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Abstract  

This article aims to explore whether well-attested findings of World Englishes (WE) 
and English as a lingua franca (ELF) research have been included in Chinese English 
language teaching (ELT) materials and how Chinese English learners perceive English 
as a native language (ENL), WE and ELF-informed materials. The study was carried in 
the Chinese Business English Program. Results from questionnaires and interviews 
suggest that: there is no significant move to include linguistic and cultural diversity; 
ENL-informed materials are perceived as essential while WE-informed materials are 
perceived as necessary only at the advanced level; the current materials include 
inauthentic ELF scenarios, which might provide misleading information to English 
learners; and native cultures, non-native cultures and learners’ home culture are 
recommended to be included in ELT materials. In the light of these findings, 
suggestions for the design and use of ELT materials in the Chinese context are offered. 
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1. Introduction 

The global spread of English has been conceptually interpreted and empirically 

investigated from different research frameworks, among which are World Englishes 

(WE) and English as a lingua franca (ELF). Since the proposal of the ‘three circles’ 

model (Kachru, 1990), WE research has made great advances in unpacking how 

English is institutionalized and nativized in the Outer and Expanding Circle countries 

(D’Angelo, 2005; Kirkpatrick & Xu, 2002; Ma & Xu, 2017; Pingali, 2009; Tan & Low, 

2014). Meanwhile, the role of ELF, referring to ‘any use of English among speakers of 

different first languages for whom English is the communication medium of choice, 

and often the only option’ (Seidlhofer, 2011, p. 7), seems undisputable especially in the 

business area (i.e. English as business lingua franca). ELF research has uncovered an 

ad hoc and creative use of English in multilingual settings, indicating that ELF users 

can adapt their Englishes to meet their own communication needs (Cogo & Dewey, 

2012; Jenkins, Cogo, & Dewey, 2011; Seidlhofer, 2011). The two threads of research 

have challenged the monolithic view of English in English language teaching (ELT) 

and thus problematized the English as a native language (ENL)-informed teaching 

paradigm, which remains commonly practised in the fields of English as a foreign 

language (EFL) and which remains influential in second language acquisition (SLA) 

(Dogancay-Aktuna & Hardman, 2018). In contrast to ENL-informed teaching, where 

learners are expected to make errors, as defined by the use of nonstandard forms in the 

process of approximating idealized native speakers, both WE and ELF-informed 

teaching regard ‘errors’ as possible variants (De Costa & Crowther, 2018). Therefore, 

instead of an exclusive focus on Standard English, represented by American English 

and British English in ENL-informed teaching, WE and ELF-informed teaching is 

grounded in a pluricentric view of English and collectively accentuates the importance 

of linguistic and cultural diversity (Galloway, 2017; Jenkins, 2006, 2012; Kirkpatrick, 

2012; Matsuda, 2003, 2012a, 2012b, 2018; Xu, 2018).  

 

  Meanwhile, the global spread of English has manifested itself in local English 
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language policies (Spolsky, 2004). In the Chinese context specifically, the Chinese 

Ministry of Education issued an English language policy in 2001 which required the 

teaching of English from primary school level (Hu, 2008). English thereafter has 

become a compulsory subject from primary school to higher education. With the 

penetration of English in the Chinese education system, China was assumed to have the 

largest number of English learners worldwide (Bolton, 2006; Crystal, 2008). 

Consequently, how to better teach this large number of English learners has been an 

interest of EFL/SLA, WE and ELF scholars at home and abroad (Bolton, Botha, & 

Zhang, 2015). 

  Wright and Zheng (2017) argued that the movement in ELT in the last decades ‘only 

changed the “how” of what was to be learnt not the “what”’ (p. 515). WE and ELF-

informed teaching, which tends to change ‘what’ should be taught and learnt, has 

naturally caused tensions and concerns over what ‘English’ should be presented to 

English learners in ELT. This study aims to address the tensions and concerns by 

investigating Chinese English learners’ acceptance, perceptions and attitudes towards 

ENL, WE and ELF-informed learning materials. 

