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Abstract

Diverse forms of English have emerged in all domains
of the society. Due to the change in status of English and
the growing acceptance of World Englishes (WE) in
ELT, this study aimed to explore how university students
in the expanding circle perceived and positioned themselves
toward WE. 255 students participated in this study, including
125 Thai university students in Thailand and 130 Chinese

university students in China. Data were collected from
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a questionnaire to explore their perceptions and a semi-structured
interview to elicit their positions. The questionnaire data
were analyzed in terms of frequency while the interview
data were coded and analyzed based on Buripakdi (2008; 2012).
The questionnaire revealed that there were similarities
and differences in the perceptions of Thai and Chinese
respondents regarding WE. Besides, five positions toward
WE emerged from the interview i.e. the Standard English, the
Instrumental English, the Glocal English, the World Englishes,
and the Situational English. These findings reflected the
hegemony of British and American English, the place of
native and non-native varieties in the real context of use,
the potential of Thai and China English as varieties of
WE, and the coexistence of standard Englishes and WE
in ELT.

Keywords: World Englishes, Thai, Chinese,

perceptions, expanding circle
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For decades, English Language Teaching (ELT)
has been constantly informed by theoretical and empirical
studies of Second Language Acquisition (SLA). In SLA
research, the performance of English language learners is
often compared to the language use of the native speakers
(Kachru, 2006) on the assumptions that English language
learners aspire to attain the native speaker competence
and that they are motivated to learn the language for
integrative reasons (Sridhar & Sridhar, 2006). These
assumptions, however, create a monolingual bias (Kachru,
2006) which puts native speakers as well as their English
varieties in a higher prestigious position. As a result, the
inner circle varieties, specifically British and American
English have been widely regarded in the ELT community as
standard forms and unquestionably taught in most classrooms
worldwide.

However, today the number of people acquiring
English as an additional language is large and growing
(McKay, 2003). Crystal (2000) pinpoints that the spread
of the language causes changes in that language. The

expansion of English around the globe has not only
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resulted in its complex sociolinguistic landscape (Marlina, 2014),
but also led to the birth of localized varieties of English
or World Englishes (WE) which mirror the users’ cultural
and linguistic identities (Buripakdi, 2012). Canagarajah
(2006b) states that “local Englishes are now traveling-
just as American English travels through CNN, Hollywood,
and MTV” (p. 590). As more and more non-native speakers
use their Englishes to convey their thoughts, values, and
identities in their day-to-day communication, the emergence of
various forms and functions of English is an inevitable
outcome (He, 2017; Low & Ao, 2018).

The paradigm shift from English to Englishes has
questioned and challenged practices in ELT which display
a bias in favor of the UK or the US model (Kubota, 2018).
Due to the change in status of English and the increasing
number of English users, Brown (2006) points out that
“it 1s important to move beyond the traditional limits of
language pedagogy and the assumption that all learners of
English desire to speak one variety of English” (p. 422).
Furthermore, many learners today acquire English thanks to
instrumental motivation (Sridhar,1994; Sridhar & Sridhar, 2006).

They leam English to gain access to scientific and technological

128 \Vol. 14 No. 1 (2019)



iISEL

knowledge as well as to participate in the wider global
community (McKay, 2003). More importantly, they now
use English in a way that shows their “pluralistic identities”
and “hybrid discourses” (Canagarajah, 2006a, p.213) rather
than speaking like native speakers.

The growing recognition of WE in ELT has manifested
in, for example, the inclusion of non-native speakers in
the teaching materials (Jenkins, 2006) and the introduction of
modules or units pertaining to WE in certain programs
(Xu, 2018). Many scholars assert that knowledge of WE
is a valuable asset to all English users. In today’s globalized
world, there is no denying that most communicative
exchanges in English involve speakers who not only
come from different linguistic and cultural backgrounds,
but also speak different varieties of English. Therefore,
the understanding and acceptance of the complex reality
of English appear essential for successful communication in
such exchanges (Matsuda, 2018). Furthermore, as WE
recognizes the legitimacy of all Englishes (McKay, 2018), the
awareness of WE can help develop English users’ respective
attitude toward other Englishes and appreciative attitude

toward their own English, which may enhance their

129 \Vol. 14 No. 1 (2019)



iISEL

confidence in communicating particularly in multilingual,
international contexts (Jenkins, 2006).

Given the value of the WE paradigm, it is crucial
and interesting to explore how English language learners
today perceive WE and position themselves toward WE.
The present study focused particularly on university
students in two expanding circle countries, namely
Thailand and China. To be more specific, this study
aimed to address the following questions: /) what are
perceptions of university students in Thailand and China
regarding World Englishes? and 2) what are positions of
university students in Thailand and China toward World

Englishes?

Theoretical Focus

This study was conducted based on the framework of
World Englishes (WE) pioneered by Braj B. Kachru and
other scholars upholding the notion of WE (Bolton, 2018).

According to Kachru (1985), the spread of English
can be described in terms of three concentric circles: the
inner circle, the outer circle, and the expanding circle.
The inner circle consists of countries in which English is

used as the primary or the native language i.e. the UK,
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the USA, Canada, Australia, and New Zealand. English
used in this circle is believed to provide norms of usage
to the other two circles. Meanwhile, the outer circle
normally includes nations which were colonized by
English-speaking countries e.g. Singapore and India. In
the postcolonial outer circle communities, English is
institutionalized and receives an official status in language
policies. Thus, people in these countries use English locally as
a second language (ESL). As regards the expanding circle, it
encompasses countries in which English is adopted as a
foreign language (EFL) such as China, Thailand, Japan,
and Korea.

Aside from the three concentric circles, Kachru
posits the view that English users in both the outer and
the expanding circle have developed new words and
rules of the language to fulfill communicative needs in
their local communities (Brown, 2006). Additionally, instead
of following standard norms, English users are using
English in a way that mirrors the unique identity of their
own region as Kachru (1985) puts it: “the non-native English-
using speech fellowships are using their Englishes of the

world in their divergent situations and contexts and with
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various linguistic and ethnic attitudes” (p. 16). As a result,
Kachru argues that English is now owned by all users of
English.

