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This article examines the relationship between English medium instruction (EMI) teachers' classroom English proficiency and their teaching self-efficacy. The literature review highlights the difference between general language proficiency and classroom language proficiency by focusing on the EMI teachers' language of instruction and their language of interaction. Self-reported data were obtained using two measuring scales from 188 EMI teachers from a Chinese public university. The Pearson correlational analysis indicated that there was a strong positive relationship between the EMI teachers' classroom English proficiency and their teaching self-efficacy. Among the four constructs of the Classroom English Proficiency Scale, both language of instruction and language of interaction have a higher correlation with teaching self-efficacy than grammar or pronunciation. The linear regression analysis suggests that language of instruction has a significant contribution to the variance of teaching self-efficacy. The findings reveal the need to prioritize the strategic training of language of instruction skills to EMI teachers who are not so proficient in English. Arguably, this helps to foster the achievement and maintenance of higher teacher self-efficacy.

Keywords: English medium instruction, teaching self-efficacy, classroom language proficiency, language of instruction, language of interaction


INTRODUCTION

The use of English as a medium of instruction (EMI) has become increasingly common in non-native English-speaking countries (Costa and Coleman, 2013; Dearden, 2015, 2018; Macaro et al., 2018). English as a medium of instruction is the practice of using English to teach academic subjects in countries where the majority of the population's first language (L1) is not English. English as a medium of instruction teachers' limited English level has been reported in different cultural contexts (Doiz et al., 2013; Werther et al., 2014; Bradford, 2016). Arguably, EMI teachers' language challenge may result in their lower self-confidence in teaching (Wen et al., 2018; Pun and Thomas, 2020).

Much research has been conducted in the past two decades exploring the relationship between teachers' language proficiency and self-efficacy, a concept referring to teachers' beliefs in their teaching competence (Chacón, 2005; Eslami and Fatahi, 2008; Yilmaz, 2011). However, the previous studies failed to differentiate classroom language proficiency from general language proficiency. According to the language classification by Gierlinger (2013), there are four categories of “languages” in English-medium classroom teaching: general language, academic language, subject/domain specific language, and classroom language. English as a medium of instruction teachers' classroom language goes beyond general language proficiency (Elder and Kim, 2013; Macaro, 2020). In the same vein, Freeman (2017) contends that how EMI teachers' classroom language proficiency is described connects to the multi-dimensions of their teaching. The vague concept of “language proficiency” in the EMI context calls for a better understanding of the types of proficiency needed for EMI teachers' effective teaching (Macaro et al., 2021).

Literature on the EMI teachers' language assessment and certification practices provides valuable insights for understanding EMI teachers' classroom language proficiency. For example, in the Classroom Language Assessment (CLA) (Education Bureau of Hong Kong, 2011), the language of instruction and the language of interaction have been highlighted as two extra constructs. This differentiation in the description of teacher classroom language performance facilitates the conducting of further research on the relationship between EMI teachers' classroom English proficiency and their self-efficacy. In this study, EMI teachers' classroom English proficiency is also referred to as EMI teachers' classroom language proficiency, which is different from general language proficiency as will be discussed later.

This study sought to explore the relationship between EMI teachers' classroom English proficiency and their teaching self-efficacy. It differs from the previous studies in that EMI teachers' language measurement in this study is mainly conducted from the perspective of classroom language. This study is a quantitative correlational analysis, whose aim is to determine the extent to which classroom language proficiency contributes to teaching self-efficacy. Current language training practice for EMI teachers usually focuses on general language proficiency, which often cannot directly address EMI teachers' particular needs for classroom language improvement and self-efficacy development (Tsui, 2018). Therefore, the findings of this study help to generate an understanding of classroom language use in English medium instruction (EMI) and provide valuable insights for the development of EMI teachers' teaching self-efficacy.



LITERATURE REVIEW


Teacher Self-Efficacy

Self-efficacy, as a key concept in Bandura's Social Cognitive Theory (Bandura, 1997), refers to an individual's belief about their ability to accomplish a task. Although they are closely associated, self-efficacy is distinguished from self-confidence. Self-confidence, as a concept of personal traits in psychology, refers to an individual's self-judgment of their capabilities and skill to deal with the demands of various situations (Shrauger and Schohn, 1995). The term self-efficacy is preferred in educational research because self-confidence has no constructs or theoretical model used to define its determinants, processes, or effects (Klassen and Tze, 2014).

