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Abstract 
Ever since Communicative Language Teaching (CLT hereafter) was first 
proposed in 1970 in the UK, there has been widespread implementation of 
the CLT methodology as it has evolved over the years incorporating the local 
needs and conditions of the particular contexts, especially in Asia. This paper 
seeks to revisit the significance of CLT methodology being used in Eng-
lish-as-a-lingua-franca (ELF hereafter) settings in an English-medium- in-
struction (EMI hereafter) university in the Sultanate of Oman. The emphasis 
on communication, as it were, in language learning classrooms has led to the 
augmentation of communicative competence among learners in EFL contexts 
across EMI universities in Oman. This paper goes on to elaborate how the 
focus of CLT has been on language functions with a significant emphasis on 
communicative interaction in the classroom, meaningful practice of language 
functions with learners, and active involvement of facilitators which, in turn, 
brings about a renewed emphasis on the notions of positive reinforcement, 
consideration of mistakes as natural, and use of target language in the class-
room which has emboldened the learners with more confidence in using Eng-
lish as a lingua franca in EMI universities in Oman. 
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1. Introduction 

Ever since Communicative Language Teaching (CLT hereafter) was first pro-
posed in 1970 in the UK, there has been widespread implementation of the CLT 
methodology as it has evolved over the years incorporating the local needs, aspi-
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rations, and ground conditions of the contexts, especially in Asia. The Sultanate 
of Oman has seriously invested in teaching English as a foreign language at all 
levels beginning in the early years of schooling and including public and private 
gender-separated schools, colleges, and universities. The English language is 
taught as a textbook-based and teacher-centered compulsory subject from grade 
one to undergraduate and postgraduate degrees (Al-Mahrooqi & Asante, 2010). 
The English language teaching and education process, across all spectrums and 
timelines, aims to offer learners elementary skills in the language: reading, writ-
ing, listening, and speaking. While there has been a substantial debate under-
pinning the appropriate ways of defining CLT and its varied use in language 
learning classrooms, not a single model of CLT has been regarded as authorita-
tive (McGroarty, 1984; Markee, 2001). CLT begins with a basic theory of lan-
guage as communication with its goal to develop learners’ communicative com-
petence (Richards & Rodgers, 2001). CLT serves the purpose of achieving com-
municative competence to that extent in Oman where communicative compe-
tence is well on the verge of English being used as the lingua franca. CLT has 
evolved over the years in the Oman with its practice in EMI Universities which 
focus on ELF settings. While seeking to establish the importance of using CLT 
methodologies in Omani EFL context, this study follows the overall structure of 
looking at the broader literature review underpinning the calls to adopt CLT in 
the Omani EFL context.  

2. Literature Review 

Communicative Language Teaching (CLT) forms an educational scheme for 
language instruction and includes ideas of achievement and inspiration. For 
some researchers, CLT is one of the most influential and effective language teach-
ing methodologies, which increases learners’ communicative competence (Savig-
non, 2002; Ying, 2010). The CLT was first introduced in the 1970s, and since 
then it has quickly become a significant method, getting language teachers’ at-
tention from all over the world. The purpose of CLT, as Richards and Rodgers 
(2014) stated, is to produce meaningful communication in a language. Using 
communicative activities will enable language learners to acquire language na-
turally. According to Richards and Rodgers (2014), these types of activities pro-
vide an opportunity for language learners to engage in cooperative work with their 
peers, which also enable them to listen to each other. 

CLT looks at English not as linguistic features, but as a communicative ability. 
The functions are more important than the structures where the key aim is to 
build communicative abilities including grammatical competence, discourse com-
petence and sociolinguisic competence (Larsen-Freeman & Anderson, 2011). Simi-
larly, Littlewood (2007) described CLT as “development within the communica-
tive method, in which the vital feature of the communicative tasks serve not only 
as significant components of the methodology but also as units around which a 
course may be organized” (p. 244). 
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According to Cook (2001), the central educational principle of CLT is that 
fruitful learning of the L2 depends on the quantity of communication and the 
intervention of meaning that learners contribute in throughout the EFL class-
room time. Littlewood (2007) stated that, this method emphases the language as 
it is applied in real life settings, so the learners are provided with chances to drill 
their beliefs and views. Similarly, Larsen-Freeman (2000), who also regarded 
CLT as a communicative method that recognises the connection between lan-
guage and communication, asserted that CLT aims to improve the ability of 
language learners to communicate and use the target language appropriately so 
they can genuinely use it outside the class. She has also pointed out that language 
teachers aim to allow their learners to communicate by providing them with in-
formation about linguistic forms, meanings, and purposes.  

In CLT L1 is rarely applied, although it could be used when using L2 seems to 
be difficult. In CLT, there seems to be very little room left for the learners’ L1 in 
a communicative classroom where the main aim is to develop interaction using 
L2 (Cook, 2001). The L2 should be applied not only during open class events but 
also for clarifying actions and performs or allocating homework to learners 
(Larsen-Freeman, 2000). In addition, Nunan (1991) outlined five features of 
CLT that were considered to support good practice in developing learners’ lan-
guage competence:  
 Stress on learning to communicate through L2. 
 Introducing authentic materials into L2 teaching and learning practice. 
 Providing chances for learners to focus on their learning practices. 
 Enhancing students’ class experiences as essential contributing features to 

classroom learning context.  
 Connecting L2 learning with language activities outside the school. 

However, CLT, like all other teaching methods, has some drawbacks and has 
faced some criticism. According to Brown (2007), CLT requires a native speak-
ing teacher, as it is a challenging task for a non-native speaking instructor to 
practise all its techniques. Therefore, a teacher with low L2 ability and short ex-
perience may find difficulties in applying this teaching method, and conse-
quently, may use L1 to explain new terms and clarify difficult instructions might 
assist a non-native speaking instructor (Richards & Rodgers, 2001). Moreover, 
learners who do not use L2 outside school classrooms, or those who are at ele-
mentary levels, might find CLT challenging to practice. 

These teaching methods generally have some drawbacks and were criticized 
for different reasons. Teaching L2 around the world stresses a change towards 
more communicative teaching methods with collaborating student-centered 
learning setting. While the CLT approach, for example, encourages communica-
tion and interaction, learners do not have enough L2 to start with and often end 
up using their native language. But for students and teachers who have grown up 
in contexts which often have teacher-centered classes, syllabus limitations, ex-
ams and large number of students in classrooms, there is regularly a discrepancy 
between theoretical teaching methods and real practices. Syllabuses are often 
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taught item by item instead of holistically contrary to the CLT approach. Teach-
ers usually take it upon themselves to convey information rather than as a facili-
tator. Most importantly, exams are based on separate items rather than on 
communication alone. Learners face difficulties with reading, writing, vocabu-
lary, and grammar. Some studies (Sinha, 2017b) insist on the appropriate usage 
of word, along with comprehension, in order to teach English. It must be noted 
here that word meaning is subject to change and that slang is the most volatile 
part of the vocabulary. Therefore, for contemporary usage, a recent standard 
dictionary needs to be consulted (Sinha, 2017a). Another study indicates devel-
oping an understanding of the relationship between word recognition skill and 
Academic English performance in English-medium instruction (EMI) university 
programs in English-as-a-lingua-franca (ELF) contexts (Roche et al., 2016). 
However, since writing skill is a very compound activity which involves accura-
cy, writing for different purposes such as writing emails with various use of vo-
cabulary, it becomes the most challenging skill in the language. Teachers, there-
fore, try to support learners use sentences meaningfully in paragraphs which 
would make a meaningful piece of writing. There is no denying the fact, howev-
er, that teaching academic writing to Arab learners needs special attention, espe-
cially when a majority has no concept of plagiarism. The other aspect is the 
teaching of the English language at grades 11 - 12 levels where learners are 
taught fixed expressions and phrases, reading, and writing passages which they 
are required to memorize and then reproduce for exams purposes.  

