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Abstract—This study examines Yemeni EFL teachers’ knowledge of the major principles of Communicative 

Language Teaching (henceforth, CLT) and their classroom subscription to these principles. The findings 

reveal that although these teachers are fairly knowledgeable of the principles of CLT, their classroom 

behavior does not always reflect this knowledge, which is most evident in their tendency to resort to structure-

based practices. The authors conclude with a number of recommendations and pedagogical implications. 

 

Index Terms—CLT, knowledge, practice, EFL, teacher education, Yemen 

 

I.  INTRODUCTION 

Until the beginning of the 1990s, English language teaching (ELT) in Yemen had been traditionally structure-based 

where form had precedence over meaningful language use.  However, since 1993, when the CLT-based textbook series, 

Crescent Course for Yemen, replaced the structure-based textbook, English for Yemen, Yemeni EFL teachers have been 

facing difficulties choosing between CLT- and the structure-based practices they had been using for years. 

For any teaching approach to be used effectively, its principles need be introduced and its rationale made explicit. 

Previous research on the Yemeni EFL context (cf., for example, Al-Shamiry, 1991; Bataineh, Thabet & Bataineh, 2008; 

Thabet, 2002) suggests that reform was limited to the replacement of the curricula.  Reportedly, virtually no proper 

introduction of the principles of CLT was ever made, and, thus, the vast majority of teachers kept on using traditional 

structure-based techniques. 

Despite the existence of strong and weak versions of CLT, it is often the weak version that prevails in teacher-

training contexts (Howatt, 1984). The weak version of CLT is often misinterpreted to mean that practices, such as rote-

learning, memorization, display questions, and teacher-talk, are inherently bad when, in fact,  only how, when and why 

teachers resort to them determine their appropriateness. This misinterpretation underlies the rationale for conducting 

this study.  The authors attempt to explore Yemeni teachers’ knowledge of CLT and their subscription to its principles 

in actual classroom situations. 

Another important aim of this research is to identify whether or not part of teachers’ subscription to CLT is due to the 

coincidence of some of its principles with those of structure-based approaches.  More specifically, the study attempts to 

answer the following questions: 

1.  What is the extent of the teachers’ knowledge of the principles of CLT? 

2.  Is this knowledge, or lack thereof, reflected in their actual classroom practices? 

3.  Do teachers show a higher degree of commitment to the principles shared by CLT and structure-based approaches 

than those which are purely communicative?  

A random sample of 172 teachers was drawn from all seventh, eighth, ninth, tenth, eleventh, and twelfth grade 

teachers of the CLT-based English Crescent Course for Yemen in the public schools of Al-Moudafar, Salla and Al-

Qahira directorates of education in Taiz, Yemen. The data were collected using two instruments. A 25-item diagnostic 

true/false test was used to assess the participants’ knowledge of CLT. Purposeful classroom observations of 47 of these 
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teachers, using a 7-item checklist, was conducted for validating the findings and providing deeper insights into the 

correspondence, or lack thereof, between the results of the test and actual pedagogical practices revealed by the 

observation.
1
 

II.  PREVIOUS RESEARCH 

The literature on the Yemeni EFL context suggests that teachers are essentially unaware of EFL methods in general 

and the principles of CLT in particular (Al-Shamiry, 2000; Thabet, 2002). They have little or practically no CLT 

orientation to draw their attention to the relative inefficiency of structure-based approaches as opposed to CLT-based 

ones. Al-Shamiry (2000), for example, reports that structure-based methods are not only dominant in Yemeni schools 

but also preferred in tertiary education. 

The introduction of CLT marked a phase of departing from major structure-based principles, such as continuous 

drilling, prohibiting the use of the mother tongue and immediate error correction, which have proved quite ineffective in 

language instruction. CLT never abandoned these principles but rather added a communicative dimension to them 

through framing them within the learner’s needs. In CLT, drilling is used when necessary, the mother tongue is used to 

facilitate learning, and errors are tolerated as a natural aspect of language learning. 