Tschannen-Moran et al. (1998) defined teacher efficacy as a teacher's view of their ability to successfully complete a defined teaching goal for a topic. Individuals who lack self-efficacy regarding their accomplishments are more likely to give up and limit their participation on tasks (Bandura, 1977; Brown, 1999). According to Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2001), teaching self-efficacy may affect teachers' teaching performance, such as classroom behavior, teaching goals, efforts in teaching, and aspiration level. Furthermore, teachers' higher self-efficacy can work as a predictor of productive teaching and improve students' learning success (Goddard et al., 2004; Klassen and Tze, 2014).



EMI Teachers' Classroom Language Proficiency

General language proficiency has been viewed as one of the key factors determining a teacher's successful implementation of English-medium instruction (Klaassen, 2008; Tange, 2010; Tatzl, 2011; Jensen et al., 2013; Werther et al., 2014; O'Dowd, 2018; Rose et al., 2019). Scholars tend to believe that a minimum level of English proficiency should be required for EMI teachers' successful teaching (Ball and Lindsay, 2013; Soren, 2013). The Common European Framework of Reference (CEFR) suggested that the level of C1 (proficient users) could meet the minimum proficiency level (tertiary) (Council of Europe, 2001; Klaassen and Bos, 2010). The C1 cut-off score corresponds to an internet-based test of TOEFL score of 83 or IELTS band of 6.5 (ETS, 2010; Lim et al., 2013). However, teachers' general English proficiency cannot guarantee their classroom language proficiency (Freeman et al., 2015).

The literature notes some valuable thinking concerning EMI teachers' classroom language from the perspective of English for Specific Purposes (ESP). English-speaking teachers need general language ability, academic language ability, and professional language knowledge to effectively teach (Elder, 1993; Cummins, 1994). It was concluded that having good general language proficiency is not enough for the teacher's classroom teaching (Freeman et al., 2015). The teacher's effective teaching not only needs proficiency in the language, but also some language skills such as giving instructions, questioning, and signaling (Cullen, 1994; Elder and Kim, 2013). According to Elder and Kim (2013), EMI teachers' CLA should adopt an approach that combines “a general proficiency screening tool” and “a more context-specific, performance-based measure” (p. 466). This approach emphasizes classroom language use for instruction, which goes beyond general language proficiency (Macaro et al., 2018).

In the past decade, EMI teachers' CLA practice appears to emphasize the teacher's English for lecturing and interacting. This tendency shows that the assessment focus is shifting from general language proficiency to the teacher's language use for teaching. Examples of the assessment practices include the Test of Oral English Proficiency for Academic Staff (TOEPAS) at the University of Copenhagen in Denmark (Kling and Stæhr, 2012), the English Medium Instruction Quality Management (EMIQM) at the University of Freiburg in Germany (Dubow and Gundermann, 2017), and the Language Proficiency Assessment for Teachers (English Language) (LPATE) in Hong Kong (Education Bureau of Hong Kong, 2011).

The TOEPAS (Kling and Stæhr, 2012) focuses on lecturing and teacher-student interactive communication activities, emphasizing the most significant communicative tasks such as presenting, explaining domain-specific terms and concepts, asking questions, and responding to student questions. Another assessment practice named EMIQM aims to assure the quality of teacher language and to meet the needs of multicultural classrooms (Dubow and Gundermann, 2017). The evaluation criteria of the EMIQM consist of two aspects: linguistic and communicative competencies (Dubow and Gundermann, 2017). Although these assessments have taken some measures to ensure reliability and validity, there seems to be no specific data reported in the publications.

Compared with the two assessments mentioned above, the LPATE (Education Bureau of Hong Kong, 2011) has been a more validated test. The LPATE, implemented in 2001, has become a benchmark for the Hong Kong government to ensure teachers' classroom language proficiency. According to the LPATE handbook (Education Bureau of Hong Kong, 2011), the assessment consists of five sections: reading, writing, listening, speaking, and the CLA. The CLA is distinct from other language ability assessments in that it includes two extra constructs: the language of instruction and the language of interaction.