2. ENL, WE and ELF-informed learning materials 

An in-depth analysis of English textbooks in different contexts has resulted in a similar 

finding; that is, the dominance of ENL, its users and cultures (Kopperoinen, 2011; 

Matsuda, 2002; Ren & Han, 2016; Sherman, 2010; Shin, Eslami, & Chen, 2011; Song, 

2013; Taylor-Mendes, 2009; Tomlinson & Masuhara, 2013; Vettorel & Lopriore, 2013; 

Yim, 2007). However, the use of these ENL-informed learning materials has been 

challenged in the following ways: 

 

(1) Non-native English speakers far outnumber native English speakers (Crystal, 

2006). English communication happens more often among non-native English 

speakers rather than between non-native and native English speakers. Therefore, 

the ideal native speaker that is promoted in ENL-informed materials is 

inappropriate as a target for most English communications. 
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(2) English is owned and developed by all English users not just by the so-called 

native English speakers (Kirkpatrick, 2012). The need for native-speakerism 

that is promoted in ENL-informed materials is thus unnecessary (Marlina, 2017). 

(3) A learner’s first language and home culture should be regarded as a ‘“badge” of  

linguistic and culture heritage and identity’ instead of a ‘“baggage” of burden 

and negativity’ (Xu, 2017, p. 704). 

 

  The criticism towards ENL-informed materials has inspired proposals for linguistic 

and cultural diversity in learning materials. Some researchers have highlighted the need 

for the inclusion of localized English (Jenkins, 2015; Marlina, 2017; Matsuda, 2003; 

Xu, 2017), which could reflect the actual use of English in a local context (Li, 2007), 

facilitating the development of an awareness of language variations (McKay, 2018) and 

helping students value their first languages (Matsuda, 2012a). This inclusion requires a 

systematic codification of linguistic features of a localized variety of English (He & Li, 

2009), which is supported in attitudinal research carried out in the Chinese context. 

According to He (2017), Chinese college students believe that systematically codified 

linguistic features of China English should be incorporated into teaching materials as a 

supplement to ENL-informed learning materials. Going a step further, Marlina (2017) 

pointed out that interviewees in his study had already employed China English-related 

materials such as China Daily and Xinhua Daily in their teaching. 

  Meanwhile, researchers have suggested the incorporation of materials illustrating the 

authentic use of ELF in multilingual settings (Kirkpatrick, 2012). By doing so, learners 

could be informed about the ad hoc and creative use of English, understand how 

meanings are negotiated and communication breakdowns are coped with, and consider 

how to employ their linguistic repertories in multilingual communication (Cogo & 

Dewey, 2012; Galloway, 2017; Jenkins et al., 2011; Seidlhofer, 2011; Widdowson, 

2012). Some researchers have suggested well-developed ELF corpora as suitable 

references in designing ELF-informed materials (Flowerdew, 2012; Kohn, 2015; 

Pedrazzini, 2015). To examine the suitability and practicality of the designed ELF-
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informed teaching materials, Galloway (2017) recommended the use of Tomlinson’s 

(2011, p. 83) checklist, the criteria of which include ‘expose the learners to language in 

authentic use’, ‘help learners to pay attention to features of authentic input’, and 

‘provide the learners with opportunities to use the target language to achieve 

communicative purposes’.  

  Since the global spread of English has complicated the relationship between English 

and culture (Baker, 2015; Fang, 2018; Kirkpatrick, 2006), a straightforward correlation 

between English and cultures of Inner Circle countries is simplistic (Baker, 2011; 

Kachru, 1990). Therefore, cultural diversity in learning materials has been as equally 

emphasized as linguistic diversity. It has been argued that native cultures, non-native 

cultures and learners’ own cultures should all be included (Galloway, 2017; Marlina, 

2017; McKay, 2018; Wen, 2012; Xu & Sharifian, 2017). By doing so, learners could 

develop awareness of cultural differences, critically approach them and respect the 

differences (Baker, 2012; Kirkpatrick, 2012; Matsuda, 2018; McKay, 2002).  

  The situation remains, however, that ‘the prevailing orientation in ELT materials still 

remains undoubtedly towards ENL’ (Jenkins, 2012, p. 489). The possibility of 

incorporating WE and ELF-informed learning materials is still under discussion and 

needs serious attention if WE and ELF research is to lead to pedagogical changes in 

ELT (Galloway, 2017). This study aims to contribute to the discussion of what ‘English’ 

should be presented to learners by investigating how Chinese English learners perceive 

ENL, ELF and WE-informed materials. 

3. The study 

This study is a part of a large ongoing project into the practicality of a pluricentric 

approach to teaching in China’s Business English Program, a nationwide four-year 

undergraduate programme. The Chinese Business English Program is one of three 

national English-based programmes, along with the English Program and the 

Translation Program. The Business English Program was first established in 2007 to 

meet the demand of competent English users in the international business arena (Wang, 

Ye, Yan, Peng, & Xu, 2015). With its international business orientation, the programme 
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aims to prepare learners to communicate in a global multilingual context (Wu, 2016). 