However, ELT literature (cf., for example, Holliday, 1994; Pennycook, 1989) suggests that the transfer of CLT from 

Western English-speaking countries to other countries is essentially problematic since imported pedagogy may conflict 

with the social, cultural, and physical conditions of these countries (Hiep, 2007). The literature (e.g. Hiep, 2007; 

Holliday, 1994; Sakui, 2004) also suggests that teachers worldwide are reportedly eager to learn the latest pedagogical 

innovations, but whether or not their knowledge translates into classroom practice remains a matter of speculation. Le 

(2000), for example, claims that even though Vietnamese teachers express their appreciation for CLT during training 

courses, once they return to their classrooms, they revert to traditional teaching. 

Empirical research (cf., for example, Hui, 1997; Yu, 2001) also suggests that most Chinese ELT classrooms are more 

traditional than communicative even though CLT was introduced in China in the late 1970s.  Initially, there was strong 

resistance to it, and it failed to receive support (Yu, 2001). Until recently, a heated debate has raged between Chinese 

and Western ELT specialists on the necessity, appropriateness, and effectiveness of adopting CLT in China (for 

example, Rao, 1996 ). However, recent research (e.g., Hu, 2002; Zheng & Adamson, 2003) suggests that CLT has 

gained some ground even though its practice varies by local contexts (Hu, 2002) some of whose teachers equate CLT 

with progressive pedagogy (e.g., Liao, 2004). 

Similarly, Karavas-Doukas (1996) reports that even though Greek EFL teachers have favorable attitudes towards 

CLT, their actual classroom behavior does not reflect any real commitment to it, which, she speculates, is the result of 

their inability to translate their theoretical training into actual classroom practices. 

Along the same lines, Li (1998) reports on Korean teachers' difficulties in terms of the lack of communicative 

training, misconceptions about CLT, low proficiency in spoken English and deficiency in strategic and sociolinguistic 

competences.  More specific to the purposes of this research, Thabet (2002) and Bataineh, Thabet and  Bataineh (2008) 

claim that Yemeni ELT practitioners lack proper knowledge of and instructional commitment to CLT, which they  

attribute to the absence of formal in-service CLT training. 

Teachers' inability to properly implement CLT in the language classroom is a matter of great concern. There are 

claims (cf., for example, Sato & Kleinsasser, 1999; Thompson, 1996) that if teachers do not have a thorough 

understanding of CLT, they can hardly develop practices appropriate to their context and, thus, would easily revert to 

traditional teaching.  To this effect, Harmer (2003, p.292) claims that “the problem is not with the methodology itself, 

or with ideas that it generates, but rather with how they are amended and adapted to fit the needs of the students who 

come into contact with them”. 

Sato and Kleinsasser (1999) claim that teachers’ understanding of CLT is based more on their personal experiences, 

conceptions, and interactions with challenges in their local contexts than on the theory documented in the literature. 

Thompson (1996) also reports that language teaching practitioners worldwide hold misconceptions about CLT, which 

constitutes a major deterrent of its proper implementation in the language classroom. 

Teachers' relative inability to provide learners with opportunities for authentic language use is well documented 

(Legutke & Thomas, 1991; Nunan, 1987).  Language teachers are said to be concerned more with teaching pre-selected, 

seldom contextualized linguistic forms (Hiep, 2007) than with creating contexts for authentic language use. Nunan 

(1987, p.144), for example, reports a discrepancy between what teachers say they do and what they actually do: "There 

is growing evidence that, in communicative classes, interactions may, in fact, not be very communicative”. Willis (1990, 

p.128) attributes this apparent contradiction to the fact that CLT underlies two conflicting agendas; one is a syllabus of 

pre-selected discrete grammatical items and another which is based on the meanings the learner wishes to express. How 

feasible is it to say to the learner "say whatever you mean" but "use the third conditional"? 