Studies undertaken in the context of specific countries reflect a different story. 
In the context of Vietnam, for example, Ellis (1994) investigated the suitability of 
the communicative approach and his findings revolved around the problems of 
teachers’ dependence on the inherent traditional teaching practices. In a similar 
study in the context of Greece, Karavas-Doukas (1996) examined the attitudes of 
the teachers towards the use of CLT and despite the fact that CLT was at the core 
of the English curriculum in Greece, teachers showed an inclination towards 
carrying on the burden of the past-traditional teacher-oriented instruction style. 
It can be said that teachers either did not comprehend or were reluctant to look 
into the practical implications of the CLT principles. Li (1998), in another sig-
nificant study, explored Korean teachers’ perceptions of the way CLT was im-
plemented, and the findings confirmed that the teachers came across different 
types of impediments in classroom implementation of CLT practices. Broadly 
speaking, the Korean study categorized these impediments in terms of problems 
faced by teachers, students, and the education system. Teacher specific difficul-
ties included deficiency in spoken English, strategic and sociolinguistic compe-
tence, CLT training, fewer opportunities for CLT retraining, misconceptions 
about CLT, and little time for and expertise in material development. Students 
suffered from low English proficiency, little motivation for communicative 
competence, and reluctance to class participation. Educational system was found 
to be resource deficient in terms of lack of large classes, grammar-based exami-
nations, insufficient funding, and lack of support. Difficulties caused by CLT it-
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self: CLT’s inadequate account of EFL teaching, lack of effective and efficient as-
sessment instruments (Li, 1998: p. 687). All of these cumulatively impacted the 
CLT implementation.  

There are examples, however, of CLT method being adopted in Asian contexts 
successfully. Tomlinson (1990), for example, used CLT methods with Indone-
sian senior and junior high school students. Although the method was in its ear-
ly days of implementation, teachers succeeded in controlling a class of 48 stu-
dents. The students were also more highly motivated to learn English than other 
students who did not use the method. 

It is possible that the main challenge in L2 classes in EMI setting is the large 
number of students (classes normally comprise 30 - 35 students) and the inade-
quate teaching resources. Consequently, teachers fear the lack of classroom man-
agement and running pair and group work during the lessons with large num-
bers of learners.  

Calls to Adopt CLT in the Omani EFL Context 
The traditional teaching methods, which are adopted in different EFL contexts 

around the world, regularly emphasize grammar, memorization, interpretation 
and other practices that do not support the progress of communicative capabili-
ty. This creates the need to implement a teaching method that encourages people 
to use English for real communication in the EFL setting. In Oman, one of the 
currently adopted methods to teach English as EFL is the communicative lan-
guage teaching method (CLT). The purpose of CLT, as Richards and Rodgers 
(2014) have stated, is to produce meaningful communication in a language. Us-
ing communicative activities will enable language learners to acquire language 
naturally. Communicative activities create a friendly environment inside the 
classroom among learners, which helps in the language learning process. Ac-
cording to Richards and Rodgers (2014), these types of activities provide an op-
portunity for language learners to engage in cooperative work with their peers, 
which also enable them to listen to each other. 

Similarly, Larsen-Freeman (2000), who also regarded CLT as a communica-
tive method that recognises the connection between language and communica-
tion, has asserted that CLT aims to improve the ability of language learners to 
communicate and use the target language appropriately so they can genuinely 
use it outside the class. She has also pointed out that language teachers aim to 
allow their learners to communicate by providing them with information about 
linguistic forms, meanings, and purposes. 

Al-Mahrooqi (2012), recommended the implementation of CLT in EFL class-
rooms to solve some of the Arab EFL fluency problems. She carried out research 
on 58 undergraduates to examine the teaching methods of English language 
skills in public schools and private institutions in Oman. Her study showed that 
45 out of the 58 participants did not get the chance to learn the English language 
communicatively in schools. Her study showed there is an obvious need to en-
hance communicative skills in the Omani public schools’ curriculum. She re-
vealed an absence of fluency as part of speaking skills for Omani EFL learners. 
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3. Research Design and Methodology 

This study adopts a qualitative approach to collect data. While quantitative re-
search veers around measurement based on relationships surrounding variables 
leading to statistical analysis, qualitative or interpretive research tradition, on the 
other hand, views human behavior as too complex to be understood using such 
methods (Bogdan & Biklen, 1992: p. 48). Qualitative research instead describes 
people and their perceptions of the world (Bogdan & Biklen, 1992: p. 2; Bell, 
1993: p. 5). This study considers the interpretative mold and addresses the issue 
of CLT in the context of perceptions in the classroom and interpretation of the 
studies to arrive at a better conceptual clarity about the use of CLT in language 
learning classrooms in EMI universities of the Sultanate of Oman evoking an 
ELF setting. The research process takes into consideration the classroom obser-
vation reports, and program evaluation reports which have been taken into con-
sideration to arrive at a qualitative understanding of the issues involved in im-
plementation of CLT methodology in EMI Universities of Oman. 

4. Results 

CLT, with its emphasis on communication in language learning classrooms has 
led to the augmentation of communicative competence among learners in ELF 
contexts across EMI universities in the Sultanate of Oman. It is discernible from 
studies how the focus of CLT has been on language functions with a significant 
emphasis on communicative interaction in classroom, meaningful practice of 
language functions with learners, active involvement of facilitators which, in 
turn, brings about a renewed emphasis on the notions of positive reinforcement, 
consideration of mistakes as natural, and use of target language in the class-
room—a cumulative effect of which has resulted in emboldening the Omani 
learners with more confidence in using English as a lingua franca in the context 
of EMI universities of the Sultanate of Oman.  

5. Discussion and Analysis 

The Broad Context of English Medium Instruction in Oman  
The main discussion about learners’ first language (L1) use in teaching lan-

guage happens between monolingual and bilingual supporters. Both sides have 
different assumptions towards L1 use in EFL classrooms. A monolingual ap-
proach would emphasize avoidance of L1 use in EFL classrooms, while bilingual 
method supports the use of L1 in EFL classrooms. Public schools, due to cultural 
reasons, employ female teachers to teach in female schools whereas male teach-
ers teach in male schools in big classrooms, with a regular number of 30 - 35 
learners of diverse abilities. Students have 5 - 7 English language sessions per 
week; each session lasts for 40 minutes with a total of 4 - 5 hours of English lan-
guage learning exposure per week. Teachers and students are asked to strictly 
use similar textbooks and teaching resources provided.  

The textbook series, used in EFL classrooms in Oman, is called “English for 
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Me” for grades 1 - 10 and “Engage with English” for grades 11 - 12 (MoE, 2017). 
The ultimate goals controlling the Ministry of Education design and use of these 
textbooks are, to provide socially proper education that encourages critical 
thinking, problem-solving, and an appreciation of English language’s global val-
ue. Moreover, the MOE stresses that the textbooks have been designed to sup-
port a student-centred, communicative approach to English language learning.  