Language of Instruction and Language of Interaction

The concept of English as the medium of instruction implies that EMI teachers' language use is for teaching academic discipline knowledge. This functional nature of the language used in the EMI classroom may be reflected by the two constructs namely language of instruction and language of interaction, as classified by the CLA (Education Bureau of Hong Kong, 2011). As part of the Hong Kong LPATE assessment, the CLA assessment not only covers general language proficiency such as grammar and pronunciation, but also emphasizes the functional nature of classroom language use for instructing and interacting, which might be an appropriate approach to EMI teachers' classroom language measurement.

For a better understanding of EMI teachers' classroom language, it might be helpful to refer to the term English-for-Teaching, which has been recently discussed in teaching English as a foreign language (EFL) (Freeman et al., 2015). English-for-Teaching is defined as “the essential English language skills a teacher needs to be able to prepare and enact the lesson in a standardized (usually national) curriculum in English in a way that is recognizable and understandable to other speakers of the language” (Young et al., 2014, p. 5). The English-for-Teaching programme, with its aim to narrow the gap between general language proficiency and classroom language proficiency, provides skills training such as managing the classroom, lecturing, giving feedback, and assessing students' performance (Freeman et al., 2015). For successful classroom instruction and interaction, the EMI teacher should have not only language skills including domain specific terminology, but also the discourse competence for “effective classroom delivery of subject content” (Elder, 2001, p. 152).



Relationship Between Language Proficiency and Teaching Self-Efficacy

The existing research on the relationship of language proficiency and self-efficacy has been mainly conducted among non-native EFL teachers (Chacón, 2005; Eslami and Fatahi, 2008; Yilmaz, 2011; Choi and Lee, 2016; Faez and Karas, 2017). Chacón's (2005) study found that self-efficacy in student engagement of the 104 EFL teachers in Venezuela was significantly correlated with all the four skills of speaking, listening, reading, and writing. Choi and Lee (2016) concluded that teachers' language proficiency and pedagogical capabilities are interdependent after investigating teachers' self-reported English proficiency and teaching efficacy in their English instruction. According to the meta-analysis by Faez and Karas (2017), studies of teaching EFL generally report a positive correlation between English teachers' self-reported language proficiency and their perceived self-efficacy.

Compared with the importance of general English proficiency for teaching in EFL, English for teaching is the functional nature of the teacher's classroom language use in the context of EMI. Previous studies conducted in the context of teaching EFL focusing on the relationship between teachers' English proficiency and self-efficacy cannot show whether and how EMI teachers' decreasing teaching self-efficacy is attributed to their language inadequacy (Werther et al., 2014; Chapple, 2015; Dearden, 2015). In addition, the previous studies failed to differentiate classroom language use from general language proficiency. Thus, these studies cannot provide valuable information for the development of EMI teachers' self-efficacy in sync with the notions of language of instruction and language of interaction.

This present study is guided by the following research questions:

(1) Is there any relationship between EMI teachers' classroom English proficiency and their teaching self-efficacy?

(2) Is there any relationship between EMI teachers' grammar, pronunciation, language of instruction, language of interaction, and their teaching self-efficacy?

(3) To what extent does EMI teachers' grammar, pronunciation, language of instruction, or language of interaction affect their teaching self-efficacy?




METHODS


Data Collection

To answer the research questions, a quantitative questionnaire packet with two scales was used in this study. As discussed above, the scales for general English proficiency used in EFL may not be appropriate for EMI classroom language measurement. Thus, the Classroom English Proficiency Scale (see Appendix), adapted from the CLA of LPATE (Education Bureau of Hong Kong, 2011), was used to measure EMI teachers' classroom language proficiency. English as a medium of instruction teacher self-efficacy was measured via use of the Teachers' Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES) (Tschannen-Moran and Hoy, 2001). The questionnaire used a 5-point Likert scale of 0 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly agree).

A convenience sampling method was used for recruiting participants. Participants for this study were EMI teachers at a Chinese public university. The EMI programmes of varying levels at this university all have a mixture of international students and local Chinese students. The participants were all native Chinese who use English as their classroom language. The link to the self-report survey was sent by email to the participating EMI teachers at the university.

The study was conducted in an ethically sound manner with participants being informed about their right to withdraw at any time without giving a reason. To guarantee the confidentiality of their responses, data were always kept confidential. Participants would not be identified in the publication. The G-power calculation (with an alpha of 0.05 and an effect size of 0.06) tells that a total sample size of 185 participants can reach a power of 0.8. Finally, a total of 188 teachers participated in the survey.