Many studies (e.g. Buripakdi, 2008, 2012; Choi,
2007; Fang, 2016, 2017; He, 2015; He & Li, 2009;
Jindapitak & Teo, 2012; Kalra & Thanavisuth, 2018;
Saengboon, 2015; Wang, 2017) were conducted on the
perceptions of English learners or users regarding WE in
the expanding circle. Below is a review of some recent
studies carried out in Thailand and China.

Saengboon (2015), for instance, investigated how
Thai university students perceived and understood the
concepts of WE. Results showed that the majority of them
did not show a clear understanding of certain concepts
and that they still regarded British and American English
as better than other English varieties. Some studies
focused exclusively on a certain WE variety. Buripakdi (2012),
for example, interviewed Thai professional writers about
the notion of Thai English. She found that most writers
viewed English used in the UK and the USA as the
Queen’s English, but Thai English as an invalid English

variety. They were also reported to adopt multiple,
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contradictory positions toward English i.e. the Queen’s
English, the Instrumental English, the Cosmopolitan
English, the Glocal English, and the Thai English. He (2015),
on the other hand, explored the attitudes of Chinese university
students and teachers toward China English. Although
both groups agreed on the emergence of China English
as a variety of WE, China English was viewed more positively
by the students than the teachers.

Attitude toward diverse English accents has also
become an interesting topic. Fang (2016), for instance,
investigated how Chinese university students perceived
native and non-native English accents and reported that
most participants showed preference for UK and USA
accents. Likewise, Kalra and Thanavisuth (2018) explored
Thai university students’ attitudes toward accents of five
Asian Englishes. Findings showed that Indian-accented
English was the most preferred over other accented
Englishes in terms of acceptability and comprehensibility.

The results of most of the above studies showed
that English learners and users in Thailand and China
still perceived British and American English, two well-

recognized standard English varieties in the inner circle
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(Kachru, 1985) as superior to other English varieties
despite their awareness of the diversity of English.
However, to obtain a better insight into WE in these two
expanding circle countries from English learners’ perspectives,
this study not only explored their perceptions, but also
elicited their positions pertaining to WE.

Methodology
Participants

255 participants took part in the study, including
125 Thai university students in Thailand and 130 Chinese
university students in China. Convenience sampling was
used due tothe researchers’ accessibility to certain
groups of Thai and Chinese university students at the
time of the study. All the participants were third- and
fourth-year students studying different academic majors
as shown in Table 1. It should be noted that while most
Thai participants studied engineering, all their Chinese
counterparts were majoring in soft science i.e. business
administration and management and arts except one
participant. The Thai group included 70 males and 55

females and their ages ranged from 20-23 years of age
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when the Chinese group consisted of 66 males and 64

females and their ages ranged from 19-24 years of age.

Table 1. Number of Thai and Chinese Respondents

According to Academic Majors

Academic Majors Thai Chinese
Respondents Respondents
1. Engineering 114 1
2. Public Health 3
3. Business Administration & Management 8 80
4. Arts - 49
Total 125 130

Data Collection and Analysis

The present study is exploratory research employing a
mixed-methods inquiry. In other words, quantitative data
were collected from a questionnaire and qualitative data

from a semi-structured interview as described below:

1. Questionnaire

The questionnaire items were written based on
the concepts of WE; some were adopted and adapted
from previous research studies i.e. Choi (2007), He (2015),
He and Li (2009) and Saengboon (2015). The questionnaire
package consists of four sections: 1) research descriptions, 2)

an informed consent form, 3) a demographic information
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survey, and 4) a questionnaire. The questionnaire includes 40
items and is divided into two parts: 1) perceptions of WE
and 2) experiences with WE. The first part contains 34
statements related to pre-knowledge of WE (items 1-8),
knowledge of WE (items 9-18), beliefs about WE (items
19-27), and factors influencing the perceptions of WE
(items 28-34) and uses a 5-Likert scale ranging from 5
(strongly agree) to 1 (strongly disagree). The second part
comprises six yes/no statements describing experiences
with WE (items 35-40).

The questionnaire was initially written in English
and then translated into Thai for the Thai respondents
and into Chinese for the Chinese respondents. Back
translation was used to check the accuracy of the translation.
To ensure the research instrument validity and reliability,
the questionnaire was piloted tested in April, 2018 with
15 Thai university students in Thailand in person and
with 18 Chinese university students in China online. The
main study was carried out in May, 2018. The Thai
questionnaire was administered to the participants in person
by the researchers when the Chinese questionnaire was

collected via www.wjx.cn with the help of two Chinese
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university students serving as research assistants. The
responses to each questionnaire item were analyzed in

terms of frequency and presented in percentage.

2. Semi-Structured Interview

A semi-structured interview was conducted according
to the interview guide (See Appendix A) in Thai or Chinese
and/or English depending on the participants’ willingness.
Five Thai and five Chinese respondents from the questionnaire
were randomly selected to participate in the interview.
Each participant was informed about the purposes and
procedures of the interview before they agreed to sign a
consent form. Face-to-face interviews were conducted
with the Thai participants whereas QQ telephone calls
were used with the Chinese participants. The interviews
were transcribed and then analyzed according to a grounded
theory approach to content analysis. The coding scheme,
in particular, was grounded in Buripakdi (2008; 2012).

