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The Dual-track Mode of Education for Foreign Language Majors
— Illustrated with MTI Education

by SONG Ying MA Qiuwu

Abstract: Commencing over 60 years ago, foreign language teaching as a specialty education is currently a discipline with
the largest enrolment of undergraduate students in China. The present paper begins with a general survey of the changing discipli—
nary orientations in foreign language teaching over the past years, then explicates the establishment of the dual — track mode of
foreign language education, necessitates the correction of several erroneous conceptions and policies when implementing the dual
— track mode, examines the disciplinary planning for the foreign language specialty, and finally elucidates the principles to follow
and the problems to avoid when employing the dual — track mode.
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A Critical Evaluation of the Theory and Practice of Concept-based Instruction

by WEN Qiufang

Abstract: The paper critically evaluates Concept-Based Instruction ( CBI) in terms of its theory and practice, which is a
newly-emerging foreign language teaching ( FLT) approach at the beginning of this century. The paper includes four sections.
Section One analyzes its theoretical views about language, learning and teaching; Section Two describes five phases of CBI which
includes explanation, materialization, communicative activities verbalization, and internalization; Section Three presents the au—
thors” reflections on the advantages and disadvantages of CBI for our FLT and Section Four briefly describes the future of CBI.
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