The programme’s rationale indicates that it should highlight linguistic and cultural 

diversity, which makes it a logical start to investigate the practicality of WE and ELF-

informed learning materials. 

  In this project, business English students, business English teachers and business 

people were the main research subjects and data were collected through questionnaires, 

semi-structured interviews and classroom observations. The data presented here are 

from the questionnaire and semi-structured interviews targeted at students, and attempt 

to answer the following research questions: 

  (1) How do students perceive the current teaching materials in use? Are they ENL 

   informed, WE informed or ELF informed, or some combination of these? 

  (2) How do students perceive the relative practicality of ENL, WE and ELF informed 

   teaching materials? 

  The nine questionnaire items reported in this study were designed to investigate the 

linguistic and cultural diversity in the current learning materials. To answer the 

questionnaire, students were asked to rank the statements, from one to five, representing 

from ‘strongly agree’, ‘agree’, ‘no opinion’, ‘disagree’ to ‘strongly disagree’. In total, 

216 respondents returned the questionnaires. After screening, 207 (around 96%) 

questionnaires were accepted for analysis while nine were excluded due to incomplete 

answers.  

  The questionnaire survey was followed by a series of semi-structured interviews, 

among which three were one-to-one interviews and three were focus group 

interviewees. The number of interviewees in each focus group varied from two to seven. 

In total, 15 students participated in interviews. The interviewees were numbered from 

S1 to S15 according to the sequence in which they were interviewed. All of the 

interviews were loosely guided by a number of pre-set questions. The interviews were 

conducted in Chinese Mandarin as this is the shared mother tongue of both interviewers 

and interviewees. 
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4. Findings 

4.1. The questionnaire data 

As shown in Table 1, more than 95% of respondents strongly agreed or agreed that 

British and American were two major varieties of English in their learning materials 

while fewer than 10% of respondents felt that China English or other varieties of 

English had been incorporated in the materials. This suggests that most respondents 

believe their learning materials are ENL informed, which supports the findings of much 

textbook analysis (e.g., Kopperoinen, 2011; Matsuda, 2002; Tomlinson & Masuhara, 

2013). 
 
Table 1 Chinese business English majors’ perceptions towards the linguistic diversities 
in their learning materials 
Questions 1(%) 2(%) 3(%) 4(%) 5(%) Mean SD 
Q1 82.12 13.04 4.83 0 0 1.23 0.52 
Q2 0.48 6.76 22.70 24.63 45.41 4.08 0.99 
Q3 0.96 7.72 19.80 27.53 43.96 4.06 1.02 
Q4 7.72 13.52 23.18 24.63 30.91 3.57 1.27 
Q5 0 0 9.66 28.98 61.35 4.52 0.67 
Q6 4.83 12.56 25.60 26.08 30.91 3.66 1.18 

Note: 1= strongly agree, 2=agree, 3= no opinion, 4=disagree, 5=strongly disagree, 
SD=standard deviation 
Q1 British and American English are the major varieties of English used in our 
textbooks 
Q2 China English has been incorporated into our textbooks 
Q3Other varieties of nativized English exist in our text books 
Q4 Cases and examples in our text books include people with different mother tongues 
using English in business English settings.                                
Q5 Cases and examples in our text books include linguistic features different from 
British and American English are employed in business English settings.                                 
Q6 Cases and examples in our text books include how to cope with communication 
breakdowns in business settings. 
 
  Table 1 also indicates that only around 20% of respondents thought that their learning 

materials included cases and examples where business people with different mother 

tongues use English, while over 55% of respondents expressed the opposite idea. 

Respondents’ perceptions towards the existence of linguistic features other than British 

and American English were convergent, with over 90% of respondents choosing 



8 

 

‘disagree’ or ‘strongly disagree’. Also, fewer than 20% of respondents thought that their 

learning materials included cases and examples which demonstrated the use of 

communication strategies, while over half held the opposite opinion. It is interesting to 

note that, although a noticeable number of respondents reported the inclusion of ELF 

scenarios in their learning materials, none suggested the existence of the non-native use 

of English in the materials, thereby overlooking the ad hoc and creative use of English 

that is well attested in ELF communication (Cogo & Dewey, 2012; Pitzl, 2017; Ranta, 

2017; Seidlhofer, 2011). This raises questions about whether the ELF scenarios are 

really representative of ELF. This point will be discussed in the analysis of the interview 

data. 