Instruments


The Classroom English Proficiency Scale

The CLA examines four constructs: “grammatical and lexical accuracy and range; pronunciation, stress, and intonation; the language of interaction; and the language of instruction” (Education Bureau of Hong Kong, 2011, p. 80). Although there is no published indication on the reliability of the CLA component at this time, confidential access to the statistics reports that the CLA has “high validity” (Coniam and Falvey, 2013, p. 152). The reliability and validity for the adapted scale were checked using the SPSS (IBM, 2015).

The original application of this scale was through classroom observation. In this study, the scale was adapted into 12 self-reportable items, with a total of three statements per four components. The four components are grammatical and lexical accuracy and range; pronunciation, stress, and intonation; the language of interaction; and the language of instruction (Education Bureau of Hong Kong, 2011). The language of interaction includes eliciting, responding, and providing feedback; the language of instruction includes presenting, giving instructions, and signaling (Education Bureau of Hong Kong, 2011).



The Teachers' Sense of Efficacy Scale

The TSES by Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2001) has been proved to be a reliable scale for measuring teaching self-efficacy. According to Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2001), this scale includes three factors: self-efficacy for instructional strategies, for classroom management, and for student engagement. The reported reliabilities for the teacher efficacy sub-scales are 0.91 for instruction, 0.90 for management, and 0.87 for engagement, respectively (Tschannen-Moran and Hoy, 2001).

The TSES scale has two versions: the 24-item long form and the 12-item short form. This study used the short form, which was adjusted slightly for the university setting, with “children” changed into “students” and two items replaced by the ones from the long form. In the second factor of classroom management, “How much can you do to calm a student who is disruptive or noisy?” was replaced by “How well can you establish routines to keep activities running smoothly?” Similarly, “How much can you assist families in helping their children do well in school?” was replaced by “What can you do to help your students think critically?”

Additionally, the original questions were changed into statements to keep this scale in conformity with all the other scales. For example, the original question “To what extent can you craft good questions for your students?” was changed to “I can craft good questions for my student.” This allowed a Likert scale to be used across the whole survey.




Reliability and Validity

The SPSS v. 23.0 (IBM, 2015) was used for reliability analysis and exploratory factor analysis. The internal consistency Cronbach α of the Classroom Language Scale is 0.94, and the Teacher Self-Efficacy Scale 0.90. The Total Variance Explained table and the Rotated Factor Matrix table for each scale indicated that roughly all the factors for the scales are consistent with the constructs of the original scales. This indicated that the scales have good construct validity.




RESULTS


Is There Any Relationship Between EMI Teachers' Classroom English Proficiency, Its Components, and Their Teaching Self-Efficacy?

The descriptive statistics presented the means and standard deviations for all the scales and the sub-scales (Table 1). All the variables and the constructs in this study were near normal based on the Skewness and Kurtosis. By running the frequencies in SPSS (IBM, 2015), no data were missing. Correlational analysis and linear regression analysis were then conducted to examine the relationship between EMI teachers' classroom English proficiency and their teaching self-efficacy.


Table 1. Descriptive statistics for English proficiency, teaching self-efficacy, and their constructs (means, standard deviation, skewness, and kurtosis).
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The correlational analysis was used to answer the first two research questions. The results of the Pearson correlation indicated that there was a strong positive correlation between the teacher's English proficiency and their teaching self-efficacy (r = 0.64, p < 0.001). Among the four components of the classroom English scale, language of instruction (r = 0.62, p < 0.001) and language of interaction (r = 0.59, p < 0.001) had a higher correlation with Teaching Self-efficacy, compared with grammar (r = 0.52, p < 0.001), and pronunciation (r = 0.52, p < 0.001) (Table 2).


Table 2. Pearson Correlations of teaching self-efficacy (SE) and the constructs of English proficiency (EP) (N = 188).
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To What Extent Does EMI Teachers' Grammar, Pronunciation, Language of Instruction, or Language of Interaction Affect Their Teaching Self-Efficacy?

To answer Question 3, a multiple regression analysis was first used whereby the four constructs of English Proficiency were regressed on Teaching Self-efficacy. The multiple regression determines the amount of variation in EMI teachers' teaching self-efficacy attributed to each of the four constructs of the classroom English proficiency as independent variables. In other words, the size of the coefficient for each construct gives the size of the effect that each construct has on EMI teachers' teaching self-efficacy.