The English language course books for grades 11 - 12 are “Engage with Eng-
lish’ (EWE) and were initially designed to help learners” academic progress, and 
to preserve motivation and interest. The general aims of the EWE course are to 
raise learners’ language levels to a good general standard so that they are pre-
pared to enter the career they have chosen and develop their specific language 
skills further. The curriculum design is meant to serve the needs of all Omani 
learners during their last year of secondary education, not just those going on to 
further education. Generally, the EWE course has a number of linguistics and 
non-linguistic aims, including: 
 To provide learners with a functional command of English as preparation for 

work or future studies; 
 To develop and consolidate functional skills in English;  
 To give leaners the skills and confidence to use English outside the class-

room; 
 To develop learners’ awareness of learning strategies they can apply to fur-

ther their learning of English both inside and outside of schools;  
 To enable learners to acquire active mastery of the core grammar of English; 
 To establish a basis for both fluency and accuracy within specific domains; 

and 
 To use English as a medium for learning about other cultures and contrasting 

it with their own (MoE, 2017). 
In addition to the linguistic objectives, there is also a range of non-linguistic 

aims embedded in this course. For example, the course materials offer oppor-
tunities for learners to become familiar with self-help strategies and stress the 
appropriate use of a range of resources for independent learning and reflection, 
and monitoring strategies. Additionally, basic skills such as dictionary skills, li-
brary and research skills, and paraphrasing, referencing, and accurate citation of 
sources, are built into the class materials in grades 11 and 12 for a more com-
prehensive L2 learning. Moreover, the themes and topics of the course deliver an 
international outlook and cover a range of matters that have a global impact, and 
through which learners will be encouraged to reflect on these issues and relate 
the subject matter and its implications to their own specifically Omani expe-
riences. For instance, a number of topics link either directly or indirectly to the 
various vocational fields that many of the learners will be entering, such as the 
tourism and hospitality industry, computer technology, office management and 
electricians.  

According to Brown (2007), there seems to be an unavoidable relationship 
between a language and the society in which it is taught. However, students in 
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Oman are infrequently properly exposed to English language, and only a limited 
number of Omani teenagers have the chance to listen to English language being 
practiced and used by their fathers and mothers at home. Indeed, these children 
are given the chance and exposed to English through the televion canals and the 
internet if they have access to it at homes. This might generate difficulties for 
teachers trying to implement the EFL syllabus where they suppose to deliver 
more communicating settings to use English language properly in their EFL 
classrooms.  

Teaching Methods and L1 Use in EMI Context 
Language teaching is regularly observed in relations to method, and aiming to 

increase teaching practices, teachers and researchers attempt to find out which 
way is the most effective. A number of English language teaching approaches 
have been developed aiming at finding the best way to teach L2 in different EFL 
contexts. According to Tochon (2014), teaching and learning methods have 
moved on from the traditional grammar translation method, and since the in-
troduction of the communicative approach, which recognized the need for stu-
dents to be able to experience using the language to communicate, there has 
been a shift towards students being engaged in experiential learning, including 
project-based and problem-based learning.  

Teaching methods have contributed new features and have tried to deal with 
some concerns around language learning. They differ depending on their inclu-
sive or exclusive utilization of L1 in L2 classrooms. These methods have been 
derived from different pedagogical settings and are focused on different social 
and educational requirements. Therefore, in order to apply them effectively, teachers 
should consider these questions: who the students are, what their present level of 
language proficiency is, what kind of communicative needs they have, the situa-
tions in which they will be using English (L2) in the future.  

L1 Use from a Sociocultural Theory (SCT) Point of View 
Sociocultural theory is a developing theory that looks at the significant influ-

ences of society on individual development. It defines learning as a social prac-
tice in which social communication and culture play a vital part in the progress 
of cognition. The term sociocultural theory (SCT) belongs to Vygotsky (1997), 
who developed a learning theory that brought together the cognitive and social 
features of language learning (Lantolf, 2004). It is a socially clear model for cog-
nitive expansion in which the role of the social setting in cognitive growth is 
highlighted. In a recent study, social support has recently been measured among 
adolescents of Oman (Zayed et al., 2019). According to Lantolf (2004), it is “a 
theory of mind that recognises the central role that social relationships and cul-
turally constructed artefacts play in organising uniquely human forms of think-
ing.” (p. 30-31).  

One of the norm beliefs of SCT is mediation, or the use of items and tools to 
simplify an activity. For example, Vygotsky (1997) considered language a critical 
mediating instrument in social interaction and learning. He reasoned that eve-
rything is learned on two levels: first, through interaction with others, and then 
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combined into the individuals’ mental structure. In other words, learning hap-
pens in the first instance through interaction with others, who are more expe-
rienced and skilled, and who are in a position to guide and support the actions of 
the beginner. With regard to this point, Lantolf (2004) further stated that al-
though humans use other cultural and social tools to learn, language remains the 
most important of these instruments. Indeed, a language, as Lantolf and Thorne 
(2007) stated, is “the most pervasive and powerful cultural artefact that humans 
possess to mediate their connection to the world, to each other, and to them-
selves” (p. 205).  

From a sociocultural viewpoint, language facilitates our learning and, there-
fore, students’ L1 is seen by teachers as a resource in L2 learning. Students’ L1 is 
seen both as an instrument for both communication and thought in students’ 
speech. The L1 helps both social and metacognitive purposes in SCT classrooms. 
Thus, in a classroom, language assists not only a communicative purpose in 
teacher-student and student-students’dialogue but it is a psychological instru-
ment as well. For instance, the common friendly greeting such as “مكيلع مالسلا” 
(Alsalam alaikuom) (peace be upon you) tends to be regularly used by learners 
and teachers in L2 classrooms in Arabic, as it represents both cultural and reli-
gious values. Thus, social and cultural functions cannot be separated.  

Swain and Lapkin (2000) suggested that rejecting learners’ admission to the 
L1 denies them a valuable cognitive tool. Other educational researchers see L1 as 
a mediational device and recommend that what happens in combined L2 discus-
sions not only leads to learning but that it is learning in itself (Donato, 1994). 
Donato (1994), concluded that “in social interaction, a knowledgeable teacher 
participant can create, using speech, supportive conditions in which the novice 
learner can participate, and extend current skills and knowledge to higher levels 
of competence” (p. 52). In this regard, Vygotsky (1978) stated that humans de-
velop cognitively by building the meaning of what surrounds them; whether that 
is related to their societal setting or past actions. Both learning and development 
happen as a consequence of the individual’s interactions with their learning envi-
ronment. Teaching aids usually simplify this communication; and when learning 
progresses, it results in the development and expansion of knowledge. 

Ellis (2010) asserted that SCT is distinguished by theoretical variety, and he 
defined the differences between cognitive SCT and social SCT in terms of lan-
guage, representation, the social setting, learner identity, the learner's linguistic 
background, language learning, interaction, and more significantly, the metho-
dology used in researching the L2 learning. Following Table 1 exemplifies these 
differences. 

In fact, SCT suggests that students should create their learning within their 
setting and with the use of mediating tools. This building of knowledge covers 
understanding wholes, as well as parts, that are considered to be part of their en-
vironment. Similarly, EFL teachers need to understand what learners learn and 
what they perceive the world to be. EFL teachers need to be aware of their learn-
ers’ learning styles. Thus, the role of teachers is to facilitate learning and learners  
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Table 1. Differences between cognitive and social SCT (Adapted from Ellis, 2010: p. 28-29). 

Dimension Cognitive SCT Social SCT 

Language 
Language seen as either a group of formalist rubrics 
or as a network of form-function mappings. 

Language seen not just as a linguistic scheme but also 
as a varied set of a cultural practice, often best 
understood in the setting of broader relations of 
influence. 

Mental 
representation 

Two views: 
1) As a group of rubrics that include the student’s 
linguistic capability. 
2) As a complicated network of relations among 
neutral modes. 

In some social philosophies, representation is not 
deliberated at all. Vygotskyan methods highlight the 
semantic rather than the official features of the 
language that students adopt. 

Social context 

A complete circulation is prepared between “second” 
and “foreign” language settings. Social setting is 
understood as swaying the amount of acquisition and 
final level of aptitude reached, but not as touching the 
core developments responsible for achievement. 