  As suggested in Table 2, the vast majority of respondents thought that the materials 

strongly reflected cultures of native English-speaking countries. The figure decreased 

to around 16% and 12% when it came to Chinese culture and cultures of other non-

native English-speaking countries respectively. The figures suggest that the cultures of 

Inner Circle countries dominate the learning materials (supporting Lee, 2009; Matsuda, 

2002) while Chinese culture and cultures of other non-native speaking countries were 

marginalized (supporting Liu & Fang, 2017). 
 
Table Two Chinese business English majors’ perceptions towards the cultural diversity 
in their learning materials 
Questions 1(%) 2(%) 3(%) 4(%) 5(%) Mean SD 
Q7 66.18 23.18 10.14 0.48 0 1.45 0.69 
Q8 3.38 13.04 24.63 33.81 25.12 3.64 1.10 
Q9 1.44 11.11 25.60 29.46 32.36 3.80 1.06 

Note: 1= strongly agree, 2=agree, 3= no opinion, 4=disagree, 5=strongly disagree, 
SD=standard deviation 
Q7Our teaching materials well reflect cultures of native English-speaking countries 
Q8Our teaching materials well reflect the Chinese culture.                      
Q9Our teaching materials well reflect cultures of other non-native English-speaking 
countries. 
  The questionnaire results illustrated in these two tables collectively suggest that there 

is no significant move to include linguistic and cultural diversity. In general, 

respondents saw the materials as ENL informed with rare references to WE and ELF. 

The following section will report how learners perceived the appropriateness of ENL-
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informed materials and how they perceived the practicality of incorporating WE and 

ELF-informed materials. 

4.2. The interview data 

4.2.1. ENL-informed materials are essential 

Generally, interviewees expressed positive attitudes towards ENL and ENL-informed 

materials, which accords with much attitudinal research in various contexts (He & Li, 

2009; McKenzie, 2010: Ranta, 2010; Snodin & Young, 2015; Wang & Jenkins, 2016). 

The interview data further reveal that these positive attitudes resulted from two 

functional considerations. The first functional consideration is related to the issue of 

intelligibility. To take the following excerpt as an example: 

 

S1: I do not like the Chinese accent at all. In communications, the more standard 

your English is, the easier that your English is understood. 

R: Do you think that American English and British English have the highest 

intelligibility? 

S1: Yes, absolutely. British and American English have the highest intelligibility 

on every occasion. Non-native varieties of English, such as Indian English, make 

me feel uncomfortable. It is hard to understand it. However, it is much easier to 

understand American English or British English due to their high intelligibility. 

Personally, I prefer the American accent than the British accent as the British 

accent is too flat. 

S2: Um, I think so. There are some problems about my accent. Since we are 

learning Standard English, we are familiar with it and are thus able to understand 

it. I like American English and I am working hard to sound like an American 

person. 

 

  In this excerpt, interviewees stated that native-speaker Standard English is the most 

intelligible and that non-native linguistic features impede intelligibility in 

communication. They regarded native English speakers as providers of the most 
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intelligible English and expressed negative attitudes towards non-native accents and 

also non-native varieties of Englishes, including China English. They perceived 

American English as a prestige variety of English and took its speakers as learning 

models. Despite convincing arguments on the creative use of English (Cogo & Dewey, 

2012; Liang & Li, 2017; Pitzl, 2017), this study, as well as many others, has consistently 

reported bias against the intelligibility of ‘non-native’ varieties of English (Chan, 2018; 

He & Zhang, 2010; Jenkins, 2007; McKenzie, 2008; Ren, Chen, & Lin, 2016; Wang, 

2013; Wang & Jenkins, 2016). Wang and Jenkins (2016,) argued that ‘attitudes towards 

users of certain forms can influence the evaluation of the forms in terms of their 

intelligibility. It is therefore implausible that intelligibility is exclusively tied up with 

native English’ (p. 52). That is to say, intelligibility is largely a matter of people’s 

understanding of what is or is not intelligible. Wang (2013) argued that ‘ELT serves as 

a mechanism to develop and reinforce the participants’ aspirations for ENL and, on the 

other hand, discourages their options for creative forms in English’ (p. 271). Therefore, 

ENL-informed materials, as the most important resources of language input in 

classrooms, impact learners’ attitudes towards intelligibility and develop and enhance 

their aspiration towards ENL. 