New emergent themes then were added in the final findings.
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Results
Research Question 1: Perceptions of WE

An analysis of the questionnaire data revealed
both similarities and differences between the Thai and
the Chinese participants in their perceptions of WE as
reported below:

1. Pre-Knowledge of WE

As demonstrated in Table 2, most Thai and Chinese
respondents acknowledged the diversity of English. That
1s, 60% of the Thai and 56.2% of the Chinese respondents
either agreed or strongly agreed that they have heard of
the term World Englishes. When asked about the inner
circle varieties, over 80% of the Thai and about 93% of
the Chinese group were familiar with the terms British
English and American English. 43.9% of the Chinese
participants were also reported to have heard of Australian
English. Nevertheless, up to 38.5% of them did not have
opinion about it, and neither did 42.4% of their Thai

counterparts.
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Table 2. Percentage of Thai and Chinese respondents

with regard to pre-knowledge of WE

Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly
Perceptions of WE disagree
Pre-knowledge TH CH TH CH TH CH TH CH TH CH
1. T have heard of 20.8 26.2 39.2 30 24 377 136 23 2.4 3.8
World Englishes.
2. T have heard of 40 48.5 472 446 12 6.9 0.8 0 0 0
British English
3. I have heard of 38.4 46.2 44 477 144 54 2.4 0.8 0.8 0
American English.
4.1 have heard of 9.6 17.7 16 262 424 385 288 108 32 6.9
Australian English.
5. I 'have heard of 8.0 14.6 24 20 408 454 216 138 56 6.2
Singaporean English.
6. I have heard of 11.2 20 16 285 376 223 232 185 12 10.8
Indian English
7. T have heard of Thai 52 17.7 352 154 56 354 48 20 24 115
English.
8. I have heard of 20.8 61.5 352 285 32 8.5 8.8 1.5 3.2 0
China English.

*TH: Thai, CH: Chinese

As regards Englishes in the outer circle, over 40% of
the Thai and the Chinese respondents were not sure if
they have heard of Singaporean English. Interestingly,
while more than 35% of the Thai group did not have
opinion about or even disagreed with the existence of

Indian English, 48.5% of the Chinese participants have

139 \Vol. 14 No. 1 (2019)



iISEL

heard of this English variety. When it came to the expanding
circle varieties, a large majority of the Thai (87.2%) and
the Chinese (90%) participants were found to have heard
of their own variety i.e. Thai English or China English.
Besides, up to 56% of the Thai respondents either agreed
or strongly agreed that they have heard of China English.

2. Knowledge of WE

It can be seen in Table 3 that up to 80.8% of the Thai
and 74.6% of the Chinese respondents agreed or strongly
agreed that standard English must observe the same
grammar rules but may be spoken with different accents.
Furthermore, over a half of Thai (56.8%) and Chinese
(61.5%) participants understood that standard English
refers to English spoken and written solely by native
speakers. However, most of them did not consider all
native speaker varieties standard; only British and American
English were counted by the majority of Thai (66.4%)
and Chinese (76.9%) respondents as standard English.
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Table 3. Percentage of Thai and Chinese respondents

with regard to knowledge of WE

Perceptions of WE Strongly Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly
Knowledge agree disagree

TH CH TH CH TH CH TH CH TH CH

9. I understand standard English is 16.8 269 40 346 248 10 112 262 72 2.3

English spoken and written by native

speakers.

10. I understand standard English must 24 323
have the same rules of grammar, but

may differ in accents.

11. T understand British English and 232 331
American English are standard

English.

12. I understand Australian English, 0.8 10
New Zealand English, and Canadian
English are standard English.

13. T'understand Singaporean 1.6 10.8
English and Indian English are not

correct English.

14. I understand Thai English/China 4 7.7
English is wrong English.
15. T understand Thai English/China 13.6 385

English has its own linguistic

features.

16. I understand only British and 7.2 5.4
American people are owners of

English.

17. I understand English belongs to 56 34.6

those who use it.

56.8 423 12

432 438 248

4 162 552

9.6 13.1 328

36 477 352

272 1.7 28

28 27.7 128

154 8 6.9 0.8 0.8

477 32 215 8 4.6

123 13.6 1.5 1.6 0

10 20.8 415 168 354
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Perceptions of WE Strongly Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly

Knowledge agree disagree

TH CH TH CH TH CH TH CH TH CH

18. T understand most Thais/Chinese 152 162 312 423 32 238 168 13.1 48 4.6
use English to communicate mainly

with non-native speakers.

*TH: Thai, CH: Chinese

As for the correctness of other Englishes, around
33% of the Chinese respondents agreed with, disagreed
with, or did not have opinion about the correctness of
such outer circle varieties as Singaporean English and
Indian English. Likewise, 48% of the Thai respondents
were not certain about the statement. When asked if their
own English variety is wrong, more than a half of Thai
(53.6%) and Chinese (60.8%) participants either disagreed or
strongly disagreed, and surprisingly, the number of the
Chinese respondents (86.2%) who understood that their
own variety has unique linguistic features was much
higher than that of their Thai counterparts (49.6%).

Regarding the notion of ownership, the Thai
group appeared to hesitate whether the British and the
Americans are owners of the language whereas 76.9% of

the Chinese group either disagreed or strongly disagreed
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that both groups own the language. What is striking is
that up to 84% of the Thai and 62.3% of the Chinese
group upheld the view that English now belongs to those
who use it and that 46.4% of the Thai and 58.5% of the
Chinese respondents were aware that they are more
inclined to communicate in English with non-native

speakers.

3. Beliefs about WE

According to Table 4, it was revealed that a British
accent sounds charming to approximately 71% of the
participants from both groups. What is more, 65.4% of
the Chinese group found an American accent beautiful - 50.4%
of the Thai respondents, on the other hand, could not
decide. The two groups differed in their attitudes toward
an accent of their own variety. Specifically, 60% of the
Chinese participants agreed or strongly agreed that
Chinese-accented English is embarrassing whereas up to
68.8% of the Thai group did not find Thai-accented
English embarrassing. What is interesting is that a great
majority of the Thai (80%) and the Chinese (86.2%)
respondents believed that if they can speak English like

native speakers, they will have better opportunities in
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life. However, when it came to communication, most
Thai (67.2%) and Chinese (55.4%) respondents did not
mind if they could speak like native speakers as long as
they could convey their messages.