The social context is seen as both determining L2 use 
and developmental, and as something the participants 
equally construct. The social setting is where learning 
occurs and takes place. 

Student 
identity 

The student is seen as a “non-native speaker”. 
Student identity is motionless. 

The student is seen as having many identities 
that give chances to learn a language. Student’s 
identity is dynamic. 

Learner’s 
linguistic 

background 

The student has a complete linguistic capability in 
his/her L1. 

Students may be bilingual and may show variable 
degrees of ability in their various languages. 

Input 
Contribution is seen as linguistic data that helps as a 
cause for achievement. Contribution is viewed as 
related to, but distinguishable from interaction. 

Contribution is seen as contextually built; it is both 
linguistic and non-linguistic. 

Interaction Communication is viewed as a foundation of input. 

Communication is seen as generally a discussed 
incident and a means by which students are 
socialized into the L2 context and culture. 
Input and interaction are viewed as a socio-cognitive 
whole. 

Language 
learning 

L2 achievement happens inside the mind of the 
student as a consequence of input that encourages 
universal cognitive procedures. 

L2 achievement is learning-in-action; it is not a 
mental event but a social and concerted one. 

 
should not be told everything, but they are encouraged, through questions, to 
formulate their knowledge.  

In L2 classrooms in different EFL contexts, students have been motivated to 
participate by applying the L2. Indeed, researches from the EFL setting show 
that some students do not have the competence to use L2 only and consequently 
they tend to use L1 in their classrooms communications (Macaro, 2009). In this 
regard, Vygotsky (1978) asserted that social communication facilitates cognitive 
progress and therefore, in the setting of a class, more social interaction, both 
student-teacher and student-student, is desired. L1 is essential to increase learn-
ers’ class participation in the EFL classroom setting, where everyone’s contribu-
tion is significant.  
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As amplified participation is necessary for better L2 learning, and as more re-
cent research recommends that L1 use permits better participation, total rejec-
tion of L1 in an L2 learning classroom context may decrease learners’ participa-
tion. In this regard, Anton and DiCamilla (1999) stated that the usage of L1 by 
the students has a significant cognitive part, offers scaffolding, aids to express 
interior speech, and also makes intersubjectivity. They added that in the practice 
of this combined arrangement, adopting a common L1 to explain the difficulties 
which might rise could support the L2 learning. 

In the EFL classroom in Oman, which is the central focus of this research, in-
teraction happens between teachers and learners and between learners and their 
classmates often through L2. However, at other times, this interaction is me-
diated by the use of Arabic language in the EFL context where all students speak 
the same L1. According to Brown (2001), these learners would use the L1 until 
such time that they have learned enough English to accomplish a short interaction 
with their teacher. For example, learners might sometimes get stuck and make use 
of Arabic to ask for their classmates’ help. In a study by Reyes and Vallone (2008), 
they found that the use of L1 in students-students interaction supports the process of 
increasing learners' knowledge, and it is also an example of using what is known to 
progress and obtain what is challenging and new. Thus, a language class of-
fers a situation where new learning builds on earlier knowledge and experience, 
where learning is facilitated through communications with others, where learn-
ing is a sequence of problem-solving, and where learning is a practice simplified 
by teachers and other learners.  

Classroom Interactional Competence (CIC) 
In language learning and teaching contexts, the type of discourse between 

teachers and learners creates the main part of the educational process. In other 
words, what occurs in the classroom and how students and teachers co-construct 
information has become very important. The importance of classroom interac-
tion is the critical component in communication, and it is in fact the heart of 
communication or what communication is all about (Brown, 2000). According 
to Walsh (2006a) good teaching “is concerned with more than good planning… 
good decisions are those that are appropriate to the moment, not ones which 
‘follow the plan’” (p. 19). He further added that “interaction does not simply 
happen… in an acquisition rich classroom, [it] is instigated and sustained by the 
teacher… while learners clearly have a significant role to play, it is the teacher 
who has a prime responsibility” (p. 19).  

Walsh (2011) further claimed that the main aim in classroom discourse analy-
sis was not only to define the components of the classroom dialogue but also to 
confirm that teachers and learners developed the kind of interactional compe-
tence that would consequently lead to more active classrooms with learners be-
ing more actively involved in the learning practice. He also argued that anyone 
trying to develop learning and teaching should consider the classroom discourse 
and should consider the importance of classroom interactional competence 
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(CIC). In line with this point, Walsh (2006b) defined CIC as “teachers’ and 
learners’ ability to use interaction as a tool for mediating and assisting learning” 
(p. 132).  

One feature CIC is the degree to which language usage and pedagogic aims 
meet, as language use and pedagogic objectives must be aligned. The idea of CIC 
builds on ideas connected to the importance of interactions in the language 
learning context and specifically focuses on how teachers’ and learners’ interac-
tional choices produce learning opportunities in the classroom. Teachers estab-
lish CIC through their ability to use language that is suitable to both the class-
room style and the students (Walsh, 2006a). 

Regarding the importance of classroom discourse adjustment, O’Neill and 
Geoghegan (2012) claimed that positive modifications in teacher-learner’s inte-
ractions depended on teacher-awareness of the lesson, discourse interactions, 
and the ability to self-monitor and self-evaluate to be able to modify their talk. 
Therefore, Walsh (2006b) emphasized the importance of CIC as it “facilitates 
interactional space” in the classroom (p. 131). He argued that learners need 
space to contribute to the classroom interactions to enhance their learning. This 
could be obtained by increasing wait-time, reducing teacher echo (i.e. the repeti-
tion of a preceding utterance or learner’s input) and helping extend learners’ 
turns (Walsh, 2014), which will maximize the possibilities for learning chances 
in the classroom. For instance, in the classroom context, when the teacher aims 
to elicit ideas from the learners, CIC would be established if there were long 
pauses in the interactions (i.e. more than one second) after a teacher’s question, 
giving learners the chance to form views and express them in their own time. In 
comparison, if the teacher frequently fills the silence in the classroom with need-
less teacher echo, he/she would not demonstrate CIC (Walsh, 2006b). Another 
feature of CIC, as Walsh (2006a) claimed, is the teacher’s ability to shape student 
contributions by “seeking clarification, scaffolding, modelling or repairing 
learner input”, thus “helping learners to say what they mean” (p. 131). This fea-
ture is described as “shaping [which] involves taking a learner response and 
doing something with it rather than simply accepting it” (Walsh, 2014: p. 5). 

Walsh’s (2006a, 2006b) study was particularly important as it resulted in de-
veloping the SETT (self-evaluation of teacher talk) framework. This tool allows 
individual teachers to evaluate the level to which their language use and peda-
gogic goals are aligned and associated, in order to increase their interactional 
awareness and expand the quality of their teacher talk. As Walsh (2006a) de-
scribed it: 

“This instrument was used, firstly, to enable teachers to analyse their own 
classroom data; secondly, to facilitate participation in reflective feedback 
interviews. Essentially, teachers made a series (5 or 6) of ‘snapshot’ record-
ings of their own lessons (each lasting about 15 minutes); analyzed their 
recordings by: 1) identifying modes and 2) transcribing examples of inte-
ractional features using the SETT grid; finally, they discussed their assess-

https://doi.org/10.4236/ojml.2022.124035


K. M. Al-Khamisi, Y. K. Sinha 
 

 

DOI: 10.4236/ojml.2022.124035 493 Open Journal of Modern Linguistics 
 

ments with the researcher in a post-assessment feedback interview” (p. 
134). 