  The other functional consideration is about establishing the identity of being English 

majors. As suggested in the following two excerpts, interviewees believed that speaking 

native-like English is a way to express their identities as better English learners and 

speakers than non-English majors: 

 

S15: I think accent does not necessarily influence communication. However, we 

are English majors. It is better to speak like native speakers . . . Our English has 

to be better than non-English majors to prove our identity as English majors. 

S7: I think as English majors, our English should be better than non-English 

majors. We should let people feel that we English majors by standardizing and 

polishing our English. By doing so, it would be easier for us to find jobs. 
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  In this excerpt, S15 intended to ‘speak like native speakers’ to prove her identity and 

S7 mentioned ‘standardizing and polishing’ his English to indicate that he is an English 

major. Since the time English became a compulsory subject from primary school (Hu, 

2008), a Chinese student has learnt English for at least nine years before he/she enters 

the higher education system (Wen, 2012). As a consequence, China has a large number 

of English learners, the majority of whom are non-English majors. To compete with 

these non-English majors, interviewees, as English majors, were more likely to aspire 

to native English speaker norms. In these two statements, acquiring native-like English 

was believed necessary by S15 and S7 to secure their identity as English majors. 

  Interestingly, it is the global spread of English that has provided the catalyst for 

studies of WE and ELF, which have problematized the prestigious status of ENL in ELT 

(Jenkins, 2012; Kachru & Nelson, 2006; Kirkpatrick, 2006; Ortega, 2014). It is also the 

global spread of English that has contributed to the unprecedented status of English in 

China (Gil & Adamson, 2011). This has raised the ‘standards’ bar of being English 

majors and consequently reinforced the prestigious status of ENL among English 

majors.  

  By associating ENL with better employment, the statement made by S7 also supports 

ENL ‘as the socially preferred English’ (Wang, 2013, pp. 270–271). It seems that how 

a local context values different variety of English and how it expects and evaluates the 

performance of English learners and English majors influence learners’ attitudes 

towards what they should learn in classrooms and what should be included in their 

learning materials. 

 

4.2.2. WE-informed materials are necessary at the advanced level 

This section reports the prospect of incorporating WE into learning materials. In the 

following excerpt, S4 – supported by S3 – proposed that other varieties of English 

including China English could be included into learning materials, but not before they 

have learnt American English or British English well: 
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S4: Given that we have not acquired British English or American English well, it 

is not the time for China English to be included in learning materials. 

S3: Um, I think we need to learn American English or British English first to 

build a solid foundation although I have a high acceptance to China English or 

other non-native varieties of English. 

 

Interviewees’ statements resonate with Wen’s (2012) argument about the choice of 

linguistic variety in reference to learners’ proficiency. Wen (2012) stipulated that native 

varieties, non-native varieties and the local variety of English should be offered to 

learners sequentially in relation to their English proficiency. By doing so, learners will 

be able to comprehend the common core, native varieties of English before they are 

able to use nativized features. To incorporate nativized features of China English into 

learning materials, He and Li (2009) underscored the importance of research that 

codifies salient linguistic features of China English. Ma and Xu (2017) argued that the 

progressive codification of the linguistic features of China English has proved that 

China English is developing to become a dynamic nativized variety of English. 

However, considering the complexity of pedagogical choices in countries in the 

Expanding Circle, the inclusion of China English into learning materials needs more 

than linguistic codifications. As Kirkpatrick (2006, p. 71) argued, the pedagogical 

choices are based on ‘political and ideological grounds’ as well as linguistic 

considerations. 

  One socio-political aspect, suggested by S3 in the following excerpt, is the power 

and influence of China. The interviewee emphasized that whether China English could 

be included in learning materials depends on the status of China English, which is 

determined by the economic advancement of China: 

 

S3: I think whether China English should be included depends on the economic 

development of China. We have so many people learning English. I think, if 

China becomes stronger and stronger, China English would be widely accepted. 
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The reason why English is used as a lingua franca is that America is a superpower 

country. If China is more influential, Chinese would be used as lingua franca, not 

just China English. 

 

Despite envisaging a promising prospect of China English with the growing influence 

of China, this excerpt points to the inequalities of different varieties of English. 