As to which variety of English should serve as an
instructional model, 54.6% of the Chinese group supported
British and/or American English. Meanwhile, 40% of the
Thai group showed no preference, and 36.8% of them
disagreed with the adoption of these two varieties. When
asked whether to select their own English variety as the
teaching model, 72.8% of the Thai participants and 68.5% of
their Chinese counterparts either disagree or strongly
disagreed. Instead, more than 60% of both groups thought
that teachers should expose other English varieties in the
classroom alongside the teaching of British or American
English. With regard to native and non-native teachers of
English, 45.4% of the Chinese group believed that native
speaker teachers have more knowledge of English and
are more effective in teaching than local teachers. When
40.8% of the Thai group could not decide, 32.8% of them
either disagreed or strongly disagreed with the statement.
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Table 4. Percentage of Thai and Chinese respondents

with regard to beliefs about WE

Perceptions of WE Strongly Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly

Beliefs agree disagree

TH CH TH CH TH CH TH CH TH CH

19. I think a British accent is charming. 28 423 432 292 24 20 32 6.2 1.6 2.3
20. I think an American accent is 144 292 304 362 504 2406 32 7.7 1.6 2.3

beautiful.
21. I think it is embarrassing to speak 32 208 128 392 152 154 368 20 32 4.6

English with a Thai/Chinese accent.

22. Ibelieve if I can speak English like 60.8 485 192 377 152 92 4.0 3.8 0.8 0.8
native speakers, I will have better
opportunities in life.

23.Idon’t mind if I can speak English  28.8 185 384 369 184 169 12 223 24 5.4
like native speakers or not as long as |
can communicate my messages.

24. 1 think teachers should teach only 88 238 144 3038 40 20 248 215 12 3.8
British English and/or American
English in classroom.

25. I think teachers should teach Thai 1.6 7.7 5.6 10.8 20 13.1 424 431 304 254
English/China English, not British
English or American English in
classroom.

26. I think teachers should expose 17.6  23.1 432 438 248 169 12 154 24 0.8
students to other varieties of English
alongside the teaching of British
English or American English in

27. I believe native speaker teachers 112 162 152 292 408 37.7 272 138 5.6 3.1
have more knowledge of English and
are more effective in teaching than

Thai/Chinese teachers.

*TH: Thai, CH: Chinese
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4. Factors Influencing the Perceptions of WE

Table 5 reveals factors influencing the perceptions of
Thai and Chinese respondents concerning WE. As
regards textbooks, it was found that when 50.4% of the
Thai participants did not know whether English language
textbooks used in their classrooms are from the publishers in
native English-speaking countries, 46.9% of the Chinese
group either disagreed or strongly disagreed with the
statement. Nevertheless, 50.4% of the Thai and up to 71.5%
of the Chinese group observed several conversations in
English between non-native speakers in their English
language textbooks.

When asked about their teachers of English, a large
majority of Thai and Chinese respondents either disagreed or
strongly disagreed that their teachers are British or American.
When it came to local teachers, 44% of the Thai group
was not sure whether their teachers speak Thai English
when 43% of the Chinese group thought that most of
their Chinese teachers speak China English. Apart from
textbooks and teachers, most Thai (84%) and Chinese
(74.6%) respondents observed different varieties of English in

addition to native speaker varieties in the media or on the
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Internet. In addition, up to 88% of the Thai and 77.7% of
the Chinese group were found to study English so as to

pass national and international English proficiency tests,

for example, TOEIC, IELTS, TOEFL, or CET.

Table 5. Percentage of Thai and Chinese respondents

with regard to factors influencing perceptions of WE

Perceptions of WE Strongly Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly
Factors agree disagree

TH CH TH CH TH CH TH CH TH CH

28. I study English based on 12 11,5 288 13.1 504 285 72 292 1.6 17.7

textbooks which belong to the
publishers in native countries.
29. I observe several 16 223 344 492 416 208 64 5.4 1.6 2.3
conversations in English between
non-native speakers in English

language textbooks.

30. My English teachers are 4.0 54 8.8 8.5 24.8 8.5 32.8 385 296 392
British.

31. My English teachers are 2.4 8.5 1.2 13.1 28 9.2 32 331 264 362
American.

32. Most of my Thai/Chinese 2.4 13.8 288 292 44 285 184 262 6.4 2.3
teachers of English use Thai
English/China English.

33. T observe different varieties 36 20.8 48 53.8 144 223 1.6 1.5 0 1.5

of English in addition to native
speaker varieties used in the media

or on the Internet.
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Perceptions of WE Strongly Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly
Factors agree disagree

TH CH TH CH TH CH TH CH TH CH

34. T have to study English in 552 292 328 485 4.8 8.5 5.6 11.5 1.6 23
order to pass such English
proficiency tests as TOEIC, IELTS,
TOEFL or CET.

*TH: Thai, CH: Chinese

5. Experiences with WE

Table 6 indicated that most Thai and Chinese
respondents experienced WE through reading, listening,
speaking, and writing as described in each statement.
However, the Thai respondents tended to read and listen
to content in diverse Englishes especially through the
media and on the Internet. Specifically, up to 84.8% of
them were found to read comments written in English by
other non-native speakers on Facebook, and 76.8% listened to
interviews in English between non-native speakers who
speak accented English.

Consistent with the Thai group, 77.7% of the Chinese
participants were reported to listen to interviews between
non-native speakers, and 72.3% read comments written
in English by non-native speakers on Weibo. Unlike the

Thai group, 79.2% of them observed signs and notices in
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hotels and tourist attractions written in different Englishes, but
still found them intelligible. What is surprising is that a
huge majority of the Chinese respondents experienced
WE through the direct use of their own English. In other
words, up to 71.5 % of them chatted in English with their
foreign friends who are also non-native speakers on the
Internet. They were aware that they wrote incorrectly,

but that did not impede success in their communication.