The R2-value indicates how much the independent variables can explain the total variation in the dependent variable. In this case, the results of the regression indicated that EMI teachers' English proficiency explained 41% of the variance of their teaching self-efficacy [R2 = 0.41, F(4, 183) = 33.48, p < 0.001] (Table 3). The results show that the overall level of teaching self-efficacy was significantly predicted by language of instruction (β = 0.33, p < 0.01), while grammar, pronunciation, or language of interaction had no significant contribution to the variance of teaching self-efficacy (Table 3). Thus, multicollinearity was taken into account, since the four constructs of English proficiency as independent variables are strongly correlated.


Table 3. Summary of multiple regression analysis for the constructs of English proficiency (EP) predicting teaching self-efficacy (SE) (N = 188).

[image: Table 3]

A stepwise linear regression was then conducted to resolve the multicollinearity between the four independent variables. The stepwise regression removed the redundant factors of grammar, pronunciation, and language of interaction. The optimized result showed that language of instruction explained 62% of the variance of EMI teachers' teaching self-efficacy [R2 = 0.62, F(1, 186) = 114.50, p < 0.001].




DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS


EMI Teachers' Classroom English Proficiency and Teaching Self-Efficacy

The results of this study show that there is a strong positive correlation between EMI teachers' classroom English proficiency and their teaching self-efficacy. This finding is consistent with the previous research in the field of teaching EFL, which found that teachers' general English proficiency plays an important role in teaching EFL (Chacón, 2005; Eslami and Fatahi, 2008; Yilmaz, 2011). This study highlights the function of classroom language, which helps with further in-depth analysis of the role of English as a medium of classroom instruction (Doiz and Lasagabaster, 2020).

The correlational analysis of teaching self-efficacy and the four constructs of classroom English show that the correlations of language of instruction and language of interaction with teaching self-efficacy are stronger than those of grammar and pronunciation. This suggests that general English proficiency has a weaker correlation with teaching self-efficacy, compared with language of interaction and language of instruction. The conceptualization of language for instruction seems to be meaningful for EMI teacher's language training (Margić and Vodopija-Krstanović, 2018). General language training for teachers' language proficiency improvement may not be sufficient in meeting teachers' professional development needs of effective teaching, that is, facilitating students' learning of different academic disciplines in the classroom (Freeman, 2017; Macaro et al., 2020).

In this study, the findings of stronger correlations of EMI teachers' classroom English proficiency with teaching self-efficacy provided additional evidence supporting the rationale behind the English-for-Teaching training programme (Freeman, 2017). It is worth noting that both the language of instruction and the language of interaction define the EMI teachers' classroom language proficiency. The results resonate with findings from recent research implemented in Japan and Vietnam (Freeman, 2017; Nhung, 2017). According to Nhung's (2017) study, classroom language training was perceived to be more practical for Vietnamese teachers' needs, compared with general language training. Therefore, this study supports the need to establish an EMI language training and certification programme with the focus on language of instruction and language of interaction.



Language of Instruction and Teacher Self-Efficacy

The results of this study show that language of instruction is a significant predictor that influences EMI teachers' teaching self-efficacy, compared with grammar, pronunciation, and language of interaction. That is, the improvement of EMI teachers' language of instruction is more likely to lead to their higher teaching self-efficacy. This finding may have vital implications for the development and training of EMI teachers. To effectively increase EMI teachers' teaching self-efficacy, the English language development could focus on English for teaching, that is, the ability to implement effective classroom instruction. For example, the teacher might be taught how to use fixed sentence structures to explain concepts, terms, or lesson content, and how to give clear instructions in English when conducting activities, giving homework, and managing the classroom. In addition, appropriate English signals to indicate stages of a lesson might also be strengthened in the language training. Overall, this study provided evidence to suggest that the strategic training of language of instruction should be prioritized as a language training option in situations where EMI teachers are not so proficient in English to achieve and maintain higher teacher self-efficacy.