Although in the academic literature of WE, researchers have been fighting for equality 

among different varieties of English (Kachru & Nelson, 2006; Kirkpatrick, 2010), bias 

seems unavoidable in the socio-cultural landscape. Park and Wee (2009) approached 

the bias and inequalities with the notion of the linguistic market. They contended that 

in the linguistic market different varieties of English are attributed hierarchical values, 

with ‘Inner Circle’ varieties having the highest values, followed by ‘Outer Circle’ and 

‘Expanding Circle’ varieties. This argument is echoed in this excerpt with interviewee 

S3 attributing American English, a representative of ‘Inner Circle’ varieties of English, 

higher value than China English, a representative of ‘Expanding Circle’ varieties. It 

seems that the learners’ understanding that there are inequalities among Englishes 

influences their attitudes towards the practicality of employing WE-informed materials 

in the Chinese context. 

 

4.2.3. Inauthentic ELF scenarios under the umbrella of ENL-informed materials 

It is noteworthy that all interviewees unanimously agree with the changing role of ELF 

but note that this changing role is not well reflected in their learning materials, except 

for some pioneering initiatives in listening courses: 

 

R: Do cases and examples in the learning materials include people with different 

mother tongues using English to communicate? 

S4: Well, only a few in listening courses. Our teacher once presented us with a 

video of people with different first languages using English to communicate. We 

thought their accents were funny and laughed. We did not consider and take the 
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scenario seriously. We should have thought that there are many different varieties 

of English and English is a not always the same like we have learned in 

classrooms. 

S5: Um, I want to know how people with different mother tongues use English to 

communicate but I do not know how I can make it. 

S3: yes, if our school does not offer the related knowledge, it is hard for us to get 

informed. 

 

In this excerpt, S4 recalled a scenario where ELF-informed listening materials were 

employed in a listening lecture. However, as S4 suggested, the ELF-informed listening 

materials were treated as entertainment through the non-native accents rather than 

insightful examples informing learners how English is creatively and productively used 

in multilingual settings. S5 and S3 continued the dialogue by raising their concerns 

about a lack of other linguistic and para-linguistic ELF-informed knowledge in addition 

to ‘accents’. Although the teacher’s intention in using the video is unknown, the use of 

this video unfortunately did not inspire students to think about how English works as a 

lingua franca.  

  Some interviewees suggested the need for ELF-informed activities. For instance: 

 

S2: I think English is a communication tool. 

S1: yes, it is a communication tool. Now it is a lingua franca, a most commonly 

used language. For example, in a business conference, two business people with 

different first languages will definitely choose English to communicate to avoid 

language barriers. 

[. . .] 

S2: In every chapter in our business English textbook, there are group work and 

case studies to simulate the business contexts. . .I think in a real business context, 

the accuracy of grammar is very important . . . We just imagined what they should 

look like. For instance, we do not how business people from a specific country 
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use English to communicate in a business meeting. We do not have references. 

 

In this excerpt, English as a communication tool was proposed by S2 and reiterated by 

S1, who then clearly specified the role of ELF in business contexts. S1 noted that the 

group work and case studies in their materials were intended to simulate authentic 

English as business lingua franca settings but unfortunately lack references about how 

English really works as a lingua franca in the settings. It seems that the rare references 

to ELF not only impeded interviewees’ effective use of the activities but enhanced their 

belief in the importance of grammatical accuracy in ELF settings. This might explain 

why in the questionnaire survey over 20% respondents reported the inclusion of ELF 

scenarios, but none suggested the existence of non-standard linguistic features in their 

learning materials.  

  To be authentic, ELF settings need the authentic use of English in these settings. 

There is a substantial body of work pointing out the ad hoc, dynamic and creative use 

of English in authentic ELF settings (Cogo & Dewey, 2012; Jenkins et al., 2011; 

Rogerson-Revell, 2010; Seidlhofer, 2011). The findings of all this research have 

confirmed that although the use of ELF does not follow native English norms, it does 

not necessarily cause communication breakdowns. Seidlhofer (2015) argued that ELF 

informed activities should facilitate learners to connect English learning to the 

experience of their first language and be aware of ‘how linguistic forms are in general 

determined by communication functions’ (p. 26). The activities in the learning materials 

identified by interviewees obviously fail to achieve this. 