The SETT tool contains a variety of analytical ideas and procedures that are 
planned to increase the awareness of teachers about the language they use in 
class, the suitability of these conversational designs to the pedagogic purposes 
they follow, and the learning chances they produce for their learners. This tool 
has been shown to be very beneficial as it offers accessible metalanguage for the 
teachers and learners to debate and analyze classroom dialogue in a perceptive 
way without being too difficult. Walsh (2006a) identified four classroom modes, 
each of which has its own typical interactional features associated with defined 
pedagogic objectives (see Table 2). He claimed that by using a mode of analysis 
and the SETT framework, teachers can improve a fine-grained understanding of 
the connection between teacher talk, interaction and learning, which can then 
allow them to identify methods to expand their classroom performances and to 
make appropriate changes.  

According to Walsh (2006b), the first step of this assessment practice includes 
teachers identifying diverse steps and stages of the lesson, which he labeled 
“modes” (p. 66). Each mode has a set of “interactional features” (e.g. display  
 

Table 2. The SETT grid (Modified from Walsh, 2003: p. 3). 

Mode Pedagogic Aims Interactional Features 

Managerial 

 To convey information 
 To organize the physical learning contexts 
 To present or accomplish any task 
 To move and change from a learning manner 

to another one 

 A sole, extended teacher turn which uses 
clarifications and/or guidelines 

 The usage of temporary markers 
 The usage of conformational forms 
 A lack of student participation 

Materials 

 To run language exercise around a part of material 
 To produce answers in linked to the materials 
 To check and confirm responses 
 To explain when needed 
 To assess inputs 

 Wide use of questions 
 Form intensive feedback 
 Helpful repair 
 The usage of scaffolding 

Skills 
and systems 

 To allow students to produce right forms 
 To allow students to use the L2 
 To offer helpful feedback 
 To provide students with exercise in sub-skills 
 To show right answers 

 To use of straight repair 
 The usage of scaffolding 
 Extended teacher opportunities 
 Show questions 
 Teacher echo 
 Explaining requests 
 Form intensive feedback 

Classroom 
context 

 To allow students to express themselves 
 To create a setting 
 To encourage spoken fluency 

 Extended student chances 
 Short teacher turns 
 Minimal repair 
 Content response 
 Referential queries and questions 
 Scaffolding 
 Explanation requirements 
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questions) aligned with certain pedagogic aims (e.g. to check and display an-
swers). He recommended that teachers could use a mode analysis along with the 
SETT framework to analyze the suitability of the interactional features relative to 
the modes of the lesson practice. The framework provides teachers with a way of 
describing their discourse and connecting it to lesson purposes. It assumes that 
lessons are made up of a sequence of events or “modes”, each with different aims 
and interactional features, as shown in the table below.  

Walsh (2006a) listed the interactional features related to turn-taking that ei-
ther supported the scaffolding of learning or resisted it. Their research findings 
show that such interactional may be maximized through increasing wait-time, 
reducing teacher talk and supporting extended learner turns.  

Generally, dialogic interactions are those communications whereby learners 
ask questions, comment on ideas that arise in class, clarify and state opinions, 
and are given extra time for thinking. Learners ask for the support of their 
teacher who also needs to care for learners’ initiatives and be able to use dialogue 
to provide stability and confirm interchange. The consequences for L2 learning 
in traditional textbook-orientated classrooms versus those that are using “mod-
ern” pedagogy, based on social constructivist theory, are acknowledged by To-
chon (2014) who has demonstrated that students actually acquire the language 
through opportunities to use it for real life purposes in order to make meaning. 
Similarly, Shamsipour and Allami (2014) applied Walsh’s (2006b) list of interac-
tional features related to turn-taking that either supported the scaffolding of 
learning or resisted it. Their research findings show that such interactions are 
maximized through increasing wait-time, reducing teacher talk and supporting 
extended learner turns. Wait-time refers to “teachers giving adequate time for a 
learner to reply, whereas teacher echo happens when the talk period is stopped 
as the teacher just repeats the learner’s speech and, consequently, acts as a fence 
to supporting the scaffolding dialog or turn-taking opportunity of the dialogic 
conversation” (O’Neill, 2018: p. 9).  

Table 3 below provides a comparison of the influence of dialogic and mono-
logic learning settings on learners’ experiences. The comparative features noti-
ceably display the limits in monologic learning settings and explain the need 
for change towards a critical pedagogical approach whereby teachers could be 
transformative intellectuals able to be informed in the use of their cognitive 
and metacognitive processes to be able to lead the scaffolding of students’ 
learning in the best possible means (O’Neill, 2018). This means that such teach-
ers would be conscious of their thinking processes during a class and would be 
checking the pedagogical dialogue they run to make changes to exploit the scaf-
folding of learners’ learning (e.g. extended wait time, modelling, extended 
learner turn, seeking clarification). This reflects the significance of the meta-
language that relates to the learning, and the necessity for learners to have 
learnt this to be able to join and understand the teacher talk and related debate 
(O’Neill, 2018). 
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Table 3. Comparison between dialogic and monologic teaching practices (Adapted from Edwards-Groves, Anstey, & Bull, 2014: p. 
81-82). 

Dialogic teaching practices are often experienced as: Monologic teaching practices are often experienced as: 

a learning focused partnership directive compliance relationship 

open, participatory and collaborative a one-way transmission of knowledge 

the typical IRE is disrupted with a 4th turn a typical 3-part IRE structure 

talk is a leverage for deep learning and reasoning talk for organising students, behaviour and resources 

more dynamic, active and activist more static and passive 

process orientated – making learning and knowledge public knowledge driven – ideas often remain invisible 

more students have a voice more students being silent 

active listening to teachers and peers teacher centred, directed and mediated 

equitable ways of relating hierarchical ways of relating 

shared responsibility for learning students responsible for complying 

more time for students thinking and talking less time for students thinking and talking 

more opportunities for thinking and talking less room for negotiation of meaning 

more time for rehearsing and consolidating ideas “on the run” thinking and articulation of ideas 

students develop from what they are thinking students trying to guess what is in teachers’ mind 

students positioned as thinkers, theorises, 
holders of a position 

students positioned as followers of instructions and more 
simply as being correct or incorrect 

making learning and thinking and knowledge accountable making compliance accountable or prioritised 

more open-ended questioning enabling reasoning, 
hypothesising and “thinking aloud” 

questioning for known answers or more closed questioning 

divergent ideas accepted and valued having more convergence of ideas 

more democratic more autocratic 

power and agency being dispersed more equally having power and agency dominated by the teacher 

time for talk being more equitable – the “floor is shared” the floor being generally the province of the teacher 

 
Individual Differences  
Learning L2 should not only be limited in creating a communicative learning 

environment but also in considering other factors that enhance learning to take 
place. These other factors could be varying in nature. In fact, there are many 
other vital aspects that are specifically linked to the learners themselves and that 
are a significant factor in learning the L2, including individual differences. Thus, 
it was important for this study to consider learners’ individual differences in 
terms of learning strategies, as the student participants involved in this study 
belong to a specific sociocultural L2 context where English language is a foreign 
language.  

According to Arı and Deniz (2008), individual differences in students are 
personal differences specific to each learner, and they contain different variables 
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such as intelligence, interest, socioeconomic status, background, opinions, gender, 
aptitude, language learning styles, physical features, and personality characters. As 
a result, not every student learns in the same way, and not every method attracts 
the interest of each learner on an identical level. Students who differ in achieve-
ment abilities need diverse activities and assignments (Good & Brophy, 2000). 
Therefore, during the lesson time, it is very important for a teacher to use dif-
ferent teaching methods and strategies where learners can use different abilities 
and skills in order to create a successful and rich L2 learning environment. Tom-
linson and Imbeau (2010) have stated that learners’ performance increases when 
learners’ strengths and special needs are complemented by different teaching 
methods.  