                                              

1 For copies of the test and the observation checklist, contact the corresponding author at rubab@yu.edu.jo. 
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Along the same lines, proponents of CLT claim that language lessons should not be as much about structure as about 

the functions served by these structures, and that communicative goals should be an integral part of any language 

presentation, structure-based or otherwise (Howatt, 1984).  O'Neill (2000), among others, argues that language lessons 

should not be about the present continuous but rather about communicative functions such as giving and getting 

personal information, asking for and giving directions and expressing opinion. For example, you're standing in my way 

and you're driving too fast are complaints while he is leaving for Paris in June and they are getting married in the 

spring are about pre-arranged future rather than present actions. 

CLT is based on the premise that the primary objective of language teaching is to provide learners with information, 

practice, and experience to meet their communication needs (Canale, 1983). A plethora of empirical evidence supports 

the effectiveness of such practice.  Savignon (1972) reports that learners who practice communication instead of pattern 

drills perform as accurately on discrete-point grammar tests, not to mention that their performance in communicative 

tasks significantly surpasses that of learners who had had no such practice. 

Similarly, Montgomery and Eisenstein (1985) report greater learner gains not only in accent, vocabulary and 

comprehension but also in grammar.  They (1985, p.331) claim that 

[e]ven if a curriculum designer decides that correct grammar is the primary goal, the results of this preliminary 

research suggest that language use will enhance progress in this area and that the teaching of grammar does not need to 

be restricted to formal rules or pattern practice. 

However, this is not to give the impression that the emphasis on meaning rather than form is an open and shut case. 

Whether foreign language teachers should emphasize grammatical accuracy or communicative fluency is still a matter 

of controversy. There is still no definite agreement as to whether form or meaning should take precedence, which may 

justify designing language curricula which have both structure-based and functional components.  However, CLT 

objectives are often described so narrowly that it makes it extremely difficult to set time aside for studying necessary 

structures, which has led to the emergence of alternative approaches, such as communicative grammar-learning tasks 

(Rea Dickins & Woods, 1988), grammar consciousness-raising, task-based approach (Fotos & Ellis, 1991), teaching 

grammar as meaning, social functions, and discourse activities (Celce-Murcia, 1991) and input interpretation grammar 

teaching (Ellis, 1995). 

Still, this is not to imply that communicative functions, albeit important, are static.  In the real world, these functions 

vary from one situation to another so much so that only a competent speaker would know how to manifest the same 

function in different ways, which is achieved only if he/she can generate different structures for this purpose. 

The authors recognize the significance of developing the learner’s communicative competence but only with the view 

that enhancing his/her structure-based competence is an indispensable component of effective language instruction.  

Nevertheless, instead of "standing alone as an autonomous system to be learned for its own sake" (Celce-Murcia, 1991, 

p.459), structure-based instruction should be made a catalyst for enabling learners to achieve efficient and effective 

communication. Thus, by providing instruction which emphasizes both grammatical accuracy and communicative 

fluency, EFL teachers will enable learners to have more meaningful language experiences, which, in turn, will help 

them become more successful language users. 

Despite a few differences, structure-based approaches share principles which can be traced back to their common 

theory of language learning.  Finnocchario and Brumfit (1983) identify the differences between the audiolingual method, 

the archetype of structure-based approaches, and CLT as shown in Table 1. However, it is worth noting that CLT, 

which has served as the predominant approach in the language classroom after the demise of audiolingualism, 

incorporates many of the characteristics of earlier approaches but still avoids what Stern (1992) refers to as the 

"narrowness and dogmatism of the method concept". 
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TABLE 1: 

AUDIOLINGUALISM AND CLT: A COMPARISON 

Audiolingual Method Communicative Language Teaching 

Structure and form are more emphasized than meaning. Meaning is paramount.  

   Structure-based dialogs need be memorized. Dialogs, if used, center on communicative functions and are not normally 

memorized. 

Language items are not necessarily contextualized. Contextualization is a basic premise. 

Language learning is learning structures, sounds, or words. Language learning is learning to communicate.  

Mastery, or "over-learning" is sought.  Effective communication is sought. 

Drilling is a central technique. Drilling may occur, but peripherally. 