Language of Interaction and Teacher Self-Efficacy

This study's results revealed that language of interaction, like grammar and pronunciation, had no significant contribution to the variance of teaching self-efficacy. This may be partly due to its collinearity with language of instruction, which was shown in the stepwise regression. Another possible explanation is that the participating teachers may tend to use the teacher-centered approach emphasizing more lecturing and being less interactive in the EMI classroom. On one hand, the participating EMI teachers in this study also had the challenges of limited classroom language proficiency. On the other hand, the students might tend to be less interested in participating in classroom interaction due to their inadequate command of English (Airey and Linder, 2006). However, there is no solid evidence to indicate that more lecturing would give the teacher a misconception that language of instruction is more important for their teaching success.

The result that language of interaction is not a significant predictor of teaching self-efficacy should be cautiously considered. It does not mean that language of interaction is not important for EMI teachers' teaching self-efficacy; on the contrary, it matters, considering the strong correlation mentioned above. Self-efficacy for student engagement probably entails adequate level of language of interaction; for successful classroom interaction, the teacher needs to use appropriate English to ask questions or to provide clues and hints, to respond to students' questions, such as seeking clarification, giving confirmation, and asking for repetition, and to give feedback skilfully in English, such as acknowledging, evaluating, and commenting on students' responses.

The inadequacy of classroom interaction can be evidenced by the results of the descriptive analysis of this study. The results show that the mean of language of interaction (M = 2.87, SD = 0.75) is much lower than that of the language of instruction (M = 2.99, SD = 0.71) (Table 1); the mean of Self-efficacy for student engagement (M = 2.82, SD = 0.53) is also the lowest among the components of teaching self-efficacy, compared with Self-efficacy for instructional strategies (M = 3.01, SD = 0.60) and Self-efficacy for classroom management (M = 3.07, SD = 0.52) (Table 1). These results suggest that the situation that some of the participating EMI teachers have experienced challenges in classroom interaction does exist. The lower scores of EMI teachers' language of interaction may provide an acceptable explanation for the findings of inadequate interaction noted in the literature (Doiz et al., 2013; Hu et al., 2014; Werther et al., 2014; Chapple, 2015; Wen et al., 2018; Lu and Dearden, 2021). This study also suggests that improving EMI teachers' language of interaction may be a possible approach to enhance their interactional competence (Llinares and Mendikoetxea, 2020). Arguably, how the EMI teacher perceives the importance of language of instruction and language of interaction still needs further research.




LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH

This study has some limitations. The first limitation is the sample size. The participants were the EMI teachers from only one university, so it is unclear whether data from other samples in a different university, especially from a different country with a different pedagogical approach, would yield the same results. For example, the classroom culture in Chinese universities was once dominantly teacher-centered, while students at a European university may favor a learner-centered classroom culture. Future research needs to investigate an expanded population.

The second limitation is that data was self-reported rather than acquired by means of actual classroom observation. Self-reported data may not be able to fully represent teachers' classroom language performance. Future research may collect data by classroom observation, which would shed more light on the language in EMI classes.

Lastly, longitudinal studies following teachers through their training could be instructive. With the insights of this study, future language training may enhance the teacher's language of instruction and language of interaction. Thus, exciting possibilities lie ahead as longitudinal studies could bring to light more information about the significant effects of classroom language development.
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APPENDIX

The Classroom English Proficiency Scale

Use the following ratings:

0 = strongly disagree 1 = disagree 2 = uncertain 3 = agree 4 = strongly agree

1. I can lecture with correct English grammatical structures.

2. I can use a broad range of English vocabulary.

3. I can use accurate words to express ideas.

4. I can speak English clearly with no systematic errors in pronunciation.

5. I know how to stress content words in pronunciation.

6. I can use intonation naturally to convey meaning.

7. I can use appropriate English to ask questions or to provide clues and hints.

8. I can use appropriate English to respond to students' questions, such as seeking clarification, giving confirmation, and asking for repetition.

9. I can give feedback skillfully in English, such as acknowledging, evaluating, and commenting on students' responses.

10. I can explain concepts, terms, or lesson content in clear English.

11. I can give clear instructions in English when conducting activities, giving homework, and managing the classroom.

12. I can use appropriate English signals (e.g., first, second, next) to indicate stages of a lesson.

Note: Grammatical and lexical accuracy and range items are 1, 2, and 3; Pronunciation, stress, and intonation items are 4, 5, and 6; The language of interaction items are 7, 8, and 9; The language of instruction items are 10, 11, and 12.
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