Table 6. Percentage of Thai and Chinese respondents

with regard to experiences with WE

Experiences with WE Yes No
TH CH TH CH
35. I'spoke accented English to give directions to 664 523 33.6 477

foreigners, and they seemed to perfectly understand

what I said.

36. I read comments written in English by non-native 848 723 152 277
speakers on Facebook/Weibo. I knew many of those

comments were ungrammatical, but I clearly

understood the messages they wanted to convey.

37.1heard some Asian actors/actresses speak accented  69.6 654 304 34.6
English in Hollywood movies. I think it sounded

charming and understandable.

38. I chatted in English with my foreign friends who 584 715 416 285
are also non-native English speakers on the Internet. I
knew I wrote incorrectly, but that did not cause any

communication breakdown.
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Experiences with WE Yes No
TH CH TH CH

39. When I traveled, I observed signs and notices in 65.6 792 344 208
hotels and tourist attractions written incorrectly in

English, but I found them not difficult to understand.

40. I listened to interviews in English between non- 76.8 777 232 223
native speakers. Both the interviewer and the
interviewee spoke accented English and seemed to

understand each other clearly.

*TH: Thai, CH: Chinese

Research Question 2: Positions toward WE
An analysis of the interview data revealed five

positions toward WE as shown below:

1. Standard English

The participants who took this position believed
that native speakers are owners of English. They, thus,
regarded the inner circle varieties, especially British and
American English as standard English. In their opinion,
standard English can be defined in terms of the accuracy
of the linguistic structure based on the inner circle
norms. Accordingly, the inner circle varieties should be

used as instructional varieties in the classroom.
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wppnasguiaediuwan Inseaiese Tonfigndos

“Standard English is a correct sentence structure”.

W E w2 A gE gt EBritish English gtZ&American English, &t
BT EAItrERIR R EEE,

“Then I think it (standard English) might be either British

English or American English, that is what we call standard

British or American accent”.
2. Instrumental English

The participants whose responses were classified
into this position viewed English as a communicative
device and intelligibility, rather than mastery of a native
speaker variety as a significant factor contributing to
successful communication. The ability to convey their
messages was the ultimate goal of those who held this
position.

1599 wuAAn1 dasy ﬁ?mﬁamﬁﬂ“uﬁwuyvﬁywmimﬂ urindomsiundides

il complete

“Actually, I think it is ok. Although I speak accented

English, it is okay as long as I can communicate with

others”.

BINIEE ETHBEEXMAING, REREN TR 71E, BEEREE

Z, BALAFIET.
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“Because a language is used for communication. As long

as the other person can understand, and meaning can be

conveyed, it (a language) achieves its purpose”.
3. Glocal English

Similar to the Instrumental English position, the
Glocal English position recognizes the function of English as
a global lingua franca. The participants whose responses
were in line with this position, however, found it important to
express Thainess or Chineseness in English in order to
present the uniqueness of their culture to parts of the
world.

suiluay mozhsuiuuing s118mmsngy uvuve s uandears luuuyi

Lﬂu'ﬂﬂxﬂj'l l!é’?ﬁi]?f!ﬂu!ﬂlj”’?ﬁ’ﬁﬂ!f7 1/73!7'?/!576’?3]...lﬁ%?’f"lﬂ??lllﬂu?ﬂmlﬁ'?‘;

mym”dnr)yﬁ"ami

“It’s necessary (to express Thainess) because it’s really
necessary. We use English like native speakers, but
communicate in our own ways. It makes us and our country
charming...Content about Thainess but use English to

communicate”.
MAFNBEFE, FREIZELTH, FIEN T IEEEIIREX
1t, EHHEEL S, 1HELYFESLRTITHIERL T,

“From the perspective of Chinese people, learning English

is a must because it is an important way to spread the

152 \Vol. 14 No. 1 (2019)



iISEL

culture and tradition of our country, especially in the

current situation where English is relatively popular”.

4. World Englishes

The participants who held this position were aware of
the diversity of English as well as the unique characteristics of
English used by the people in their country. They also
saw the potential of their own English to develop as a
legitimate variety thanks to the widespread use of English in a

number of domains in their country.

hinors uazannduisavuiluduiiossunsonduilssdudensonlar uajana
a1

“I have never heard of (Singaporean English, Indian
English, and Chinese English.), but I feel it sounds like a
Chinese accent or an Indian accent. That’s how [ feel .
BEENEFRIESEIFFERE, LUEEME, TIEMDEHRE
“I feel that English we use (China English) is always very
brief, sometimes there is no such elements like the attributive

clauses or the subject clauses”.
5. Situational English

The participants who took this position acknowledged
the roles of both native and non-native varieties; however,
their functions vary according to situation. In other words,

native varieties should be adopted in a written discourse,
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formal contexts, and intercultural communication. Meanwhile,
non-native varieties are acceptable in casual situations
and intelligible only to speakers who share the first language
and culture.

msidouinsdouitummnasgmwyitig

“Writing must follow standard English”.

FISMENZETERT, W2 EEIE,

“When communicating with foreigners, we should use

standard English”.

Tables 7 and 8 show the number of Thai and Chinese
interviewees regarding positions toward WE. It was found
that all Thai and Chinese respondents took multiple positions
toward WE. In other words, one Thai interviewee held
five positions whereas the rest took four positions i.e. the
Standard English position, the Instrumental English
position, the World Englishes position, and the Situational
English position. Similar to the Thai group, one Chinese
interviewee held five positions. Meanwhile, two adopted
four positions: one taking the Standard English position,
the Glocal English position, the World Englishes position,
and the Situational English position and another holding

the Standard English position, the Instrumental English
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position, the Glocal English position, and the World Englishes
position. The other two held three positions: one taking
the Standard English position, the World Englishes position,
and the Situational English position and another adopting the
Standard English position, the Instrumental English position,
and the World Englishes position. Second, there was an
apparent contradiction in how the two groups self-positioned
toward WE. To be specific, all Thai and Chinese interviewees
held the Standard English position while at the same
time adopting the World Englishes position. Third, when
the responses by all Thai interviewees could be categorized
into the Instrumental English position and the Situation
English position, three Chinese interviewees took these
positions. Conversely, when three Chinese interviewees
took the Glocal English position, only one Thai participant
adopted this position.