Native-speaker-like pronunciation is sought. Comprehensible pronunciation is sought. 

Grammatical explanation is avoided.  Any device which helps the learners is accepted - varying according to 
their age, interest, etc. 

Communicative activities only come after a long process of rigid 

drills and exercises. 

Attempts to communicate may be encouraged from the very beginning. 

The use of the student's native language is forbidden.  Judicious use of native language is accepted where feasible. 

Translation is forbidden at early levels.  Translation may be used where students need or benefit from it.  

Reading and writing are deferred until speech is mastered. Reading and writing can start from the first day, if desired.  

The target linguistic system will be learned through the overt 

teaching of the patterns of the system. 

The target linguistic system will be learned best through the process of 

struggling to communicate. 

Linguistic competence is the desired goal.  Communicative competence (i.e. the ability to use the linguistic system 

effectively and appropriately) is the desired goal. 

Varieties of language are recognized but not emphasized. Linguistic variation is a central concept in materials and methodology. 

The sequence of units is determined solely by principles of linguistic 
complexity. 

Sequencing is determined by any consideration of content, function, or 
meaning which maintains interest. 

The teacher controls the learners and prevents them from doing 

anything that onflicts with the theory. 

Teachers help learners in any way that motivates them to work with the 

language. 

"Language is habit", so errors must be prevented at all costs. Language is created by the individual often through trial and error.  

Accuracy, in terms of formal correctness, is a primary goal.  Fluency and acceptable language is the primary goal; accuracy is judged 
not in the abstract but in context. 

Students are expected to interact with the language system, 

embodied in machines or controlled materials. 

Students are expected to interact with other people, in the flesh, through 

pair and group work, or in their writings. 

The teacher is expected to specify the language students use. The teacher cannot know exactly what language the students will use.  

Intrinsic motivation will spring from an interest in the structure of 

the language.  

Intrinsic motivation will spring from an interest in what is being 

communicated by the language. 

Adapted from Finnocchario and Brumfit (1983:91-93) 

 

Richards and Rodgers (2001) describe other significant characteristics of CLT including its emphasis on the use of 

authentic materials and language-based realia around which communicative activities are constructed. In terms of the 

type of communicative activities, learners engage in role play, simulation and games in which errors are seen as a 

normal phenomenon which does not need to be constantly corrected (Littlewood, 1981). In addition, interaction is an 

important feature in which grouping, pairing, and cooperative relationships are prevalent in the CLT classroom. 

In relation to the respective roles of teacher and student, Richards and Rodgers (1986, p.78) argue that CLT "often 

requires teachers to acquire less teacher-centered classroom management skills". Teachers are responsible for 

responding to, monitoring and meeting the language learner’s needs. Their role is to organize the classroom as a context 

for communication rather than correction of potential errors.  Littlewood (1981, p.94) describes the role of the teacher in 

CLT as that of a "facilitator of learning", consultant, advisor, coordinator of activities, classroom manager, co-

communicator and a "human among humans". 

III.  FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION 

The findings are reported according to the three research questions.  The first question addresses the extent of the 

respondents’ knowledge of the principles of CLT. Tables 2-4 present the findings in terms of the teachers’ knowledge 

of purely structure-based, shared, and purely communicative principles.  Note that some percentages are relatively small 

because the respondents were asked to identify whether each of the items is CLT-related, which reflected in small 

values for those items which are not. 

Table 2 shows the respondents’ ranking of how communicative are essentially structure-based principles. 
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TABLE 2: 

TEACHERS’ RANKING OF HOW COMMUNICATIVE STRUCTURE-BASED PRINCIPLES ARE 

 

Table 2 shows that the respondents are fairly aware that these principles are essentially structure-based.  That item 10 

got the highest rank even though it has the smallest percentage is due to the fact that only 12% of the respondents 

mistook it for a CLT principle.  This means that 88% of the respondents are aware that group work may occasionally be 

useful but can never replace formal instruction by a competent teacher is not a CLT principle. 