As the L2 education is concerned, previous studies have shown that learners 
with diversity in intelligence capabilities can be successful in learning L2 (Lightbown 
& Spada, 2006). Consequently, this leads us to think about what really makes a 
good EFL learner. Moreover, the features of a good language learner could differ 
from one context to another. In this regard, Lightbown and Spada (2006) sug-
gested characteristics such as motivation, intellectual abilities, and learning pre-
ferences as the most important learning variables that should be taken into con-
sideration when attempting to create what really makes a good EFL learner. 
These individual differences are also noticeable through learning styles and ap-
proaches that L2 learners apply. 

The degree of motivation that EFL learners bring to the classrooms affects 
their learning accomplishment (Brown, 2007). Motivation is considered to be 
one of the vital affective aspects that positively influence language learning. 
Gardner et al (1997) described language learning stimulation as the “degree to 
which a specific work or strive to learn the language because of a desire to do so 
and the satisfaction experienced in this activity” (p. 10). Similarly, Renandya 
(2014) claimed that the success of language learning has been credited to the 
learners’ motivation levels. During the process of teaching and learning, motiva-
tion plays an essential role in increasing learners’ enthusiasm, commitment, and 
involvement. Furthermore, without sufficient motivation, even the brightest 
learners are unlikely to persist long enough to achieve any beneficial language 
learning improvement (Dornyei, 2001). Therefore, students should keep their 
motivation during the classroom activities as their enthusiasm affects their 
learning success. In this regard, Dornyei (2001) argued that “teacher skills in 
motivating learners should be seen as central to teaching effectiveness” (p. 116). 
Teachers should observe conditions under which learners obtain language and 
make changes towards creating the best learning situations, or in Dornyei’s 
(2001) words, “all students are motivated to learn under the right conditions, 
and that you can provide these conditions in your classroom” (p. 118).  

Motivation in learning a foreign language is separated into four components: 
intrinsic, extrinsic, instrumental, and integrative motivation. Thus, L2 learners 
may differ in their motivation based on their learning aims and the contexts in 
which they are studying. Additionally, Culhane (2004) stated that instrumental  
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Figure 1. Motivation types in learning a foreign language (L2). 
 
motivation relates to the learner’s main concern for language development, while 
integrative motivation considers the learner’s readiness and interest in encour-
aging L2 learning through social communications with speakers of the L2. In 
other words, L2 learners would be recognized as instrumentally motivated learners if 
they were seen to learn the L2 with the aim to apply for a better job or to pass 
examinations.  

Regardless of whether instrumental motivation or integrative motivation have 
a more significant part in L2 learning practice, Cook (2001) reported that inte-
grative motivation was viewed as greater and superior to instrumental motiva-
tion for guessing the achievement of L2 learning. If learners appreciate the target 
culture, they may read literature or exercise the L2 and thus be able to increase 
their language abilities. Figure 1 illustrates the types of motivation involved in 
learning a foreign language. The following chart shows motivation types in 
learning a foreign language (L2). 

6. Conclusion 

CLT methods are based on the principle that language is used for communica-
tion. The learners are expected to be able to communicate with English-speaking 
people. Another feature of the CLT method is that it provides the learners with a 
central role in the classroom. That is, they are expected to be responsible for 
their own learning and to be capable of working independently of the teacher. 
They are also encouraged to take the initiative, negotiate to mean, and go through 
the process of learning. The teacher’s role, however, is to work as a facilitator to 
guide the students to perform the tasks set for them. The teacher should also ca-

https://doi.org/10.4236/ojml.2022.124035


K. M. Al-Khamisi, Y. K. Sinha 
 

 

DOI: 10.4236/ojml.2022.124035 498 Open Journal of Modern Linguistics 
 

ter to individual differences among learners and should provide them with tasks 
that contribute to their language development. 

It also shows that the attempt to introduce CLT methodology in Oman has 
resulted in conflicting attitudes among the teachers of English themselves and 
between the students and the teachers. The classroom observation data show 
that teachers, especially the male expatriate Arab teachers, adopt an authorita-
rian teaching style that stems from the hierarchical nature of Arab society. The 
predominant teaching style of all the teachers observed was a repetitive insistent 
questioning of the students. This is designed to encourage competitive “bidding” 
among the students. In the context of EMI universities in Oman, as Nunn (1999: 
p. 37) has suggested, this type of questioning is commonly used as part of a 
process of reconstruction of texts which have already been learned. The findings, 
based on classroom observation, show a substantial contradiction between policy 
and practice in terms of CLT methods in Omani EFL classrooms. Partly it is due 
to local culture as well. Many practices in the classroom, such as the use of me-
morization, competition, and the dominant role of the teacher, emanate from 
Arabic culture. In order to successfully implement CLT methods, students need 
to be given adequate time to complete tasks in pairs or on their own and an at-
tempt should be made to let the learner fight the competitive stress through 
psychological training as we can see in the sports paradigm (Alexe et al., 2013). 
Our findings do show the use of pair and group activity in Omani EMI pro-
grams. Pair-share-care has been a part of the EMI setting in Oman which cumu-
latively helps students develop an ELF or English-as-a-lingua-franca cultures in 
which they transfer their knowledge learned in the classroom and express them-
selves in the English language as they go into the job market or in the local mar-
ketplace. 

Arabic culture places a high value on hierarchy, respect for elders, and compe-
tition; furthermore, Arab literacy practices place a high value on memorization. 
We have also noted that many of the classroom practices owe their origin to the 
initial training of the teachers, which is based on the traditional methods. All of 
these factors may even be regarded as obstacles to the successful implementation 
of CLT methods. In addition to these factors, most of which relate to deep-seated 
attitudes and beliefs, there are other factors relating to the educational provision 
that one may regard as obstacles to the implementation of CLT methods. While 
analyzing the use of CLT methods, a series of evaluation reports show that the 
attempt to introduce these methods has met with considerable resistance from 
teachers. The aim of this study is to contribute to our understanding of the fac-
tors underlying the use of CLT in the classroom and any resistance thereof and 
more generally, to contribute to our understanding of the process of successful Eng-
lish language curriculum innovation in the EMI universities of the Arab world. This 
in turn implies that the cultural factors are primary in language teaching, learn-
ing, and successful curriculum innovation. The findings of this study also sug-
gest that there are several significant background factors like failures, attrition, 
and other challenges (Roche et al., 2015; Sinha et al., 2018; Al-Busafi, 2012) that 
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affect the attitudes of teachers and pupils towards teaching and learning English 
in language learning classrooms in Oman. These include gender, literacy levels, 
the location of school and nationality, and accordingly, suitable talent identifica-
tion methods applicable to Oman (Al-Busafi et al., 2013). CLT can be fruitful in 
its entirety only after all stakeholders partake of their responsibilities in the right 
spirit and in the right direction. 

7. Recommendations and Suggestions for Future Practices 

The study is by no means a definitive answer to the question of how curriculum 
innovation in Oman can be successfully implemented in the light of CLT me-
thodology. There is scope for further research in this area of study as there are a 
number of outstanding questions which require further investigation for future 
practices, including the following:  
 What is the role of the political factors in CLT implementation as part of cur-

riculum innovation? 
 What are the attitudes of GFP English teachers and students towards the 

teaching-learning enterprise? 
 What are the attitudes of students at the EMI Universities in Oman towards 

learning English? 
 Self-esteem, academic self-efficacy, perceived stress, and preferred learning 

styles have been linked to academic performance (Zayed et al., 2016). Do 
these variables work in the EFL context in Oman?  

This calls for improvements in the teacher training program and in the course 
delivery of effective language learning programs in schools and colleges and EMI 
universities of Oman. 

Conflicts of Interest 

The authors declare no conflicts of interest regarding the publication of this pa-
per. 