1595 \Vol. 14 No. 1 (2019)



iISEL

Table 7. Number of Thai interviewees with regard to

positions toward WE

Positions Interviewees Total
toward WE THI TH2 TH3 TH4 TH5
Standard English v v v v v 5
Instrumental English v v v v v 5
Glocal English v 1
World Englishes v v v v v 5
Situational English v v v v v 5
Total 4 5 4 4 4

*TH: Thai, CH: Chinese

Table 8. Number of Chinese interviewees with regard to

positions toward WE

Positions Interviewees Total
toward WE CHI1 CH2 CH3 CH4 CHS5
Standard English v v v v v 5
Instrumental English v v v 3
Glocal English v v v 3
World Englishes v v v v v 5
Situational English v v v 3
Total 3 4 4 5 3

*TH: Thai, CH: Chinese
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Discussion

This study explored the perceptions as well as the
positions of Thai and Chinese university students regarding
WE. The results of the data analysis are discussed in this

section.

The Hegemony of British and American English

The questionnaire revealed that most Thai and Chinese
respondents acknowledged the diversity of English. In other
words, a great majority of them were reported to have
heard of different English varieties, particularly British
English, American English, and their own English. Their
recognition of diverse Englishes were also reflected in
the interview results which found that all Thai and Chinese
participants adopted the World Englishes position. However,
it was observed that these English varieties were not regarded
equal by the two groups in relation to the notion of standard
English. According to the questionnaire, most participants
from both groups defined standard English in terms of a
structural linguistic system based on the inner circle varieties,
specifically British and American English. These findings
not only imply that other native and non-native varieties are

less-than-standard or even non-standard, but also echo the
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hegemony of English associated with the UK and the USA.
Accordingly, in a hierarchy of the English language, British
and American English were placed by both groups in a

higher position than other English varieties.

The Place of Native and Non-Native Varieties in the
Real Context of Use

Being put at different levels within the hierarchy,
native and non-native varieties were perceived by the
majority of the Thai and Chinese respondents to be appropriate
for use in different situations. This finding was shown in
the responses of those adopting the Situational English
position. It is crucial to note that while the other four patterns
of self-positioning toward WE were in line with Buripakdi
(2008; 2012), the Situational English position was newly
emerged in the present study.

According to the Situational English position, native
varieties, specifically standard varieties are to be employed
when it comes to a written discourse or formal contexts
whereas non-native varieties are only appropriate in casual
situations. In addition, those adopting this position claimed
that native varieties must be employed in communicative

exchanges with foreigners when non-native varieties are
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understandable merely to speakers who share the first language

and culture. They, for instance, said:

S suvossuous vz ez iz tunfmidousuviyamisiuiiua s Ine
mﬁ’auﬁu 157593!7?7?i)?‘l«!!éllﬂ‘?}@ﬂiW;’?Elﬁu

“For Thai English, we will understand because we speak
(English) in a way that is similar to when we speak Thai so
we (Thai English speakers) understand each other”.
BRATKXEE, BAXIEEZHFAZNTE, FHE AKX FGRES
HTIBERE_EBIITE,  IRAR.

“It (writing or speaking China English) is obviously not
suitable because of cultural differences and language usage. There

will be problems and misunderstandings coming easily in

communication with foreigners”.

These responses suggest that the role of English spoken
in the outer and the expanding circle are restricted to
intra-ethnic communication.

On the other hand, in intercultural encounters, native
varieties function as a lingua franca. It should be noted
that intercultural encounters can occur either between a
native and a non-native speaker or between non-native
speakers. This means that whether such encounters involve a
native speaker or not, a non-native speaker is expected to

use English based on the inner circle norms. This finding,
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however, reflects the deep-seated beliefs that a native variety
is standard and, therefore, supposed to be intelligible to
speakers of all English varieties and that over the course
of conversation, a non-native speaker is the one to accommaodate
the language so as to make themselves understood by a native
speaker. These beliefs, again, echo inequality in power
not only between native and non-native Englishes, but also
between native and non-native speakers in intercultural
communication. Recognizing the nature of communication as
a two-way process, Matsuda and Matsuda (2018) posits
that “making one’s own message clear and trying to understand
others is not the sole responsibility of non-native speakers or
speakers of less privileged English varieties. Everyone is
responsible for and should contribute to successful communication”
(p. 67-68).

The Potential of Thai and China English as Varieties
of WE

It was found that all Thai and Chinese interviewees
held the World Englishes position, which showed that
they were positive about the development and emergence of
other Englishes, including their own variety as illustrated

in the responses below:
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. A , , S SRS L "
NN?77143147?7WN!“4 Au@dﬂ?ﬂlinﬂ&’??@&’,jf lW??é‘f?"’ﬂuYWﬂﬂﬂﬂlﬂﬂ?‘lJﬁ?ﬂﬂ?iﬁ‘lJW?
4 4 P 4 A e &1 A oa o
1]7f7?114?”é§3\17/?)dﬂ757%ﬂ7y7 PNHUANAAIINUNUIISY m;uuau?uamﬂmuzmy
4y 4 o & o v & o & o
!u@@ﬂ?ﬂli7ﬂu?i’ﬁ7}”ﬂ7ﬂéﬂu PNUU ﬂ'lf“l’lli7175ﬂ57\1ﬂ?71/!1/1!ﬂ?llluﬁuilﬂqﬁ?liuﬂd
o da .
Nunuuu
“I think in the future, there will be Thai English. Why?
Because Thai people are now more active in using the
language so I think there will be Thai English in the future.

Because we are increasingly interested in English so it is

certain that we create our own identity”.