In contrast, about one third of the respondents mistook item 4, the use of the mother tongue is not permitted in the 

foreign language classroom, for communicative when it is in fact a structure-based principle. These percentages suggest 

that teachers are not always cognizant of the orientation of some tenets be it structure-based or communicative, as seen 

in the items  which ranged between the highly known as in items 10, 25 and 16, the moderately known as in items 24, 

21, 7 and 8, and the poorly known as in items 12 and 4. 

Table 3 presents the percentages of the respondents’ ranking of shared structure-based and CLT principles. 
 

TABLE 3: 
TEACHERS’ RANKING OF HOW COMMUNICATIVE SHARED STRUCTURE-BASED AND CLT PRINCIPLES ARE 

% Item Item 

No. 

Rank 

49 It is possible for the teacher of a large class to organize his/her teaching to suit the needs of all 

students. 

22  

47 Fluency is given more emphasis than accuracy. 18  

45 Training learners to take responsibility for their own learning is useless since learners are not 
used to such approach. 

23  

45 The language skills (listening, reading, writing and speaking) are taught in separate lessons. 2  

44 Group work activities take too long to organize and waste a lot of valuable teaching time. 1  

44 Drilling is an optional lesson procedure. 20  

44 The foreign language is taught in reference to its native culture. 3  

42 Knowing the rules of a language does not guarantee the ability to use that language. 9  

 

The figures in Table 3 suggest that the teachers’ ranking of common structure-based and CLT principles are 

relatively higher than those of exclusively structure-based.  However, even though they reflect the respondents’ partial 

awareness of CLT, these rankings may be more dictated by common sense than by any actual knowledge of CLT. 

Table 4 presents the percentages of the respondents’ ranking of purely CLT principles.  
 

TABLE 4: 

TEACHERS’ RANKING OF HOW COMMUNICATIVE PURELY CLT PRINCIPLES ARE 

% Item Item 
No. 

Rank 

94 The aim is for students to communicate effectively and in a manner appropriate to the context in which they are 

working. 

5  

94 The transmission of knowledge is only one of the many different roles the teacher performs in class (e.g. 

facilitator, language consultant and guide). 

16  

88 Tasks and activities are adapted to suit the students’ needs rather than imposed on them. 17  

83 Meaning is of extreme importance. 19  

66 Reading and writing are postponed until speech is mastered. 14  

65 The language items (vocabulary and grammatical rules) of the syllabus are selected on the basis of the students’ 

language needs. 

11  

63 The communicative textbook can cater to the various needs of the students. 6  

53 Genuine everyday language is emphasized. 13  

 

These rankings are the most accurate among the three sets of principles in tables 2-4.  The least ranked item (viz., 

item 13, genuine everyday language is emphasized) was given by more than half the sample while the most ranked 

items (viz., 5 and 16, the aim is for students to communicate effectively and in a manner appropriate to the context in 

                                              

2  Original item number in the test and oservation checklist 

% Item Item No.2 Rank 

12 Group work may occasionally be useful but it can never replace formal instruction by a competent eacher. 10  

19 Communicative activities come after a long process of drilling and exercising. 25  

20 All grammatical errors are to be corrected to avoid imperfect learning. 15  

26 Students are to acquire native-like pronunciation. 24  

27 The language items are ordered in the syllabus units according to their linguistic simplicity. 21  

28 The teacher specifies the language the students use during classroom interaction. 7  

29 Direct instruction in the rules of grammar is essential if students are to learn to communicate effectively. 8  

34 Classroom interaction is set to practice the language items intended to be learnt. 12  

35 The use of the mother tongue is not permitted in the foreign language classroom. 4  
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which they are working and the transmission of knowledge is only one of the many different roles the teacher performs 

in class), were equally given by 94% of the sample. 