References 
Al-Busafi, M. (2012). Oman: An Emerging Sport Nation, History and Future Directions. 

International Journal of Sport Studies, 2, 233-242. 

Al-Busafi, M., Zayed, K., & Al-Kitani, M. (2013). Evaluation of Talent Identification Me-
thods for National Teams in the Sultanate of Oman: Current Models and Future Direc-
tions. Gymnasium, 14, 106-119. 

Alexe, C. I., Alexe, D. I., Al-Busafi, M., & Larion, A. (2013). Fighting Competition Stress 
by Focusing the Psychological Training on the Vigor-Activity Mood States. Gymna-
sium, 14, 29-46. 

Al-Mahrooqi, R. (2012). English Communication Skills: How Are They Taught at Schools 
and Universities in Oman. English Language Teaching, 5, 124-130.  
https://doi.org/10.5539/elt.v5n4p124 

Al-Mahrooqi, R., & Asante, C. (2010). Promoting Autonomy by Fostering a Reading 
Culture. In R. Al-Mahrooqi, & V. Tuzlukova (Eds.), The Omani ELT Symphony: Main-
taining Linguistic and Socio-Cultural Equilibrium (pp. 477-494). Sultan Qaboos Uni-

https://doi.org/10.4236/ojml.2022.124035
https://doi.org/10.5539/elt.v5n4p124


K. M. Al-Khamisi, Y. K. Sinha 
 

 

DOI: 10.4236/ojml.2022.124035 500 Open Journal of Modern Linguistics 
 

versity Academic Publication Board.  

Anton, & DiCamilla, F. J. (1999). Socio-Cognitive Functions of L1 Collaborative Interac-
tion in the L2 Classroom. The Modern Language Journal (Boulder, Colo.), 83, 233-247.  
https://doi.org/10.1111/0026-7902.00018 

Arı, R., & Deniz, M. E. (2008). Classroom Management. Maya Akademi.  

Bell, J. (1993). Doing Your Research Project: A Guide for First-Time Researchers in Edu-
cation and Social Sciences. Open University Press. 

Bogdan, R. G., & Biklen, S. K. (1992). Qualitative Research for Education (2nd ed.). Allyn 
& Bacon. 

Brown, H. D. (2000). Principles of Language Learning and Teaching (4th ed.). Pearson 
Education. 

Brown, H. D. (2001). Teaching by Principles: An Interactive Approach to Language Pe-
dagogy (2nd ed.). Pearson Education.  

Brown, H. D. (2007). Principles of Language Learning and Teaching. Pearson Longman. 

Cook, V. J. (2001). Using the First Language in the Classroom. Canadian Modern Lan-
guage Review, 57, 402-423. https://doi.org/10.3138/cmlr.57.3.402 

Culhane, S. F. (2004). An Intercultural Interaction Model: Acculturation Attitudes in Second 
Language Acquisition. Electronic Journal of Foreign Language Teaching, 1, 50-61. 

Donato, R. (1994). Collective Scaffolding in Second Language Learning. In J. P. Lantolf, & 
G. Appel (Eds.), Vygostskian Approaches to Second Language Research (pp. 33-56). 
Ablex Publishing Corporation. 

Dornyei, Z. (2001). Motivational Strategies in the Language Classroom. Cambridge Uni-
versity Press. https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511667343 

Edwards-Groves, C., Anstey, M., & Bull, G. (2014). Classroom Talk: Understanding Dialo-
gue, Pedagogy and Practice. Primary English Teaching Association Australia (PETAA). 

Ellis, R. (1994). Factors in the Incidental Acquisition of Second Language Vocabulary 
from Oral Input: A Review Essay. Applied Language Learning, 5, 1-32. 

Ellis, R. (2010). Theoretical Pluralism in SLA: Is There a Way forward? In Conceptualis-
ing “Learning” in Applied Linguistics (pp. 23-51). Palgrave Macmillan.  
https://doi.org/10.1057/9780230289772_3 

Gardner, R. C., Tremblay, P. F., & Masgoret, A.-M. (1997). Towards a Full Model of 
Second Language Learning: An Empirical Investigation. The Modern Language Jour-
nal, 81, 344-362. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4781.1997.tb05495.x 

Good, T. L., & Brophy, J. E. (2000). Looking in Classrooms (9th ed.). Harper Collins. 

Karavas-Doukas, E. (1996). Using Attitude Scales to Investigate Teachers’ Attitudes to the 
Communicative Approach. ELT Journal, 50, 187-196.  
https://doi.org/10.1093/elt/50.3.187 

Lantolf, J. P. (2004). Sociocultural Theory and Second and Foreign Language Learning: 
An Overview of Sociocultural Theory. In K. van Esch, & O. St. John (Eds.), New In-
sights into Foreign Language Learning and Teaching (pp. 13-34). Peter Lang. 

Lantolf, J. P., & Thorne, S. L. (2007). Sociocultural Theory and Second Language Learn-
ing. In B. Van Patten, & J. Williams (Eds.), Theories in Second Language Acquisition: 
An Introduction (pp. 201-224). Erlbaum. 

Larsen-Freeman, D. (2000). Teaching Language: From Grammar to Grammaring. Heinle. 

Larsen-Freeman, D., & Anderson, M. (2011). Techniques & Principles in Language Teach-
ing (3rd ed.). Oxford University Press. 

Li, D. (1998). “It’s Always More Difficult than You Plan and Imagine”: Teachers’ Per-

https://doi.org/10.4236/ojml.2022.124035
https://doi.org/10.1111/0026-7902.00018
https://doi.org/10.3138/cmlr.57.3.402
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511667343
https://doi.org/10.1057/9780230289772_3
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4781.1997.tb05495.x
https://doi.org/10.1093/elt/50.3.187


K. M. Al-Khamisi, Y. K. Sinha 
 

 

DOI: 10.4236/ojml.2022.124035 501 Open Journal of Modern Linguistics 
 

ceived Difficulties in Introducing the Communicative Approach in South Korea. 
TESOL Quarterly, 32, 677-703. https://doi.org/10.2307/3588000 

Lightbown, P. M., & Spada, N. (2006). How Languages Are Learned (3rd ed.). Oxford 
University Press. 

Littlewood, W. (2007). Communicative and Task-Based Teaching in East Asian Class-
rooms. Language Teaching, 40, 243-249. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0261444807004363 

Macaro, E. (2009). Teacher Use of Code-Switching in the Second Language Classroom: 
Exploring “Optimal” Use. In First Language Use in Second and Foreign Language Learning 
(pp. 35-49). Multilingual Matters. https://doi.org/10.21832/9781847691972-005 

Markee, N. (2001). The Diffusion of Innovation in Language Teaching. In D. R. Hall, & 
A. Hewings (Eds.), Innovation in English Language Teaching: A Reader (pp. 118-126). 
Routledge.  

McGroarty, M. (1984). Some Meanings of Communicative Competence for Second Lan-
guage Students. TESOL Quarterly, 18, 257-272. https://doi.org/10.2307/3586693 

MoE (Ministry of Education) (2017). Post-Basic Education Grades 11 and 12. Ministry of 
Education. 

Nunan, D. (1991). Communicative Tasks and the Language Curriculum. TESOL Quar-
terly, 25, 279-295. https://doi.org/10.2307/3587464 

Nunn, R. (1999). The Purposes of Language Teachers’ Questions. International Review of 
Applied Linguistics in Language Teaching, 37, 23-42.  
https://doi.org/10.1515/iral.1999.37.1.23 

O’Neill, S. (2018). Building Students’ Capacity to Write English for Academic Purposes: 
Pedagogy and the Demands of Writing Persuasively. In L. T. Wong, & W. L. Wong 
(Eds.), Teaching and Learning English for Academic Purposes: Current Research and 
Practices (pp. 69-96). Nova Science Publishers, Inc. 