= FEEAOE—XE #REELZTHIRE EITEERT I EHFE
BXIREE T, G EX R “EIAB T, BB T, " FH
REEELE, FIHEREFMITHES BEIIERBRFEC

BIEIZ,

“Yes, China is the country with the largest population.
There will be China English. With the development of
economy, we will surely gradually use English for
communication with foreigners. As the old saying
goes: “Path is shown up only when thousands of people
walk through.” Just like other countries, the growing use of
English resulted in their own varieties, so we will have our
own variety”.

In fact, the use of English in Thailand and China

has always been categorized into norm-dependent (Kachru,

1985), which infers that the development of Thai and China
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English as well-established varieties is difficult to occur.
Given the fact that a growing number of Thai and Chinese
people adopt English to communicate with others in their
professional lives, they inevitably appropriate and shape
English to meet their practical needs, which results in the
development of the unique characteristics of English
used by the Thai and the Chinese people (Watkhaolarm,
2005; He, 2017).

The increasing use of their developing English in
their country may also lead Thai and Chinese people to
become more aware of themselves as legitimate speakers
of their own variety as well as make them feel a growing
sense of ownership of the language. These were reflected
in the questionnaire results which indicated that most
Thai (84%) and Chinese (62.3%) respondents believed
that English now belongs to those who use it and that up
to 76.9% of the Chinese participants disagreed or strongly
disagreed that British and the Americans are owners of
English. Nevertheless, it is worth mentioning that the
findings run counter to those of previous research (e.g. Fang,
2017; Matsuda, 2003; Saengboon, 2015; Watkhaolarm, 2005)

which revealed that non-native speakers in their studies did
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not take the ownership of English and considered English a
foreign language.

Interestingly, the majority of both groups were
reported to believe that their own English variety has
unique linguistic features. However, the Chinese respondents
(86.7%) who agreed with the statement were far greater
than their Thai counterparts (49.6%). The difference between
the two groups in this aspect may result from the deficiency
of knowledge regarding the linguistic features of Thai
English since research in this area remains largely
unexplored. Meanwhile, a greater and growing number
of studies have been conducted on the phonology, lexis,
syntax, and discourse pragmatics of China English (He
& Li, 2009; He, 2017).

However, the two groups differed in their views
on the distinctive linguistic feature of their own English
variety. The Chinese interviewees held that the unique feature
of China English was its linguistic structure which they
believed to be transferred from the Chinese language as

demonstrated in these responses:
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HEA 157 H D HIEBIF B EE ol LIERRR, XEFE— .

“The first point is that the Chinese will certainly

understand English based on the logical order of the

Chinese language”.

BEAENTE CEEBIERERIFIFFIELF, AKX FEEHNT

AREEBIEZHIMIEF, X1 BT EBIFH P XEEFHE

Y EE,

“(China English) is a kind of translation that we can

understand. And this kind of translation is what we all can

accept. So I think the unique feature of China English is in
the arrangement of the language based on the order of the

Chinese language”.

The finding was supported by the responses of those
adopting the Glocal English position which argues that it
is necessary and crucial to express their voices and identities
in the use of English as one Chinese interviewee stressed:

BITRE, AEHREER, FEIGTE—TEHRIEMIATLE, HA

BP LB ERFG HEFYRA, MR —TEXEEE T

ZHLE, UETTH, HEFFEIFHIHBALHRILES, LEFEEHE

EFXEXEEHXIEG

“I think it is still relatively important, after all, we are now

under an environment of globalization, and the degree of

this globalization is getting wider and deeper. If a country

wants to stand as one of top countries in the world or to
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integrate better into the trend of globalization, (in this
situation) she needs the language to convey her own

cultural identity”.

Desire to convey Chineseness in English may lead many
Chinese people to adopt some features of the Chinese
language which have developed into the characteristics
that distinguish China English from other varieties (He
& Li 2009).

Conversely, an accent was claimed to be the
salient linguistic feature of Thai English. The Thai

interviewees, for example, asserted:
suihuduile duilsaivuuhimaunsoiliesndt fiduiiss Ingus

“It’s an accent that we can tell this is a Thai accent”.
T ’ o o =) 1Y 1Y 1 '
odhay s1zymiuduivsvousues 1 grammar gn'hiy vy iy uainiee

& o A S R 2
uduilesveus uod ?7&‘,’71/?188!1/14@‘7!1-!8@‘”80!5"7?50”]

For example, we will speak with an accent. I don’t know if
the grammar is correct, but it seems to be our own accent,

unlike native accents.

These responses suggest that an accent serves as an index for
the Thai respondents to differentiate their own English

from those of others.
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The difference between the two groups also lied
in their attitudes toward an accent of their own variety.
To be specific, the questionnaire revealed that 68.8% of
the Thai respondents thought that Thai-accented English
is not embarrassing. This finding was supported not only
by 67.2% of the Thai respondents who argued that they
do not mind whether they can speak English like native
speakers as long as they can convey their communicative
intentions, but also by the responses of those adopting
the Instrumental English position which regards English
as a communicative tool and intelligibility as a crucial
factor for successful communication. In this sense, the
Thai group placed a greater emphasis on getting their
messages across than producing sounds closer to native

accents as shown in this response:
9 A A @ a < " Yo o g o 3 g g A '
duilgavesaueansonsy 1599 wun Ll ladisea Aansy sz Adluduideus: ua
ndeuduiluduiousiiauauiluti lodseus

“My own accent? Actually, I don’t mind. It’s okay. Because
it’'s my own accent, but it must be an accent that is

understandable to others”.

What is striking is that even though 55.4% of the
Chinese participants did not mind about their accent

in communicating in English, 60% of them viewed
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Chinese-accented English as embarrassing. This finding
may be explained by their preference for native English
accents as up to 71.5% of the Chinese respondents found
a British accent charming and 65.4% found an American
accent beautiful. The researchers assumed that their academic
major could be a significant factor causing the difference
between the two groups. Since most Chinese participants
were majoring in soft science, possessing the native-like
fluency would yield them a big advantage over others in
their career opportunities. Meanwhile, the majority of the
Thai participants studied engineering in which particular
technical skills seemed to be more important in their future
professions. As a result, attaining the native speaker accent

may not be their ultimate goal.