Tables 2-4 collectively reveal that the majority of the teachers are fairly knowledgeable of CLT principles, especially 

test items 5, 16, 17, 19, 11, 14, 6, and 13, which were answered correctly by 94, 94, 88, 83, 66, 65, 63, and 53 percent of 

the sample, respectively.  Moreover, principles common to both structure-based and CLT notwithstanding, that a good 

proportion of the sample correctly judged items as non-CLT-related is another indication of these respondents’ 

knowledge of CLT. 

Numerically, the overall mean of the teachers’ knowledge of CLT, measured by the test, amounted to 11.64 out of a 

maximum of 25 (46.56%) with a standard deviation of 2.82.  This is significantly below the accepted mean set at 17.5 

(70%).  This fairly poor overall knowledge may be readily attributed to reports that teachers have not received any 

formal in-service CLT-related training since its advent in Yemen in 1993 (Al-Shamiry, 2000; Thabet, 2002), not to 

mention the well documented shortage of ELT resources in Yemeni schools (e.g. Thabet, 2002).  These findings may 

offer further corroboration for previous claims (cf., for example, Li, 1998; Gahin & Myhill, 2001) that a full 

understanding of the theory underlying the principles of CLT is painfully lacking. 

The 7-item observation checklist reveals that the teachers under study partially subscribe to CLT practices, as shown 

in Table 5 below. 
 

TABLE 5: 

TEACHERS’ CLT-RELATED PRACTICES AS REVEALED BY THE OBSERVATION 

Rank Item 

No. 

Item % 

 2 The amount of the teacher talk time is less than the students' talk time. 71 

 5 The teacher circulates and observes while students are involved in the assigned activities. 64 

 1 The teacher permits the use of Arabic whenever necessary (e.g., explaining new language items, giving 

instructions for new activities, referring to foreign cultural points, having students translate what they have 

understood).     

26 

 3 The teacher involves students in fluency-based activities (i.e. pair and group work). 0 

 4 The teacher ignores students' errors in grammar and pronunciation during oral activities (except for accuracy-

based activities).  

0 

 6 The teacher relates the topic to the students' interests and experiences (i.e. students talk about their 
likes/dislikes/hobbies). 

0 

 7 The teacher asks more referential and high-order questions than display and low-order questions in teacher-student 

interactions. 

0 

 

Of the seven CLT principles targeted in the observation, four were found nonexistent while three had a 26%, 64% 

and 71% occurrence.  The observation reveals that the teachers do not use group work for enhancing language learning, 

which is consistent with claims by Al-Shamiry (1991; 2000). Furthermore, these teachers’ subscription to structure-

based approaches is evident in their use of immediate error correction, neglecting to relate the topic to students’ lives 

and interests, and focusing on lower-order display questions rather than higher-order referential ones. 

The two items which had the highest percentage of occurrence (viz., 64 and 71%) were teacher circulation among 

students during activities and less teacher talk time than that of the students. However, these figures may be a little 

misleading, for the classroom observation reveals that teachers’ circulation among the students was done more for 

classroom management than for facilitating learning, which was evident in the minimal interaction between the teacher 

and his/her students during this circulation. Similarly, classroom talk was not necessarily all communicative talk.  More 

often than not, the teacher gave instructions to be followed by the students whose talk was essentially repeating, 

rehashing lines from the textbook, or answering display questions. 

For example, a teacher was observed in a class session in which she used authentic invitation cards to illustrate the 

content of the lesson.  She discussed the similarities and differences between Yemeni and British invitation cards (per 

textbook instructions) but never went the extra step of personalizing the experience by asking students about their views 

about or personal experiences with invitation cards. 

Moreover, that Arabic was permitted to be used in the classroom with a mere 26% occurrence may be evidence of 

these teachers’ dedication to structure-based approaches. This use may well be driven by a more pronounced 

commitment to structure-based principles which prohibit such use, than a shy commitment to CLT. In other words, even 

though using L1 is sanctioned by CLT, the authors believe that the teachers used it due to their structure-based training 

rather than any real commitment to CLT. That only 26% were found to use it may also be explained in light of the 

structure-based principle of using L1 as a last resort. 