  The contextualization of ELF in ENL-informed materials may be intended to reflect 

the global spread of English. However, without mentioning how ELF users adapt their 

English in their own ways to meet their own communication purposes, this inclusion of 

ELF settings is inauthentic and misleading. 
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4.2.4. Native cultures, non-native cultures and learners’ home culture should all be 

included 

In contrast with various considerations about linguistic representations in learning 

materials, interviewees unanimously agreed that cultural representations should be 

diversified. Although it is unrealistic to include all of the cultural representations, the 

awareness and knowledge of cultures beyond American and British cultures is crucial 

(Matsuda, 2018). In the following excerpt, the two interviewees emphasized the 

importance of Chinese culture, which they feel takes up a much smaller proportion than 

American and British cultures in the current learning materials: 

 

S1: Our textbooks mainly represent American and British cultures. I think 

knowledge about Chinese culture is too limited. Chinese culture should enrich 

the textbooks. There is nothing about Chinese culture in the last two textbooks 

that I have studied. Chinese culture is very important, especially at the time when 

China is actively involved in globalization. 

S2: Um, um.  

 

The lack of Chinese culture in English learning materials may be the result of so-called 

‘Chinese Culture Aphasia’ (中国文化失语症) (Wen, 2016; Xiao, Xiao, Li, & Song, 

2010). The phrase refers to Chinese English users’ failure to properly explain Chinese 

cultural concepts in English in intercultural communications (Xue & He, 2017). As 

early as the beginning of this century, Cong (2000) declared that, with the dominance 

of American and British cultures, Chinese culture was generally absent in English. This 

situation seems to not have changed, even though the need for the promotion of Chinese 

culture and learners’ intercultural competence have been mentioned in almost every 

national English curriculum reform across different levels in the last two decades (Chen 

& Gu, 2008; Cheng, 2004; Cheng & Dan, 2012; Wang, 2016; Wen, 2012). 

  Moreover, interviewees have highlighted the necessity to connect foreign cultures to 

Chinese culture: 
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S5: culture learning is as important as language learning. It would be more 

interesting to include different cultures. 

S3: yeah, for example, the first unit in our textbook is about the life of freshmen 

in universities in America. We were once freshmen. But it does not inform us how 

they get enrolled in a university and what the differences between them and us 

are. . .I am still confused. We learned a story and then the lecture finished. 

S4: Um, articles in the textbook used in our Comprehensive English are all 

written by foreigners, who barely know what we are thinking about. 

 

In this excerpt, S5 accentuates the importance of cultural learning and suggests the 

inclusion of cultural diversity in learning materials. Her suggestion was supported by 

S3, who identified the failure to highlight differences between American culture and 

Chinese culture in the current materials. S4 attributed the failure to the exclusiveness 

of literature written by non- Chinese writers. What is emphasized here is similar to the 

concept of interculturality that refers to ‘learners’ ability to reflect on their own culture 

by comparing it with other cultures’ (McKay, 2002, p. 82). It is to establish a sphere of 

interculturality that researchers highlight the importance of cultural diversity in 

learning materials (Baker, 2011; McKay, 2018; Xu & Sharifian, 2017). This calls for 

the inclusion of native speakers’ cultures, learners’ home culture and other non-native 

speakers’ cultures into learning materials (Baker, 2015; Galloway, 2017; Kirkpatrick, 

2012; Matsuda, 2012a, 2012b, 2018; Wen, 2016). 

5. Discussion 

The questionnaire data demonstrate that the popularity of ENL-informed materials 

remains and there is no significant change in the inclusion of WE and ELF-informed 

materials. The interview data suggest two important aspects behind learners’ 

perceptions towards ENL, WE and ELF-informed materials; that is, the power and the 

authenticity of the ‘English’ that each type of material represents.  

  Interviewees attributed the power of a particular variety of English to the power of 
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the nation that speaks this variety of English. As American English, a representative of 

ENL, was regarded as powerful as America, interviewees expressed their preference 

for ENL and ENL-informed materials. As Bolton (2018) commented, ‘the power of the 

US variety of English continues to parallel the continuing economic, cultural, military 

and political power of the United States in many other spheres worldwide’ (p. 10). The 

power of ENL manifests in its social preference in the Chinese context where it is 

expected that English majors would acquire better English than non-English majors. 

This explains why the English major interviewees defined acquiring ‘better English’ as 

acquiring native-like English, as they felt that this would empower them to compete 

successfully against non-English majors in the job market. The power of ENL is also 

used by interviewees to measure the status of emerging varieties of English and thus to 

determine whether they should be included in learning materials. Despite interviewees’ 

aspiration for ENL and preference for ENL-informed materials, this study among other 

recent studies has suggested a promising prospect of incorporating China English into 

ELT (He, 2017; Marlina, 2017). A positive attitude can be seen through interviewees’ 

suggestion to include China English into learning materials at the advanced level. 