The Coexistence of Standard Englishes and WE in
ELT

The questionnaire showed that more than 60% of
the participants in both groups upheld the use of British
or American English as an instructional model while at
the same time finding it necessary and beneficial to
incorporate diverse Englishes into the lessons. Due to the

prestigious status of these standard English varieties, up
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to 80% of the Thai and 86.2% of the Chinese respondents
believed that attaining the native-like competence will
yield them better opportunities in life. To use Bourdieuan
term, English is considered a form of capital which can
be used to advance career opportunities and acquire
social prestige (Pan & Block, 2011). Another possible reason
for advocating standard varieties as instructional varieties is
their need to pass English proficiency tests. As reported
earlier, up to 88% of the Thai and 77.7% of the Chinese
group agreed that they are required to take such standardized
tests as TOEIC, IELTS, TOEFL, or CET which are generally
constructed based on norms of the native speaker varieties
(Mahboob, 2018).

While acknowledging the advantages brought by
the achievement of the native-like competence, both
groups showed awareness of the diversity of English and
argued for the integration of other Englishes into their
lessons. This awareness could be raised by rich exposure
to and experiences with different English verities in their
everyday life. In other words, the questionnaire found
that most Thai and Chinese respondents read and listened to

content in diverse Englishes via the media and on the
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Internet. The Chinese group also observed different Englishes
used in hotels and tourist attractions. Apart from reading
and listening, most Chinese respondents experienced WE
through the use of their own English on the Internet.

The participants may also upheld the integration
of Englishes other than British and American English
into the lessions thanks to the awareness of their future
interlocutors. Specifically, the questionnaire showed that
about a half of the Thai and the Chinese participants
acknowledged that they are more likely to communicate
in English with non-native speakers, which could be
influenced by their observation of conversations between
non-native speakers in their English language textbooks.
Marlina (2014) states that “the forces of globalisation
such as the explosion of advanced information technologies
and human mobility across the globe have further led to
uncertainty of the lingua-cultural backgrounds of the
interlocutors with whom people communicate in English”
(p. 3). Consequently, ELT professionals are encouraged
to take into consideration this diverse and complicated

reality of English as well as English users in their teaching
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practices in order to prepare their students for the real-world
communication (Matsuda, 2018).

Interestingly enough, although the majority of Thai
and Chinese participants revealed their receptive attitude
toward WE, both groups reflected their preference for British
and American English varieties. This may be explained
by standard language ideology which has been deeply
ingrained in their minds via teaching and learning
materials and standard examinations. In other words, as a
result of the adoption of standard English varieties, specifically
British and American English as the target varieties in
most English language classrooms in Thailand and China,
it is likely that British and American English is dominantly
viewed by the majority of Thai and Chinese students as
the most desirable, thus resulting in their preference for

these two standard varieties.

Conclusion

The present study explored how university students in
Thailand and China perceived and positioned themselves
toward WE using a questionnaire and a semi-structured
interview. The two groups showed both similarities and

differences in their perceptions of WE. Furthermore,
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they adopted five positions toward WE i.e. the Standard
English position, the Instrumental English position, the
Glocal English position, the World Englishes position, and
the Situational English position.

These findings indicated that both groups recognized
the existence of different varieties of English. However,
these varieties were perceived differently regarding the
notion of standard English with native varieties, specifically
British and American English being viewed as standard.
As a result, native and non-native varieties were believed
by both groups to be appropriate for use in different situations.
Furthermore, both groups saw the potential of Thai and
China English to develop as varieties of WE. Nevertheless,
the two groups differed in their views on the salient
linguistic feature of their own variety as well as their attitudes
toward an accent of their own variety.

Finally, thanks to the superiority of standard varieties
and the need to pass standardized English proficiency tests,
most Thai and Chinese participants supported the use of British
or American English as an instructional variety. In the
meantime, the two groups argued for the integration of

diverse Englishes into the lessons as a result of rich

171 Vol.14 No. 1 (2019)



iISEL

exposure to and experiences with diverse Englishes in
their daily life as well as awareness of growing communicative
exchanges in English with other non-native speakers.
Despite all the efforts of the researchers, the present
study is not without limitations. To gain better insights into
the perceptions and positions of university students in
Thailand and China concerning WE, future studies may
enlarge the sample size by including more Thai and
Chinese university students in other Thai and Chinese
universities in the questionnaire and the interview. Besides,
the perceptions and positions of university students in
other expanding circle countries e.g. Japan, Korea, and
Vietnam can be explored to obtain a more comprehensive
picture of WE in this particular circle. Lastly, it would be
interesting for future research to investigate the influence
of such factors as levels of education, fields of study, and
professions on the perceptions and positions regarding

WE.
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Appendix A

Interview Guide

1. Can you share with me your English learning
experience?

What are your goals of learning English?

What is your understanding of standard English?
Who do you think are owners of English? Why?

A I

Do you think there are unique characteristics of

English used by the Thai/Chinese people?

6. Do you think it is appropriate for the
Thai/Chinese people to use their own English in
speaking and writing? Why?

7. Do you think it is important to use English in a
way that expresses one’s own cultural identity?
Why?

8. There are different varieties of English such as
British English, American English, Indian
English and Singaporean English. Do you think
there is/there will be a Thai/Chinese variety of
English called Thai English/China English?

9. What variety of English would you like to study

in the classroom? Why?
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10. What do you think of native and non-native
teachers of English in terms of knowledge of
English and effectiveness of teaching?

11. How do you feel about speaking accented
English in communication?

12. When using English, how do you feel if someone
identifies you as a native speaker of English?

13. Do you think one must require the native-like
English to communicate in English? Why?

14. What do you think are the most important factors
contributing to successful communication
between English language users? Why?

15. Are there any more things you would like to

share before we end the interview?
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