In other words, the observation reveals that, even though the test shows teachers to be fairly knowledgeable of CLT, 

their actual classroom behavior draws a gloomier picture of their commitment to it. The communicative principles of 

involving the students in fluency-based activities (through pair- and group-work), ignoring students’ grammatical and 

pronunciation errors (except in accuracy-based activities), relating the lesson to students’ interests and experiences 

(through encouraging expression of their likes, dislikes and favorite pastimes) and asking more referential than display 

questions were virtually nonexistent in the 47 classrooms targeted for the observation. 

The slight mismatch between the results of the test and those of the classroom observation suggests that despite the 

teachers’ fair knowledge of the theoretical principles of CLT, they are essentially unable to translate this knowledge 
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into actual classroom practice.  It may also be seen as a reflection of the traditional pedagogical culture which, unlike 

that of CLT, views the teacher as the ultimate source of knowledge. Teachers may feel that playing games with or 

delegating part of their responsibilities to their students (through peer teaching and cooperative learning) compromises 

their image as teachers. This is consistent with Gahin and Myhill’s (2001, p.10) claim that “the prophetic image of the 

teacher reinforces [his/her] authority, acting against having a good rapport between teachers and students”. 

These findings are consistent with those of previous research. There is abundant empirical evidence that lacking 

pedagogical training, thus proper understanding of CLT, is a major deterrent of teachers’ proper classroom 

implementation (Bataineh, Thabet & Bataineh, 2008; Li, 1998; Sato & Kleinsasser, 1999; Thompson, 1996). 

For example, Chinese ELT classrooms are reported as more traditional than communicative despite four decades of 

formal CLT adoption (Hui, 1997; Yu, 2001).  Similarly, Greek teachers’ classroom practices are said to be more 

traditional despite their reportedly favorable attitudes towards CLT (Karavas-Doukas, 1996). 

IV.  CONCLUSION, RECOMMENDATIONS AND PEDAGOGICAL IMPLICATIONS 

This study has attempted to explore Yemeni teachers’ knowledge of CLT and their classroom use of its principles. 

The findings reveal a slight mismatch between teachers' theoretical knowledge and actual classroom implementation of 

CLT. The authors conclude that the cycle of innovation in Yemen is painfully lacking, for the change from structure-

based to communicative syllabi has been an incomplete one since no serious measures seem to be taken to insure 

teachers’ classroom practice of CLT. To this effect, Kamhi-Stein and Galván (1997) report on the significance of 

guided in-service CLT orientation for teachers to reflect on the principles of CLT and their potential feasibility in the 

ELT classroom. 

The findings reveal that Yemeni teachers are more inclined towards structure-based principles than those of CLT. 

Not only is this consistent with the claims of Al-Shamiry (1991; 2000), Thabet (2002), and Bataineh, Thabet, and 

Bataineh (2008) that CLT is relatively unknown to Yemeni teachers both as a theory and classroom practice but also 

with claims that teachers are most likely to teach the way they had been schooled regardless of teacher education 

(McMillan, 1985; Watson, 1995), especially that many of these teachers started their careers long before the advent of 

CLT in Yemen. 

The results seem to suggest that Yemeni policymakers, curriculum designers and teacher training experts should pay 

closer attention to boosting teachers’ knowledge of CLT, which is crucial for proper pedagogical practice in the ELT 

classroom. A change in textbooks and instructional methods would most certainly not pay off unless it is coupled with 

training teachers and honing their pedagogical skills. 

Moreover, teachers need more opportunities for continuous in-service professional development to improve their 

knowledge and performance, for  it is the claim of these authors that Yemeni teachers, like others all over the world, are 

resistant to curriculum change toward CLT and that their apparent commitment to certain CLT principles is no more 

than an incidental outcome of their coincidence with those of structure-based approaches. 

Finally, to answer the question posed in the title of the study, CLT in the Yemeni EFL context seems to be minimally 

embraced but not so much as a result of hypocrisy or lack of inclination as of fairly limited teachers’ knowledge of the 

theoretical principles of the approach. 
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