However, this study found that the positive attitude is not due to the interviewees’ 

awareness of the equality among different varieties of English. It is due to interviewees’ 

perception that the power of China English is increasing with the growing influence of 

China. In other words, interviewees thought that China English should not be 

incorporated into learning materials until they have learnt ENL well and/or until China 

English is as powerful as ENL. 

  It is interesting to note that interviewees define both English majors’ English and 

China English in relational terms: how English majors’ English stands in contrast with 

that of non-English majors’ and how China English stands in contrast with Inner Circle 

varieties of English. The two relational terms suggest the prestige status of ENL and 

also bias towards other varieties of English. Interviewees’ perceptions towards 

imbalanced power among different varieties of English embodies the ‘language 

ideology that constitutes and reflects the biases people have toward linguistic varieties 
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and speakers’ race/ ethnicity’, which was argued to be ‘the major obstacle in 

pedagogical implementation of world Englishes’ (Kubota, 2018, p. 97). 

  The other noteworthy aspect is the issue of authenticity. Research on WE and ELF 

has complicated the issue of authenticity and has brought new perspectives in the 

‘authenticity’ debate (Mishan, 2005). Although the ‘authenticity’ of learning materials 

is a shared concern of both SLA/EFL and WE/ELF researchers, they have different 

interpretations towards it. In SLA/EFL, the term ‘authenticity’ is often employed to 

refer to ENL, its speakers and cultures. Thus, authentic materials are ENL-informed 

materials (Lowe & Pinner, 2016), as also suggested by some interviewees in this study. 

However, WE and ELF researchers argued that authentic materials should be defined 

in reference to the use of language in bi/multilingual situations where English is used 

differently from standardized ENL but able to achieve communicative success 

(Galloway, 2017; Kirkpatrick, 2012). As Pinner (2016) noted, it is problematic to 

equalize ENL with authenticity, and the traditional way of ‘mak[ing] specific reference 

to English native speakers as a measure for sociopragmatic communicative competence’ 

(p. 88) should be revisited. Although SLA/EFL and WE/ELF researchers have not 

convinced each other on the issue of authenticity, it appears that the simulated ELF 

scenarios in ENL-informed materials do not represent the authentic use of ELF. 

Inauthentic simulated ELF scenarios might provide learners with a misleading 

impression that all English users in bi/multilingual contexts speak the same way as 

native English speakers. This finding warrants serious attention and further research is 

welcome to support it. 

6. Conclusion 

This article demonstrates how Chinese English learners perceive ENL, WE and ELF 

informed materials. The questionnaire data and interview data have yielded a number 

of findings, which have implications for ELT materials.  

  To enable learners to develop language attitudes that are congruent to the current 

status of English, its users and cultures, it is important to consider the pedagogical 

implications of WE and ELF research in the design of new ELT materials in the Chinese 
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context. WE and ELF research has illustrated how English is creatively used in local 

and global contexts, and the ways in which it differs from the ways that native English 

speakers use English. Therefore, materials designers should be careful with the issues 

of power and authenticity when they refer to the global use of English. It is important 

to provide contexts of the global spread of English, which could raise learners’ 

awareness of the globalization of English. It is also important to inform how English is 

used in local and global contexts, which could raise learners’ awareness of linguistic 

and cultural diversity. 

  Interestingly, despite interviewees’ aspiration for ENL, they dissociated English 

language from its Anglo-American cultural roots. They reported the necessity of adding 

the Chinese culture and cultures of other non-native English varieties, which are 

currently ill represented in their learning materials. This manifests a straightforward 

clash between a linguistic attachment to ENL and a cultural detachment from the 

traditional native-English speaking countries. It suggests the possibility and practicality 

of enriching cultural contents in learning materials, which represent the cultural 

diversity and could in turn enhance learners’ understanding about linguistic diversity. 

   Since language teaching is always context bound, Chinese researchers and teachers 

should be more familiar with what Chinese English learners need to communicate in 

local and global contexts and what materials could prepare learners to communicate in 

local and global contexts. It is thus important for Chinese researchers and practitioners 

to actively engage in designing Chinese context-informed materials or adapting 

imported materials for its better use in the Chinese context. 

  It is worth pointing out the limitations of this study in that it only reports on business 

English learners’ voices. The findings from questionnaires and interviews could be 

triangulated with textbook analysis. In addition, to explore how the materials are 

actually used and implemented in business English classrooms, a classroom 

observation is necessary. 
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