In brief, T5 could be recognized as a CLT believer, though her teaching decisions 

were under minor to major amendments in accordance with the context she was in.   

T6’s interview. The observation of T6's class revealed she taught 

communicatively. However, she reported to combine both Grammar Translation 

Method and CLT in her teaching in part B in the questionnaire. When asked for 
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specification, she confirmed: 

I believe in CLT. I always think language is for communication, not for tests. 

And therefore, I don’t prefer cram teaching or rote learning. However, under 

the educational system in Taiwan, you have to compromise a little bit. You 

still have to allocate some time to prepare students for tests. So, if you 

extend your observation time, you’ll find the pattern of my teaching, which 

is warm-up, lecture, and wrap-up. The middle part is incorporated into 

efforts of explication, reiteration, drilling, etc. But I’m not saying I teach 

exclusively, with no students’ involvement or interaction. I still manage to 

add more elements of CLT at that time. It’s just not that CLT then. 

 As to the reasons why she put CLT activities mainly at the beginning or at the 

end of a lesson, she replied: 

Warm-up activity is for motivation and wrap-up activity is for elaboration. 

But time sets the limits. If I am in a rush to finish all the curriculum and get 

students ready for the coming midterm, the wrap-up activity may be given 

up.  

 T6’s perception of CLT was positive and exemplified in the following 

descriptions of use of target language, use of authentic materials and error correction. 

When I teach, I speak as much English as possible. I expect to provide 

students with abundant input of target language. And in my class, students 

are much encouraged to practice English. I often tell my students that the 

only way to better English is to use it in whatever way; reading, writing, 

listening and speaking will be fine.  

 When I teach, I depend on authentic materials, too. They bring about 

real-life experience. Students feel interested in them, and will be aroused to 
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know more about the topic. They will realize they are not learning 

something irrelevant. English is something useful in life. So I will 

incorporate authentic materials I have access to into almost every lesson. 

 
 About error correction, I never correct. I try very hard to build up 

students’ confidence to speak out. I put emphasis on fluency; that’s the top 

priority for the time being. After students are used to producing and 

receiving English, they will gradually develop ability to articulate correct 

uses. It’s sort of like the way children learn a language. They know nothing 

about grammar. Once the input is rich enough, they are able to figure out the 

underlying structures and produce something comprehensible based on the 

underlying structures.  

 As T6 claimed to combine different approaches in instruction, her interview 

about the roles of teachers also revealed the phenomenon. She said: 

Well, as a teacher, my way can clash with principles of CLT, to some 

degrees. For example, during lecture time, I am mainly a controller, director, 

instructor or the authority. But once a student activity is going on, I’ll step 

out of the attention and play a role of an advisor, a facilitator or even a 

co-communicator.  

 The last part was about the impacts of her graduate education. She was asked 

about whether the education affects her beliefs and practices in CLT. The answer was 

“not really.” She attributed this teaching style to her personal English learning 

experience. 

I personally prefer communicative language teaching. I had once stayed in 

the US for two years when I was an elementary school student, and thus 

using English to communicate, or to be more exact, to survive, was a must 
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to me. All my experience accumulated along the way, acting as a tutor, a 

part-time language institute school teacher, reinforces my belief in 

communicative approach for effective language learning. I never looked 

upon English as simply a subject to study. While I was in graduate school, 

my professors encouraged young generations to adopt this innovation. I was 

happy to know that I had been on the right track. So my clinging to CLT is 

not exactly the influence and outcome of graduate education. 

 Throughout T6’s interview, she exhibited strong support of CLT. The 

discrepancy between her beliefs and practices is small, if any.  

 In summary, all of the six participants were asked to explain the reasons of the 

combination of CLT and traditional teaching methods, by which the researcher strove 

to probe into the causes lying behind the prevailing phenomenon. They claimed to be 

subject to the pressure from the contextual factors, such as limited time, large class, 

exams, passive learning attitudes, etc. Even though they would like to be 

CLT-oriented, they only managed to stick to the principles of minimal error correction 

and abundant use of target language. They went beyond the scope of CLT owing to 

the concerns about whether students were fully equipped with all the necessary 

test-taking skills. That is to say, they were still convinced that traditional teaching 

methods might be of great value for students in terms of scoring high on exams. Last, 

no participants confirmed that their CLT-favored attitudes had its origin in their 

graduate school education. They had long been in favor of the communicative 

approach before they started to work on their master's degrees at home or abroad.  

Summary  

 In this present study, the questionnaire consisted of two parts. In part A was an 

attitude scale for the purpose of investigating a participant's attitude toward the 
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communicative approach. All of the six participants were viewed as supporters of 

CLT based on their high scores gained on the scale. However, in part B, more details 

about their beliefs were revealed and it was unmasked that their classrooms were not 

exclusively for CLT.  

 The next stage following the distribution of and filling in the questionnaires was 

classroom observations, by which a style of mixed instructional methods among the 

participants was corroborated. Five out of six participants exemplified the conjecture 

that they combined more than two teaching methods in their teaching practices. T6 

was the only exception who reinforced the impression of being in favor of CLT by 

conducting a class of distinguishing CLT characteristics. Nonetheless, she confessed 

that it would be impracticable to confine her teaching only to CLT. She mentioned she 

felt an overwhelming urge to help students perform excellently on the entrance exams 

to university. And that was the reason why she still had to spent class time going over 

textbook articles in minute detail.  

 The third part of this chapter deals with follow-up interviews after all the 

classroom observations were finished. Since discrepancy did exist between teachers' 

beliefs and practices about CLT, the interviews worked as a means of inspecting the 

underlying causes. In addition, the researcher utilized the interviews to explore what 

was necessary but was not sufficient enough yet in the collected data. All of the 

interviewees acknowledged that the discrepancy was in reality a kind of compromise, 

or fusion, in an attempt to work to good effect in the current educational environment. 

In other words, the participants prepared their students to learn to communicate in real 

life and to sharpen their skills of how to excel in language tests at the same time. 