O’Neill, S., & Geoghegan, D. (2012). Pre-Service Teachers’ Comparative Analyses of 
Teacher-/Parent-Child Talk: Making Literacy Teaching Explicit and Children’s Litera-
cy Learning Visible. International Journal of Studies in English, 12, 97-128.  
https://doi.org/10.6018/ijes.12.1.132471  

Renandya, W. A. (2014). Effective Strategies for Motivating L2 Learners. In The KAPEE 
International Conference Chuncheon National University of Education (pp. 2-4). Pub-
lishing house. 

Reyes, S., & Vallone, T. (2008). Constructivist Strategies for Teaching English Language 
Learners. Corwin. 

Richards, J. C., & Rodgers, T. S. (2001). Approaches and Methods in Language Teaching. 
Cambridge University Press. https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511667305 

Richards, J. C., & Rodgers, T. S. (2014). Approaches and Methods in Language Teaching 
(3rd ed.). Cambridge University Press. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009024532 

Roche, T., Harrington, M., Sinha, Y., & Denman, C. (2016). Vocabulary Recognition Skill 
as a Screening Tool in English-as-a-Lingua-Franca University Settings. In J. Read (Ed.), 
Post-Admission Language Assessment of University Students (pp. 159-178). Springer.  
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-39192-2_8 

Roche, T., Sinha, Y., & Denman, C. (2015). Unravelling Failure: Belief and Performance 
in English for Academic Purposes Programs in Oman. In R. Al-Mahrooqi, & C. Den-
man (Eds.), Issues in English Education in the Arab World (pp. 37-59). Cambridge 
Scholars Publishing. 

Savignon, S. (2002). Communicative Language Teaching: Linguistic Theory and Class-

https://doi.org/10.4236/ojml.2022.124035
https://doi.org/10.2307/3588000
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0261444807004363
https://doi.org/10.21832/9781847691972-005
https://doi.org/10.2307/3586693
https://doi.org/10.2307/3587464
https://doi.org/10.1515/iral.1999.37.1.23
https://doi.org/10.6018/ijes.12.1.132471
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511667305
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009024532
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-39192-2_8


K. M. Al-Khamisi, Y. K. Sinha 
 

 

DOI: 10.4236/ojml.2022.124035 502 Open Journal of Modern Linguistics 
 

room Practice.  
https://www.academia.edu/7630071/E_D_I_Interpreting_Communicative_Language_T
eaching   

Shamsipour, A., & Allami, H. (2014). Teacher Talk and Learner Involvement in EFL Class-
rooms: The Case of Iranian Setting. Theory and Practice in Language Studies, 2, 2262-2268.  
https://doi.org/10.4304/tpls.2.11.2262-2268 

Sinha, Y. (2017a). Lexicography on the Cusp of the New Millennium—Some Reflections 
on Recent Trends and Likely Developments. PONTE International Scientific Research 
Journal, 73, 45-54. https://doi.org/10.21506/j.ponte.2017.2.35 

Sinha, Y. (2017b). Teaching Poetry in English-Medium-Instruction Universities in the 
Middle-East: A Linguistically Oriented Model. PONTE International Scientific Re-
search Journal, 73, 245-250. https://doi.org/10.21506/j.ponte.2017.2.19 

Sinha, Y., Roche, T., & Sinha, M. (2018). Understanding Higher Education Attrition in 
English-Medium Programs in the Arab Gulf States: Identifying Push, Pull and Fallout 
Factors at an Omani University. In R. Al-Mahrooqi, & C. Denman (Eds.), English Educa-
tion in Oman (pp. 195-229). English Language Education, Vol. 15, Springer.  
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-13-0265-7_12 

Swain, M., & Lapkin, S. (2000). Task-Based Second Language Learning: The Uses of the 
First Language. Language Teaching Research, 4, 251-274.  
https://doi.org/10.1177/136216880000400304 

Tochon (2014). Help Them Learn a Language Deeply—Francois Victor Tochon’s Deep 
Approach to World Languages and Cultures. Deep University Press. 

Tomlinson, B. (1990). Managing Change in Indonesian High Schools. ELT Journal, 44, 
25-37. https://doi.org/10.1093/elt/44.1.25 

Tomlinson, C. A., & Imbeau, M. B. (2010). Leading and Managing a Differentiated Class-
room. ASCD. 

Vygotsky, L. (1997). Educational Psychology. St. Lucie Press. 

Vygotsky, L. S. (1978). Mind in Society: The Development of Higher Mental Process. Harvard 
University Press. 

Walsh, S. (2003). Developing Interactional Awareness in the Second Language Classroom 
through Teacher Self-Evaluation. Language Awareness, 12, 124-142.  
https://doi.org/10.1080/09658410308667071 

Walsh, S. (2006a). Talking the Talk of the TESOL Classroom. English Language Teaching 
Journal, 60, 133-141. https://doi.org/10.1093/elt/cci100 

Walsh, S. (2006b). Investigating Classroom Discourse. Routledge.  
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203015711 

Walsh, S. (2011). Exploring Classroom Discourse: Language in Action. Routledge.  
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203827826 

Walsh, S. (2014). Developing Classroom Interactional Competence. Language Issues: The 
ESOL Journal, 25, 4-8. 

Ying, L. (2010). Communicative Activities in ELT Classrooms in China. Unpublished Mas-
ter Dissertation, University of Wisconsin-Platteville.  

Zayed, K. N., Haddabi, B. A., Al-Rawahi, N., Al-Tauqi, M., Thiyabat, F., & Al-Busafi, M. 
S. (2016). Gender Differences in Self-Esteem and Its Relationship with Body Mass In-
dex among Omani Adolescents. Canadian Journal of Clinical Nutrition, 4, 18-24.  
https://doi.org/10.14206/canad.j.clin.nutr.2016.01.03 

Zayed, K., Jeyaseelan, L., Al-Adawi, S., Al-Haddabi, B., Al-Busafi, M., & Al Tauqi, M. (2019). 

https://doi.org/10.4236/ojml.2022.124035
https://www.academia.edu/7630071/E_D_I_Interpreting_Communicative_Language_Teaching
https://www.academia.edu/7630071/E_D_I_Interpreting_Communicative_Language_Teaching
https://doi.org/10.4304/tpls.2.11.2262-2268
https://doi.org/10.21506/j.ponte.2017.2.35
https://doi.org/10.21506/j.ponte.2017.2.19
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-13-0265-7_12
https://doi.org/10.1177/136216880000400304
https://doi.org/10.1093/elt/44.1.25
https://doi.org/10.1080/09658410308667071
https://doi.org/10.1093/elt/cci100
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203015711
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203827826
https://doi.org/10.14206/canad.j.clin.nutr.2016.01.03


K. M. Al-Khamisi, Y. K. Sinha 
 

 

DOI: 10.4236/ojml.2022.124035 503 Open Journal of Modern Linguistics 
 

Differences among Self-Esteem in a Nationally Representative Sample of 15-17-Year-Old 
Omani Adolescents. Psychology Research, 9, 178-188.  
https://doi.org/10.17265/2159-5542/2019.02.003  

 
 

https://doi.org/10.4236/ojml.2022.124035
https://doi.org/10.17265/2159-5542/2019.02.003

	Communicative Language Teaching Methodologies in Omani EFL Context
	Abstract
	Keywords
	1. Introduction
	2. Literature Review
	3. Research Design and Methodology
	4. Results
	5. Discussion and Analysis
	6. Conclusion
	7. Recommendations and Suggestions for Future Practices
	Conflicts of Interest
	References

